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Abstract

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) was most wildly used as a key indicator of performance appraisal. Rating scale with
multiple raters was used to collect and verify the OCB quality of employee. The purpose of this research was to show evidence of
convergent validity, divergent validity, rater effect, and inter rater reliability when the organizations assigned multiple raters (self,
peer, and employer) to rate employee OCB. 340 elementary teachers, 340 peers, and 103 employers in 103 elementary schools
rated teachers OCB. MTMM correlated trait and method CFA model was used to analyze data. OCB trait factors were altruism,
courtesy, sportsmanship, civic virtue, and conscientiousness and method factors were self-rating, peer rating, and employer rating.
The results showed that peer rating had the highest contribution to trait factors and also fewest method effects to the factors.

Moreover, the correlations among trait factors were high but correlations among method factors were low.
Keywords: Organizational Citizenship Behavior, Raters Effect
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