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Purpose: The aim of the article is to determine the relationship between OCBs and 9 

psychosocial working conditions.  10 

Design/methodology/approach: The survey was conducted using the OCB scale developed by 11 

Spector and the COPSOQ tool. Statistical analysis was carried out using Statistica software. 12 

Findings: The research demonstrates that the manifestation of OCB-O by respondents 13 

correlated with more aspects of psychosocial working conditions than in the case of OCB-P. 14 

When analyzing OCB-O, strong correlations were reported with the following variables: 15 

possibilities for development, job satisfaction, and meaning of work. In the case of OCB-P, 16 

these correlations were moderate. In addition, in the case of OCB-O, a weak relationship was 17 

also identified with the following variables: quality of leadership, social support, and influence 18 

at work. These correlations were negligible for OCB-P. The obtained results demonstrate that 19 

quantitative demands do not correlate with either OCB-O or OCB-P. However, in what 20 

concerns influence at work variable, a weak correlation was identified for OCB-O as well as  21 

a negligible correlation for OCB-P. 22 

Research limitations: The study was only quantitative and not qualitative, while the research 23 

relied solely on respondents' statements. The sample was selected purposively, which means 24 

the findings cannot be generalized, and the study involved only Polish organizations, meaning 25 

it was embedded in a specific cultural context. Additionally, the research was not a longitudinal 26 

study. The data was lagged, which does not allow for strong causal inference. The use of 27 

questionnaire-based research may have triggered a common method bias. 28 

Practical implications: managers of any type of organization should do their best to encourage 29 

employees to display OCBs. This may be facilitated by appropriate psychosocial working 30 

conditions, especially in the areas of: possibilities for development, meaning of work,  31 

job satisfaction. 32 

Originality/value: According to our findings, at the moment of writing this paper there are also 33 

no comparative studies examining the relationship existing between OCBs and working 34 

conditions covering the three types of organizations: for-profit, public, and nonprofit.  35 

Besides, in the course of reviewing the literature, we found no studies examining the 36 

relationship between OCBs and influence at work and quantitative demands.  37 
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1. Introduction 4 

In the empirical research on Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCBs), two main trends 5 

can be distinguished. The first trend deals with the consequences of this type of behavior at the 6 

individual, unit and organizational level, whereas the second trend explores issues related to the 7 

antecedents of OCBs. 8 

Primarily, OCBs have been studied in relation to job satisfaction (Bateman, Organ, 1983; 9 

Smith et al., 1983), organizational justice (Farh et al., 1990; Moorman, 1991; Niehoff, 10 

Moorman, 1993) and organizational commitment (Moorman et al., 1993; Williams, Anderson, 11 

1991). Other analyses included dispositional factors: agreeableness, conscientiousness, positive 12 

and negative affectivity (Konovsky, Organ, 1996; Organ, Lingl, 1995). The relationship 13 

between OCBs on one hand and leader behaviors and task characteristics on the other hand has 14 

also been studied (Podsakoff et al., 1990; Podsakoff et al., 1996a, 1996b). 15 

A separate category of antecedents explored in OCBs research have been those related to 16 

the job characteristics and the functioning of the organization, including: organizational 17 

formalization, organizational inflexibility, spatial distance (Podsakoff et al., 1996a, 1996b), 18 

workplace environment (Turnipseed, Murkison, 1996), perceived organizational support 19 

(Moorman et al., 1998). However, no studies were identified that would comprehensively 20 

analyze the relationship between OCBs and psychosocial working conditions as measured by 21 

the Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire. Few researchers have used that instrument,  22 

and those who have, did so only to a limited extent (Jeon et al., 2018; Kosenkranius et al., 2020; 23 

Wemken et al., 2021). 24 

Let us also point out that, in what concerns OCBs, some of the variables contained in the 25 

COPSOQ were also analyzed, including: meaning of work (Maharaj, Schlechter, 2007; Chandra 26 

et al., 2017), social support (Kim et al., 2013; Halbesleben, Wheeler, 2015) or health  27 

(e.g. Baranik, Eby, 2016; Fu et al., 2022; Htun, 2022; Jain, 2009). However, no studies seem to 28 

have analyzed OCBs in detail in relation to variables such as, for example, quantitative demands 29 

or influence at work. According to our findings, at the moment of writing this paper there are 30 

also no comparative studies examining the relationship existing between OCBs and working 31 

conditions covering the three types of organizations: for-profit, public, and nonprofit. 32 

The aim of the article is to determine the relationship between OCBs and psychosocial 33 

working conditions. To this end, a survey was conducted. 34 
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The article is divided into sections, which are as follows: introduction, literature review, 1 

methods, results, discussion, and conclusion. In the introduction, the directions of research on 2 

organizational citizenship behaviors, the research gap and the purpose of the article are 3 

synthetically laid out. In the second section, the results of the literature review on OCBs are 4 

presented, while the third section addresses the relationship existing between OCBs and 5 

selected aspects of psychosocial working conditions. Section four contains a description of our 6 

research methodology, and section five is where the results are shared. In the last section,  7 

the results are benchmarked with some of the findings of other authors, indicating implications 8 

for managers as well as limitations and directions of future research. 9 

2. Organizational Citizenship Beheviors 10 

According to the classic definition presented by Organ (1988), OCB is an individual 11 

behavior that is discretionary, not explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that 12 

in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization. Under this view,  13 

OCBs include behaviors that go beyond role-related requirements and are organizationally 14 

functional. Some researchers have pointed out that organizational citizenship behaviors are  15 

a function of how employees perceive their duties at work (Morrison, 1994) and that type of 16 

behavior is accounted for by managers in areas such as recruitment (Podsakoff et al., 2011) and 17 

employee evaluation (MacKenzie et al., 1993). Later and Organ (1997; compare: Van Dyne  18 

et al., 1994) modified his original definition, stating that OCBs support the social and 19 

psychological environment in which task performance takes place. As noted by LePine et al. 20 

(2002), the definition of OCB thus became similar to the definition of Contextual Performance 21 

presented by Borman and Motowidlo (1997). 22 

An important part of the conceptualization was the recognition of the dimensions of OCBs. 23 

Smith et al. (1983) identified to that end altruism and generalized compliance, whereas Organ 24 

(1988) distinguished: altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue. 25 

The taxonomies of organizational citizenship behaviors were also developed among others by 26 

Graham (1991), Podsakoff et al. (2000), Borman et al. (2001), Van Dyne et al. (1995).  27 

Williams and Anderson (1991) for their part argued that OCBs can be reduced to behaviors that 28 

‘benefit the organization in general’ (OCBO) and ‘immediately benefit specific individuals and 29 

indirectly through this means contribute to the organization’ (OCBI). 30 

As already mentioned, the essence of the definiens of OCBs are the functionality of 31 

organizational citizenship behaviors that drives the direction of research on the consequences 32 

of this type of behavior at the individual, work-group, unit and organizational level.  33 

The relationship between OCBs and performance, including profitability, productivity, product 34 

quality and efficiency have been tested (Podsakoff et al., 2013; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 1997; 35 



24 H. Bortnowska, B. Seiler 

Podsakoff et al., 1997). However, the leading direction has been the diagnosis of the antecedents 1 

of organizational citizenship behaviors. Primarily, OCBs have been studied through the prism 2 

of attitudinal and perceptual variables. The relationship between OCBs and job satisfaction 3 

(Bateman, Organ, 1983; Smith et al., 1983), organizational justice (Farh et al., 1990; Moorman, 4 

1991; Niehoff, Moorman 1993) and organizational commitment (Williams, Anderson 1991; 5 

Moorman et al., 1993) have been studied. The research was further elaborated by the question 6 

of which of the attitude components is the determinant of OCBs (Organ, Konovsky, 1989; 7 

Williams, Anderson, 1991; Lee, Allen, 2002). Other analyses have focused on individual 8 

differences: agreeableness, conscientiousness, positive and negative affectivity (Organ, Lingl, 9 

1995; Organ, Ryan, 1995; Konovsky, Organ, 1996; Borman et al., 2001), equity sensitivity 10 

(Konovsky, Organ, 1996; Blakely, Andrews, Moorman 2005), locus of control (Borman et al., 11 

2001; Blakely, Srivastava, Moorman, 2005), motives, motive fulfilment and role identity 12 

(Rioux, Penner, 2001; Finkelstein, Penner, 2004; Finkelstein, 2006). The relationship between 13 

OCBs and leader behaviors has also been explored (Podsakoff et al., 1990; Podsakoff et al., 14 

1996a and 1996b; Babcock-Roberson, Strickland 2010; Harris et al., 2014). Factors related to 15 

job characteristics and the functioning of the organization constituted a separate category, 16 

including: organizational formalization, organizational inflexibility, spatial distance (Podsakoff 17 

et al., 1996a, 1996b), and perceived organizational support (Alshaabani et al., 2021; Moorman 18 

et al., 1998). 19 

3. OCBs and psychosocial working conditions 20 

An analysis of the content of the Google Scholar database revealed that the COPSOQ was 21 

used in the course of research on OCBs (albeit to a limited extent) e.g. by Jeon et al. (2018) 22 

who conducted a quasi-experimental study evaluating the effects of six-month intervention 23 

(ethical leadership program for nursing unit managers). To that end, they used six dimensions 24 

of the medium-sized Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire II. Furthermore, Kosenkranius 25 

et al. (2020) set it out to verify whether off-job crafting intervention could offer performance 26 

benefits for the employers such as increased organizational citizenship behaviors among 27 

employees. The COPSOQ was used by them to measure cognitive job demands and emotional 28 

job demands. Wemken et al. (2021) also mention using six items of the COPSOQ to measure 29 

job demands in their study, although the obtained results were not presented as they went 30 

beyond the scope of their research. 31 

Some of the variables included in the Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire were also 32 

analyzed through the prism of OCBs. Research has frequently been carried out using scales 33 

other than those contained in the COPSOQ. 34 



Organizational Citizenship Beheviors… 25 

Classic studies have demonstrated a positive relationship between OCBs and job 1 

satisfaction (Bateman, Organ, 1983; Smith et al., 1983; Williams, Anderson, 1991).  2 

Meta-analyses have also confirmed this correlation (Organ, Ryan, 1995; LePine et al., 2002). 3 

Subsequent research – following the suggestion of Organ and Konovsky (1989) – focused on 4 

the fairness interpretation of OCBs. Meanwhile, research results obtained by Farh et al. (1990), 5 

Moorman (1991), Moorman et al. (1993) suggested that perception of justice is a better 6 

predictor of OCBs than job satisfaction. 7 

The relationship between OCBs and perceived organizational support (POS) has also been 8 

studied in the context of social exchange theory. A positive correlation was found between POS 9 

and OCBs (Wayne et al., 1997; Chiang, Hsieh, 2012). According to Moorman et al. (1998), 10 

procedural justice is an antecedent to POS which in turn mediates its relationship to three OCBs 11 

dimensions (interpersonal helping, personal industry and loyal boosterism). It was also found 12 

that POS mediated the effects of interpersonal and informational justice on organizational 13 

citizenship behavior that are directed at the organization (OCBO) and its members (OCBI) 14 

(Cheung, 2013). According to Shanock and Eisenberger (2006) supervisors’ POS is positively 15 

related to their subordinates’ perceived supervisor support (PSS) and, in turn, subordinates’ 16 

PSS is positively associated with their POS, in-role performance, and extra-role performance. 17 

Halbesleben and Wheeler (2015) - driven by the assumptions of the conservation of resources 18 

theory - found that higher perceived co-worker support is positively associated with greater 19 

investment in OCBs aimed at that co-worker. Whereas Kim et al. (2013), referring to the 20 

concept of motives in OCBs research, demonstrated, among others, that the quality of social 21 

support functions as a boundary condition that qualifies relations of motives with OCBs. 22 

In the study, emphasis was also placed on meaningfulness as an antecedent of OCBs.  23 

It was demonstrated that the meaningfulness of work was significantly correlated with OCBs 24 

and also significantly predicted variance in OCBs (Sharma, 2019) and employees' perception 25 

of the meaningfulness of work had a significant positive influence on OCBs (Youn, Kim, 2022). 26 

In this context, research on employees not receiving any remuneration was also carried out. 27 

Erks et al. (2021) found that meaningfulness of volunteers is related to both employee 28 

engagement and OCBs at work. Meanwhile, Im and Chung (2018) found that organizational 29 

pride and trust mediates the relationship between employee volunteering meaningfulness and 30 

OCBs. 31 

Numerous studies have been conducted on the relationship between leadership and OCBs 32 

(e.g. Farh et al., 1990; Jiao et al., 2011; Yang, Zhang, 2022). For instance, Podsakoff et al. 33 

(1990; compare Podsakoff et al., 1996a) indicated that the effects of the transformational leader 34 

behaviors on OCBs are indirect, rather than direct, they are moderated by followers’ trust in 35 

their leaders. The research results indicated also a significant positive relation between 36 

charismatic leadership and OCBs (Babcock-Roberson, Strickland, 2010). The relationship 37 

between LMX (leader-member exchange) and OCBs was analysed, too (Harris et al., 2014). 38 

https://sciprofiles.com/profile/2076439
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The relationship between employee competency and OCBs has also been studied  1 

(e.g. Chuang et al., 2019; Hardin et al., 2020; Sumarsi, Rizal, 2022; Wortler et al., 2019),  2 

and so has been the relationship between (high-performance) HR practices and OCBs  3 

(e.g. Wei et al., 2010; Sun et al., 2007; Gupta, Singh, 2010; Snape, Redman, 2010). Conducting 4 

research in this area, Wei et al. (2010) included internal career opportunities and extensive 5 

training among HR practices. Against their expectations, their research has revealed that high-6 

performance HR practices are not significantly related to OCBs. Different conclusions were 7 

provided by the study of Nadeem et al. (2019). By analyzing the relationship between  8 

HR practices (including competency development) and OCB, they determined that a high-9 

performance work system is positively correlated with organizational citizenship behavior 10 

(compare: Snape, Redman, 2010). In addition, according to Sun et al. (2007; as quoted in Wei 11 

et al., 2010), ‘high-performance HR practices can shape positive psychological climate 12 

perceptions of employees since such HR practices would send a signal of long-term investment 13 

in employee competence, helping create shared employee perceptions of a supportive 14 

organizational context that encourages OCB’. Therefore, the results of the research conducted 15 

so far in this area are inconclusive. 16 

Some studies have also been identified which have verified the impact of health on 17 

organizational citizenship behaviors. Researchers working in this field have concluded, among 18 

other things, that OCBs are positively related to employees’ health complaints (Fu et al., 2022) 19 

or health and safety has significantly positive effect on OCBs of employees (Htun, 2022). 20 

Baranik and Eby (2016) identified that a positive effect mediated the relationship between 21 

OCB-Is and general health. This issue has also been analyzed by Jain (2009). According to him, 22 

the dimensions of OCBs, namely organizational pride, social and functional participation and 23 

concern for organizational resources were found to be the positive predictors of the dimension 24 

of general health called sense of accomplishment and contribution. Moreover, the dimensions 25 

of OCBs, namely sportsman spirit and concern for organizational resources were found to be 26 

the positive predictors of the dimension of general health called hassle-free existence.  27 

Another study indicated that there was a significant positive effect of altruism, civic virtue and 28 

sportsmanship (dimensions of OCBs) on subjective well-being while conscientiousness 29 

(dimension of OCBs) had a negative impact on subjective well-being of employees (Yurcu  30 

et al., 2015). In the contrast, research by Naz et al. (2021) has revealed, that there is no 31 

significant interaction between general health and OCB 32 

No studies have been identified that would examine in detail the relationship between OCB 33 

and quantitative demands or an influence at work. 34 

  35 
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4. Methods 1 

The research process consisted of the following stages: literature analysis, research gap 2 

identification, formulation of research questions and hypotheses, sample and research tools 3 

selection, data collection and analysis, conclusions formulation, indication of research 4 

limitations and future directions. The research hypotheses were formulated as follows:  5 

H1: OCB-O is positively associated with psychosocial working conditions in the organization 6 

(quantitative demands, influence at work, meaning of work, possibilities for development, 7 

social support, quality of leadership, job satisfaction, general health). H2: OCB-P is positively 8 

associated with psychosocial working conditions in the organization (quantitative demands, 9 

influence at work, meaning of work, possibilities for development, social support, quality of 10 

leadership, job satisfaction, general health). 11 

4.1. Sample 12 

The study was conducted in 2022, in Poland's Lubuskie Voivodeship. The sample consisted 13 

of employees representing three types of organizations: for-profit, public and nonprofit.  14 

The sampling was non-random. No list of employees working in organizations of Lubuskie 15 

Voivodeship was available. The survey included three hundred respondents, a hundred from 16 

each type of entity. The participation in the study was voluntary. 17 

There were more women (60.67%) than men among the respondents. The average age of 18 

participants in the research was 37.9. Most respondents (34.67%) had less than three years of 19 

work experience in the current organization, while slightly fewer had more than ten years 20 

(33.33%) or between four and ten years (32.00%) of work experience. 21 

Most representatives of for-profit and public organizations held executive positions 22 

(79.50%). More than a third (37.50%) were employed in large entities, more than a quarter 23 

(25.50%) – in medium-sized entities. The fewest respondents worked in small (22.50%) or 24 

micro (14.50%) organizations. Most representatives of nonprofit entities were board members 25 

(43.00%). Every fourth (26.00%) was a paid employee. Members of organizations (19.00%) 26 

and volunteers (12.00%) were represented less. They were active in associations (79.00%), 27 

foundations (18.00%) or other entities (3.00%). More than every third nonprofit representative 28 

(38.00%) worked in an entity employing 10 or fewer people, and slightly fewer respondents - 29 

in an organization employing 11 to 20 people (31.00%) or more than 50 (22.00%). The fewest 30 

respondents from this group worked in entities employing from 20 to 49 people (9.00%). 31 

  32 
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4.2. Measures 1 

Various research tools can be used to measure OCBs (e.g. Fox et al., 2012; Konovsky, 2 

Organ, 1996; Lee, Allen, 2002; Podsakoff et al., 1990; Spector et al., 2010; Williams, Anderson, 3 

1991). In the course of our own research, we used - similarly to Glińska-Neweś and Szostek 4 

(2018) - the 12-item OCB scale developed by Spector (Organizational Citizenship Behavior 5 

Checklist…). Respondents were asked to choose one of the answers on a five-point scale  6 

(never -1, once or twice - 2, once or twice a month - 3, once or twice a week - 4, every day - 5). 7 

The score was then calculated simply as the average of responses from 1 to 5. Six items in the 8 

survey concerned behaviors directed towards the organization (OCB-O), while another six 9 

concerned behaviors towards people in the organization (OCB-P). 10 

Various research tools can also be used to measure psychosocial conditions at work  11 

(for more, see: Baka, 2019). An international, standardized instrument used by the World 12 

Health Organization and the International Labor Organization for assessing psychosocial 13 

working conditions, health and well-being of employees is the Copenhagen Psychosocial 14 

Questionnaire (COPSOQ) (compare Baka et al., 2019)1. It was first developed in 2000 by 15 

Kristensen and Borg and is now available in 25 languages (https://www.copsoq-network.org/, 16 

7.05.2022). It accounts for a broad spectrum of psychosocial working conditions and can be 17 

used in a number of economic sectors such as industry, services, communication (Baka, 2019). 18 

The COPSOQ has been validated in many countries (e.g. Berthelsen et al., 2014; Dupret et al., 19 

2012; Moncada et al., 2014; Rosário et al., 2017; Nübling et al., 2006), including in Poland. 20 

The research work of Widerszal-Bazyl (2017) demonstrated that the eight scales of the 21 

COPSOQ II in the Polish version can be used in research examining psychosocial properties of 22 

work, considering them to be reliable and accurate. The results of analyses conducted  23 

by Baka (2019) also confirmed the high accuracy and reliability of the Polish version of the 24 

COPSOQ II. It was precisely this tool that we used in the course of our own research, namely 25 

the COPSOQ version validated in Polish conditions by Widerszal-Bazyl (2017), who confirmed 26 

the reliability of the following eight scales: ‘Quantitative demands’, ‘Influence at work’, 27 

‘Meaning of work’, ‘Social support’, ‘Job satisfaction’, ‘Possibilities for development’  28 

(4-question version; the 2-question version was unreliable), ‘Quality of leadership’, ‘General 29 

health’. As in the original tool, the majority of the questions in the questionnaire were answered 30 

by participants using a five-point scale (varying from ‘to a very little extent’ to ‘to a very large 31 

extent’ or ‘never/almost never’ to ‘always/almost always’). The exception was the  32 

‘Job Satisfaction’ scale where the responses were: very satisfied, satisfied, dissatisfied,  33 

very dissatisfied, irrelevant/not applicable. The scales of the COPSOQ are formed by adding 34 

the points of the individual questions of the scales by giving equal weights to each question. 35 

These weights are as follows: 100, 75, 50, 25, 0. The scale value is calculated as the simple 36 

average - all scales go from 0 to 100. According to the instruction, respondent who answered 37 

less than half of the questions in a scale is regarded as missing 38 

(http://www.mentalhealthpromotion.net/…, 20.05.2022). 39 



Organizational Citizenship Beheviors… 29 

The survey research came with certain limitations such as the need to rely on respondents’ 1 

statements, limiting the territorial scope to one country, non-random sampling, or common 2 

method bias. 3 

4.3. Data analysis 4 

The statistical analysis of the data was carried out using the Statistica software. The internal 5 

consistency was confirmed using the standard Cronbach's alpha coefficient (Cronbach, 1951). 6 

It adopted the following values: 0.804436776 (OCB), while 0.854676525 (COPSOQ)2. 7 

Subsequent analyses showed that the OCB-O and OCB-P variables have a distribution close to 8 

normal, while the remaining eight variables (‘Quantitative demands’, ‘Influence at work’, 9 

‘Social support’3, ‘Job satisfaction’, ‘Possibilities for development’, ‘Meaning of work’, 10 

‘Quality of leadership’, ‘General health’) did not. This was confirmed by the results of the 11 

Shapiro-Wilk tests (Shapiro, Wilk, 1965)4 (Table 1). 12 

Table 1.  13 
Shapiro-Wilk test results for variables included in the OCB and COPSOQ tools 14 

Variables 

p 

For-profit  

(N = 100) 

p 

Public  

(N = 100) 

p 

Nonprofit  

(N = 100) 

p 

Total  

(N = 300) 

OCB-O .00697 .21005 .23868 .081318 

OCB-P .03042 .61166 .08249 .100427 

Quantitative demands .03767 .03577 .03684 .000195 

Social support .00177 .07623 .00095 .000007 

Influence at work .00485 .00663 .00012 .000001 

Job satisfaction .00000 .00001 .00000 .000000 

Possibilities for development .02448 .00179 .00532 .000012 

Meaning of work .00155 .00041 .00000 ,000000 

Quality of leadership .02553 .01787 .00219 .000000 

General health .00370 .00339 .02600 .000024 

Explanation:  - rejection the hypothesis of normality. 

Source: own study. 15 

As a result, the majority of subsequent analyses of variables were conducted using non-16 

parametric statistics. In the case of correlation analysis, a rule was adopted (similarly to e.g. 17 

Paliga, 2021) that when the distribution of at least one of the variables in a pair deviates from 18 

the normal distribution, the analysis of the relationship is carried out using Spearman’s rho 19 

coefficient. 20 

5. Results 21 

Respondents stated that most of the analyzed behaviors were manifested once or twice at 22 

all or once or twice a month. The respondents' average ratings for individual OCBs dimensions 23 

were as follows: 2.97 (OCB-O) and 2.88 (OCB-P) (let us recall the scale was from 1 to 5). 24 
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Participants in the study also assessed psychosocial working conditions in their 1 

organizations. Average ratings are shown in Table 2 (let us recall that items included in 2 

individual subscales could be assigned 100, 75, 50, 25 or 0 points). The highest average ratings 3 

were recorded for the following subscales: ‘Job satisfaction’ (71.13), ‘Meaning of work’ 4 

(71.06), ‘Possibilities for development’ (69.13), while the lowest for the subscales ‘General 5 

health’ (50.07) and ‘Quality of leadership’ (50.07). 6 

Table 2.  7 
Evaluation of psychosocial working conditions - the perspective of research participants5 8 

Psychosocial working conditions (COPSOQ subscales) Arithmetic means (N = 300) 

Job satisfaction 71.13 

Meaning of work 71.06 

Possibilities for development 69.13 

Influence at work 64.50 

Social support 62.54 

Quantitative demands 57.31 

Quality of leadership 55.68 

General health 50.07 

Source: own study. 9 

In order to verify the research hypothesis describing the relationship between OCBs  10 

(OCB-O and OCB-P) and psychosocial working conditions, a correlation analysis was 11 

performed using Spearman's rho coefficient. This decision, as already mentioned,  12 

was motivated by the failure of both analyzed variables to meet the assumptions regarding the 13 

normality of distribution. The results of calculations concerning Spearman's rho coefficient 14 

were interpreted as per the Dancey and Reidy (2004) classification6. 15 

Spearman's rho values were analyzed separately for the two OCB subscales. The results 16 

obtained for the OCB-O subscale are shown in Table 3. 17 

Table 3.  18 
Spearman's rho coefficient values for the variables: OCB-O and psychosocial working 19 

conditions 20 

OCB-O and: 

Spearman’s rho 

For-profit  

(N = 100) 
Public  

(N = 100) 
Nonprofit  

(N = 100) 

Total  

(N = 300)7 

Job satisfaction .490305 .531123 .336725 .442378 

Possibilities for development .555628 .398137 .339517 .427580 

Meaning of work .548126 .530713 .263388 .426115 

Quality of leadership .165712 .360045 .289515 .271359 

Social support .239968 .277164 .277151 .254233 

Influence at work .270486 .256628 ,253451 .253207 

General health -.041846 .244816 .097550 .102585 

Quantitative demands .089868 -.018034 .026176 .029617 

* p < 0,05 21 
Source: own study. 22 

By analyzing the correlations of OCB-O and individual variables contained in the  23 

COPSOQ (for N = 300), it was found that the majority of them were positive. Only two of them 24 

can be described as negligible (namely ‘Quantitative demands’ and ‘General health’).  25 
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A weak correlation was reported for the subscales: ‘Influence at work’, ‘Quality of leadership’ 1 

and ‘Social support’, while a strong correlation was reported for the subscales: ‘Possibilities for 2 

development’, ‘Meaning of work’ and ‘Job satisfaction’. Thus, the basis for confirming the  3 

H1 hypothesis was found, but the identified correlations had different strengths. 4 

In the analyzed for-profits, the highest correlations were recorded for the variables  5 

OCB-O and ‘Possibilities for development’, ‘Meaning of work’, ‘Influence at work’. In public 6 

organizations, the highest correlations, compared with the rest, were observed for ‘Job 7 

satisfaction’ and ‘Quality of leadership’, whereas in nonprofit entities - for the ‘Social support 8 

subscale. 9 

Table 4 shows the results of the correlation analysis for OCB-P and particular COPSOQ 10 

subscales. 11 

Table 4.  12 
Spearman's rho coefficient values for the variables: OCB-P and psychosocial working 13 

conditions 14 

OCB-P and: 

Spearman’s rho 

For-profit  

(N = 100) 

Public  

(N = 100) 
Nonprofit  

(N = 100) 
Total  

(N = 300)8 

Possibilities for development .433465 .246208 .269932 .333343 

Meaning of work .428772 .415058 .100368 .319922 

Job satisfaction ,314849 .445969 .222976 .319157 

Quality of leadership .162760 .286553 .151173 .185611 

Influence at work .126373 .186450 .213842 .181191 

Social support .139299 .252327 .169674 .176174 

General health .074106 .327473 .021323 .140749 

Quantitative demands .015292 .057132 -.052256 .012936 

* p < 0,05. 15 

Source: own study. 16 

The correlations between OCB-P and COPSOQ subscales were not as marked. Analyzing 17 

them among 300 respondents, they were indeed positive but only three were slightly above the 18 

0.3 threshold denoting moderate correlation (those were: ‘Possibilities for development’, 19 

Meaning of work’, ‘Job satisfaction’). Thus, the basis for confirming the H2 hypothesis was 20 

found, but the identified correlations had different strengths. Only three cases showed  21 

a moderate correlation. 22 

In the analyzed enterprises, the highest correlations (moderate) were observed for the 23 

following subscales: ‘Possibilities for development’ and ‘Meaning of work’ (where ‘Meaning 24 

of work’ had a similar value also in public organizations). Meanwhile, ‘Job satisfaction’, 25 

‘Quality of leadership’, ‘Social support’, ‘General health’ and ‘Quantitative demands’ were 26 

identified as the most important in public organizations. In nonprofits, the analyzed correlations 27 

had the highest value only in the case of ‘Influence at work’. 28 

  29 
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6. Discussion & Conclusions 1 

The research demonstrates that the manifestation of OCB-O by respondents correlated with 2 

more aspects of psychosocial working conditions than in the case of OCB-P. When analyzing 3 

OCB-O, strong correlations were reported with the following variables: ‘Possibilities for 4 

development’, ‘Job satisfaction’, and ‘Meaning of work’. In the case of OCB-P,  5 

these correlations were moderate. In addition, in the case of OCB-O, a weak relationship was 6 

also identified with the following variables: ‘Quality of leadership’, ‘Social support’,  7 

and ‘Influence at work’. These correlations were negligible for OCB-P. On the whole,  8 

the conclusion can be drawn that favourable psychosocial working conditions are associated to 9 

a greater extent with OCB-O than with OCB-P. This finds its theoretical justification in social 10 

exchange theory (compare Moorman et al., 1998; Organ, Konovsky, 1989; Wayne et al., 1997). 11 

The results of the conducted research have therefore demonstrated that the strongest 12 

correlations with OCBs (both OCB-O and OCB-P) include aspects of psychosocial working 13 

conditions (measured using the COPSOQ) such as: ‘Job satisfaction’, ‘Possibilities for 14 

development’ and ‘Meaning of work’. This confirms what emerges from the classic studies on 15 

the relationship between job satisfaction and OCBs, namely that there is a positive correlation 16 

between these variables (Bateman, Organ, 1983; Smith et al., 1983; Organ, Ryan, 1995; LePine 17 

et al., 2002). Previous research has also demonstrated that OCBs positively correlate with 18 

‘Meaning of work’ (Sharma, 2019; Youn, Kim, 2022; Erks et al., 2021). However, previous 19 

findings on the relationship existing between OCB and competency development were not 20 

always unambiguous (compare Nadeem et al., 2019; Snape, Redman, 2010; Wei et al., 2010). 21 

In the course of reviewing the literature, we found no studies examining the relationship 22 

between OCBs and influence at work and quantitative demands. Our study has filled this 23 

research gap. The obtained results demonstrate that the quantitative demands do not correlate 24 

with either OCB-O or OCB-P. However, in what concerns the influence at work variable,  25 

a weak correlation was identified for OCB-O as well as a negligible correlation for OCB-P. 26 

The results of the conducted research have also highlighted the differences in the 27 

relationship between OCBs and individual aspects of psychosocial working conditions, 28 

depending on the type of organization (for-profit, public and non-profit). Firstly, in the case of 29 

nonprofit entities, the relationship between OCBs and particular aspects of working conditions 30 

was not as strong. The biggest difference concerned the meaning of work aspect. In the case of 31 

nonprofits, the relationship between job meaning and OCB-P was negligible, and weak with 32 

OCB-O. In the remaining organizations, these correlations were consistently strong.  33 

Nonprofit entities are mission-driven in nature, and their activity is related to the fulfilment of 34 

important social needs (compare Moore, 2000; Rothschild, Milofsky, 2006); as such, working 35 

for them is frequently associated with a high level of meaning of work. However, as our 36 

research finds, it does not correlate strongly with OCBs. These findings are inconsistent with 37 

https://sciprofiles.com/profile/2076439
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the findings of Erks et al. (2021). Let us note, however, that in that study the primary focus was 1 

on volunteers, whereas our research also involved paid employees employed in the NPO sector. 2 

Additionally, job satisfaction in non-profit organizations as compared to for-profit and public 3 

organizations was also less strongly correlated with either OCB-O or OCB-P. Secondly,  4 

in public organizations, a larger number of psychosocial aspects of working conditions 5 

correlated more strongly with OCB-O and OCB-P than with the other two types of entities.  6 

This concerned, for example, the relationship between OCB-P and: ‘Quality of leadership’, 7 

‘Social support’, ‘General health’. Furthermore, in public organizations, OCB-O and OCB-P 8 

correlated more strongly with general health than in the remaining entities. Thirdly, in for-profit 9 

organizations, the difference consisted in the fact that there was a weaker correlation between 10 

OCB-O and ‘Quality of leadership’. Meanwhile, in the case of OCB-P, there was a strong 11 

correlation with ‘Possibilities for development’, contrary to the remaining entities where it was 12 

weak. 13 

The implications and practical research recommendations arising from this study are such 14 

that managers of any type of organization should do their best to encourage employees to 15 

display OCBs (both OCB-O and OCB-P). This may be facilitated by appropriate psychosocial 16 

working conditions, especially in the areas of: possibilities for development, meaning of work, 17 

and job satisfaction. 18 

Finally, let us point out some of the limitations of this research. The study was only 19 

quantitative and not qualitative, while the research relied solely on respondents' statements.  20 

The sample was selected purposively, which means the findings cannot be generalized,  21 

and the study involved only Polish organizations, meaning it was embedded in a specific 22 

cultural context that should be accounted for when formulating conclusions. Additionally, the 23 

research was not a longitudinal study, but a cross-sectional one. The results may be different in 24 

a longitudinal study. The data was lagged, which does not allow for strong causal inference. 25 

Moreover, the use of questionnaire-based research may have triggered a common method bias. 26 

A better understanding of this problem area would require more in-depth qualitative 27 

research studies and the use of techniques based on direct contact, interviews, observation,  28 

case study, etc. which would help capture its nuance more thoroughly. Future research using 29 

longitudinal data is also recommended. Further research might also consider verification of our 30 

research results on the relationship existing between OCBs and ‘Quantitative demands’ and 31 

‘Influence at work’. At the same time, it is worth continuing research on the differences between 32 

for-profit, public and nonprofit organizations in the area of OCBs. 33 
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Footnotes 17 

1 Currently, the COPSOQ III is available in short, middle and long versions (Burr et al., 2018; Llorens et al., 2019). 
2 The scales forming part of the tool should exhibit a value of the α-Cronbach's coefficient larger than 0.7. 

Questionnaires whose α-Cronbach's coefficient is smaller than 0.6 should not be used (Brzeziński, 2011). 
3 Except for the ‘Social support’ subscale in public organizations. As the variables OCB-O, OCB-P and social 

support had distributions close to normal, the use of Pearson's r correlation coefficient was considered to analyse 

the relationships between them. However, the analyses undertaken excluded this possibility, as the relationships 

between these variables did not appear to be linear. Since the conditions for calculating Pearson's r correlation 

coefficient were not met, again, it became necessary to use its non-parametric counterpart, the Spearman rank 

correlation coefficient. 
4 If the p-value is less than the conventional level of 0.05, then we reject the hypothesis of normality (Dudley, 

2012). 
5 Calculations were made for N = 300, except for the ‘Quality of leadership’ scale (where N = 296). The difference 

is due to the fact that four respondents (in leadership positions) did not have a direct supervisor. 
6 Interpretation of Spearman’s rho: ≥0.70 (very strong correlation), 0.40-0.69 (strong correlation), 0.30-0.39 

(moderate correlation), 0.20-0.29 (weak correlation), 0.01-0.19 (no or negligible correlation) (Dancey, Reidy, 

2004). 
7 Let us recall, that calculations were made for N=300, with the exception of the 'Quality of leadership' scale  

(N = 296).  
8 Let us recall once again, that calculations were made for N=300, with the exception of the 'Quality of leadership' 

scale (N = 296). 

                                                 

 


