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Purpose: The purpose of the article is to determine the correlation that exists between OCB
and work motivation among employees in for-profit, public, and nonprofit organisations.
Design/methodology/approach: The cross-sectoral study was conducted in 2022. The sample
consisted of employees representing three types of organisations: for-profit, public and
nonprofit, one hundred from each type of entity mentioned. The opinions of the respondents
were collected using a Google form and by means of a printed version of the survey
questionnaire. In the research there were used the 12-item OCB scale developed by Spector.
Employee motivation was examined using the WEIMS-PL scale, which is a translated
equivalent of the Canadian Work Extrinsic and Intrinsic Motivation Scale (WEIMS).
Findings: The correlations between the OCB-P subscale (towards people in the organisation)
and the WEIMS-PL subscales were mostly positive but only negligible. Stronger correlations
were observed between the WEIMS-PL and OCB-O (towards the organisation) subscales,
particularly in the for-profit and nonprofit entities. In most cases they were positive and
moderate in strength. A strong correlation was found between intrinsic motivation and OCB-O
in NPOs and a slightly weaker one in for-profits. In public organisations this correlation was
negligible. The correlations between OCB-O and 3 of the 4 subtypes of extrinsic motivation
were also stronger in NPOs and for-profits than in public organisations: introjected regulation,
identified regulation and integrated regulation.

Research limitations/implications: The study was only quantitative and not qualitative,
relying solely on respondents' statements. The sample was purposively selected, which means
that the results cannot be generalised, and the study only involved Polish organisations, which
means that it was embedded in a specific cultural context that should be taken into account
when formulating conclusions. In addition, the research was not longitudinal but cross-
sectional. The results might be different in a longitudinal study. The data were lagged, which
does not allow for strong causal inferences. Moreover, the use of questionnaire-based research
may have triggered a common method bias.

Originality/value: The contribution of this study is that the OCB-WM correlation analysis was
carried out in for-profit, public and nonprofit organisations, which has not been done before.
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1. Introduction

From the classic Weberian perspective, an organisation is perceived as composed of
a hierarchy of authority, division of labour and coordination mechanisms (regulations,
procedures). At the end of the last century, the organisational citizenship dimension began to
be more strongly emphasised (Bateman, Organ, 1983; Smith et al., 1983; Borman et al., 2001),
even drawing parallels to political philosophy (Graham, 1991; Van Dyne et al., 1994).
One of the concepts of organisational citizenship embraced by the literature is organisational
citizenship behaviour (OCB).

Researchers dealing with the problem of citizenship behaviours in organisations point out
that the success of an enterprise depends not only on how employees handle assigned tasks but
also on whether they support the psychosocial context in which work takes place (Borman,
Motowidlo, 1993; Organ, 1997; cf. Podsakoff et al., 2013; Podsakoff et al., 1997) - that is,
whether they help their colleagues, interact with the organisation as a whole, participate in its
functioning, voluntarily engage in work that does not formally enter the scope of their duties.
Let us note that managers have a relatively high ability to control formal factors: tasks assigned
to an employee occupying a specific post (often outlined in the job description) or the structure
of positions. However, this is not so when it comes to engagement that goes beyond the scope
of typical employee duties. These are more likely to be linked with factors that are, to a certain
extent, beyond the direct control of managers: individual traits, professed values, displayed
attitudes (cf. Smith et al., 1983; Farh et al., 1990; Williams, Anderson, 1991; McNeely,
Meglino, 1992; Moorman et al., 1993; Organ, Lingl, 1995; Konovsky, Organ, 1996; Borman
et al., 2001; Spector, Fox, 2002; Blakely, Andrews, Moorman, 2005; Blakely, Srivastava,
Moorman, 2005; van Dick et al., 2006; Turnipseed, 2017; Urbini et al., 2020).

In the context of employees’ citizenship bahaviours within the organisation,
the motivational aspect seems to play an important role. Rioux and Penner (2001), Finkelstein
and Penner (2004; Finkelstein, 2006; cf. Finkelstein, 2008; Finkelstein et al., 2005) developed
the area of research where motivators are approached as correlates of citizenship behaviours.
We learn from the literature that OCB is a motivation-based behaviour, meaning that motivation
spawns OCB (Davila, Finkelstein, 2013). In turn, the relationship between OCB and motivation
has been examined, including as a mediating variable (Finkelstein, 2011; Ahmed, Khan, 2016;
Shaaban, 2018; Margahana et al., 2018; Widarko, Anwarodin, 2022).

Research has shown that employees may differ depending on the type of the organisation.
Cross-sectoral differences in work motivation, for instance, have been found among employees
of for-profit and not-for-profit entities (De Cooman et al., 2011). A similar disparity was
observed between public and nonprofit managers (Lee, Wilkins, 2011). Importantly, nonprofit

entities rely on volunteers who differ from paid employees in the following areas: dispositions
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(Elshaug, Metzer, 2001; Mitani, 2014) and attitudes (Laczo, Hanish, 1999; Pearce, 1993;
cf. Liao-Troth, 2001).

As no publications were found that benchmarked OCB and motivation in organisations
representing three major economic sectors, it was decided to undertake this research to fill this
gap. The purpose of this article is to determine the correlation that exists between OCB and
work motivation among employees in for-profit, public, and non-profit organisations.
To this end, we conducted a survey.

The paper is divided into the following sections: introduction, literature review, methods,
results, discussion, and conclusions. In the introduction, the research gap and the purpose are
synthetically laid out. In the first main section, the results of the literature review on OCBs as
well as work motivation were presented alongside the differences between for-profit, public
and nonprofit organisations. Section two contains a description of research methodology, while
section three is where the results are discussed. In section four, the findings were benchmarked
with some of the findings of other authors. In the conclusion, implications for managers as well

as limitations and future research suggestions were shared.

2. Literature review

2.1. Organisational citizenship behaviours

In the literature there are several concepts aiming to encapsulate behaviours geared towards
helping colleagues and supporting organisations: Organizational citizenship beheviours
(Bateman, Organ, 1983; Smith et al., 1983; Organ, 1988; Organ, Konovsky, 1989), Prosocial
organizational behaviours (Brief, Motowidlo, 1986), Extra-role behaviours (Van Dyne et al.,
1995), Contextual performance (Borman, Motowidlo, 1997), Citizenship performance (Borman
et al., 2001).

According to Organ (1988), OCB is an individual behaviour that is discretionary,
not explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes the
effective functioning of the organisation. Prompted to consider whether OCB covers extra-role
behaviours as well, Organ modified his own definition stating that OCB supports the social and
psychological environment in which task performance takes place (Organ, 1997; cf. Morrison,
1994; Van Dyne et al., 1994). It is worth noting that this support may benefit the organisation
in general or specific people, in which case it indirectly contributes to organisation development
(Williams, Anderson, 1991).

In the course of conceptualising the problem at hand, researchers identified dimensions of
OCB. Smith et al. (1983) distinguished altruism and generalised compliance, while for Organ

(1988) that was: altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue.
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Podsakoff et al. (2000), based on examination of literature, singled out the following: helping
behaviour, sportsmanship, organisational loyalty, organisational compliance, individual

initiative, civic virtue, self-development.

2.2. Work extrinsic and intrinsic motivation

One of the most well-established theories of work motivation is Self-Determination Theory
(SDT) (Deci, Ryan, 2000; Ryan, Deci, 2017, 2020). It suggests that ‘employees’ performance
and their well-being are affected by the type of motivation they have for their job activities.
SDT therefore differentiates types of motivation and maintains that different types of
motivation have functionally different catalysers, concomitants, and consequences’ (Deci et al.,
2017, p. 20).

SDT proposes that motivation lies on a continuum ranging from amotivation, extrinsic
motivation to intrinsic motivation (Ryan, Deci, 2000). At the beginning of this continuum is
amotivation which refers to the state of being unmotivated or lacking the willingness or
intention to act (Ryan, Deci, 2000). It can occur, for instance, when an employee does not
believe that he or she can perform in ways required of him or her (Deci, Ryan, 1985b).
At the opposite end of the continuum is an intrinsic motivation which is characterised as the
performance of an activity for its inherent satisfaction (Ryan, Deci, 2000). In between the
extreme poles of the continuum there is an extrinsic motivation that can be controlled or
autonomous (Chua, Ayoko, 2021). The SDT theory outlines four types of extrinsic motivation
that differ in the degree to which the motivation has been internalised and assimilated with the
self. The behaviours that follow from these four types of extrinsic motivation differ in their
degree of autonomy. Those that have been more fully internalised will be the basis for more
autonomous or self-determined actions. Thus, the degree of internalisation and the type of
regulation that follows from these degrees of internalisation are ordered along a relative
autonomy continuum’ (Deci, Ryan, 2009, p. 443).

According to Deci and Ryan (1985b, 2000; cf. Kotera et al., 2018) extrinsic motivation can
be categorised into four subtypes: integrated regulation, identified regulation, introjected
regulation and external regulation. They explain that employees with external regulation work
only because that brings them an external reward. Introjected regulation arises when workers
are motivated by self-image; they engage in work because they want other people to see them
in a certain way. Identified regulation relates to employees who acknowledge the value of the
work activity; they work because they understand that it is important for them. Integrated
regulation arises when an employee has fully integrated a motivation within themselves;
they work because they believe that work is a part of their identity.

The three lower forms of motivation (amotivation, external regulation, introjected
regulation) are referred to as non-self-determined motivation or controlled motivation, while

the three higher forms of motivation (identified regulation, integrated regulation, and intrinsic
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motivation) are classified as self-determined motivation or autonomous motivation (Gagne,
Forest, 2008).

2.3. Organisational citizenship behaviours and work motivation

The literature points out that motives may play an important role in OCB (Rioux, Penner,
2001). OCB is a motivation-based behaviour, which means OCB develops due to motivation
(Davila, Finkelstein, 2013). The research also suggests that not all employees who engage in
OCBs and other forms of voluntary helping behaviours expect recognition or some form of
reward for their actions (Lyons et al., 2022).

According to other researchers, motivation and OCB are highly correlated (Organ, 1988;
LePine et al., 2002; cf. Jacobsen, Beehr, 2022; Morgahana et al., 2018; Osman et al. 2015;
Umar et al., 2022; Widarko, Anwarodin, 2022). Similarly, Tang and Ibrahim (1998) found
a significant link between an individual's motivation and OCB, and Faria (2022) stated that
three dimensions of work motivation (work structure motivation, commitment motivation,
goal-setting motivation) have a significant effect on the organisational citizenship behaviours.
Meanwhile, Wyche-Seawood (2019) conducted research among public-sector workers to
determine that employees’ levels of motivation may not result from citizenship behaviours
alone, but rather employees’ motives for citizenship behaviours.

Finkelstein (2011, p. 19) suggests that ‘motives, and the types of OCB they foster, derive
in part from individual differences in motivational orientation. Intrinsically-motivated
individuals manifested internal, other-oriented motives for OCB, while those with extrinsic
orientations were driven largely by external, self-focused objectives’. According to Widarko
and Anwarodin (2022, p. 123) ‘employees with high intrinsic motivation impact organisational
citizenship behaviour (OCB) better because they show an attitude of working more than other
employees as a form of their perspective of responsibility’.

Enwereuzor et al. (2015) observed that external regulation and intrinsic motivation
contributed significantly in negative and positive directions to the prediction of OCB,
respectively, whereas identified regulation, amotivation, integrated regulation and introjected
regulation all failed to contribute significantly to OCB. Whereas, van der Broeck et al. (2021)
found that identified regulation is more powerful in predicting organisational citizenship
behaviours.

For the purposes of comparison, let us point out that Ahmed and Khan (2016) found that
both extrinsic and intrinsic motivations affect employee commitment to organisational
citizenship behaviours, and in the view of Shaaban (2018), OCB can be developed throughout
the application of extrinsic motivation more than intrinsic motivation among employees.
Barbuto and Story (2011; cf. Barbuto et al., 2001), however, found no relationships between
intrinsic process motivation and organisational citizenship behaviours, but they did find
a significant negative correlation between employees’ instrumental motivation and OCB,

also discovering that self-concept external motivation was negatively related to OCB,
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self-concept internal motivation was positively related to OCB-total, and goal internalisation
was not related to OCB.

The literature also points to factors which mediate the relationship between work motivation
and OCB, e.g. job satisfaction, job involvement, psychological empowerment, perceived
organisational support, employee engagement, organisational justice and reward matching with
personal goals (Ahmed, Kahn, 2016; cf. Hidayah, Hendarsjah, 2021; Kim et al., 2020;
Rumengan et al. 2022; Uliyah, Ariyanto, 2021).

The presented study was conducted in for-profit and/or public organisations. However,
there are few studies concerning volunteers as a specific employee category (characteristic of
nonprofit entities). Van Schie et al. (2015) found that, for them, general self-determined
motivation enhanced work engagement, whereas OCB was solely linked to organisation-
focused, self-determined motivation. No comparative studies were identified that examine the
relationships between the dimensions of work motivation (via WEIMS) and OCB (OCB-O,
OCB-P) in three types of organisations: for-profit, public, and nonprofit. The possibility of
existence of such difference is nevertheless implied by comparative studies carried out in these

listed entities.

2.4. Differences between for-profit, public and nonprofit organisations

Working conditions in the discussed organisations provide a context that may potentially
relate to OCB. It is indicated that the differences between for-profit, public and nonprofit
organisations concern two basic issues (Moore, 2000): defining source of revenues and the
value produced by organisations. The analysis of available empirical comparative studies
allows for flagging differences between entities in each of the three sectors also in several other
areas: 1. motives, values and practices of managers (cf. Lee, Wilkins, 2011; LeRoux, Feeney,
2013; Miller-Stevens et al., 2015; Miller-Stevens et al., 2018), 2. motives, values and attitudes
of employees (Borzaga, Tortia, 2006; De Cooman et al., 2011; Goulet, Frank, 2002; Hamann,
Foster, 2014; Lyons et al., 2006; Miller-Stevens et al., 2015; Mirvis, 1992; Stater, Stater, 2019),
3. work organisation (Benevene et al., 2011; Ben-Ner, Ren, 2015; Kalleberg et al., 2006; Matz-
Costa, Pitt-Catsouphes, 2010; McNamara et al., 2012), 4. organisational culture (Bercea et al.,
2019; Emanuele, Higgins, 2000; Sarros et al., 2011; van der Wal et al., 2008), 5. production
scope and service quality (Amirkhanyan et al., 2008; Larsson et al., 2022; Traetteberg, Fladmoe,
2020), 6. image and reputation of organisations and their employees (Pepermans, Peiffer, 2022;
Peiffer et al., 2020).

The results of the literature analysis became the basis for formulating the research
hypotheses. They were presented in Table 1.
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Table 1.
Research hypotheses

Hia: There is a strong
correlation between intrinsic
motivation and OCB-O in for-
profit organisations.

Haa: There is a strong
correlation between intrinsic
motivation and OCB-O in
public organisations.

H3a: There is a strong correlation
between intrinsic motivation and
OCB-O in nonprofit
organisations.

Hip: There is a strong
correlation between intrinsic
motivation and OCB-P in for-
profit organisations.

Hay: There is a strong
correlation between intrinsic
motivation and OCB-P in
public organisations.

Hap: There is a strong correlation
between intrinsic motivation and
OCB-P in nonprofit
organisations.

Hi.: There is a strong
correlation between extrinsic
motivation and OCB-O in for-
profit organisations.

Hoc: There is a strong
correlation between extrinsic
motivation and OCB-O in
public organisations.

Hsc: There is a strong correlation
between extrinsic motivation
and OCB-O in nonprofit
organisations.

Hiq: There is a strong
correlation between extrinsic
motivation and OCB-P in for-
profit organisations.

Hag: There is a strong
correlation between extrinsic
motivation and OCB-P in
public organisations.

H3q: There is a strong correlation
between extrinsic motivation
and OCB-P in nonprofit
organisations.

Hie: There is a strong
correlation between amotivation
and OCB-O in for-profit
organisations.

Ha: There is a strong
correlation between
amotivation and OCB-O in
public organisations.

Hse: There is a strong correlation
between amotivation and OCB-
O in nonprofit organisations.

Hig: There is a strong
correlation between amotivation
and OCB-P in for-profit
organisations.

Ha: There is a strong
correlation between
amotivation and OCB-P in
public organisations.

Has: There is a strong correlation
between amotivation and OCB-P
in nonprofit organisations.

Source: own study.

To verify the research hypotheses, a survey was conducted.

3. Methods

The research process consisted of the following stages: literature analysis, research gap
identification, formulation of research problem and hypotheses, sample and research tools
selection, data collection and analysis, formulation of conclusions, indication of research
limitations and future directions.

The cross-sectoral study was conducted in 2022, in Poland’s Lubuskie Voivodeship.
Participation in the survey was voluntary. The sample consisted of employees representing
three types of organisations: for-profit, public and nonprofit, one hundred from each type of
entity mentioned. The sample was non-random as there was no list of employees working in
the Lubuskie Voivodeship. The opinions of the respondents were collected using a Google form
and by means of a printed version of the survey questionnaire, through direct contact and in
cooperation with the Social Economy Support Centre in Zielona Gora (Osrodek Wsparcia

Ekonomii Spotecznej).
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3.1. Sample

There were more women (60.67%) than men among the respondents. The average age of
the participants of the research was 37.9 years. Most (34.67%) had less than 3 years' work
experience in their current organisation, slightly fewer had more than 10 years (33.33%) or
between 4 and 10 years (32%).

Most representatives of profit and public entities held managerial positions (79.5%).
More than a third (37.5%) worked in large organisations and more than a quarter (25.5%) in
medium-sized ones. The least number worked in small (22.5%) or micro (14.5%) organisations.
Most NPO representatives were board members (43%). One in four (26%) was a paid employee.
Members of organisations (19%) and volunteers (12.00%) were less represented. They were
mainly employed by associations (79%) or foundations (18%). More than one in three NPO
representatives (38%) worked in an entity with 10 or fewer employees, and fewer respondents
worked in an institution with 11 to 20 employees (31%) or more than 50 employees (22%).

Those working in organisations with between 20 and 49 employees were the least likely (9%).

3.2. Measures

In the course of our own research we used the 12-item OCB scale developed by Spector
(Organisational Citizenship Behaviour Checklist; Retrieved from: http://shell.cas.usf.Edu/
~pspector/scales/ocbcpage.html, 26.01.2018). 6 items concerned behaviours directed toward
the organisation (OCB-O), others 6 — behaviours toward people in the organisation (OCB-P).
Respondents were asked to select one of the answers on a 5-point scale.

Employee motivation was examined using the WEIMS-PL scale (Chrupata-Pniak,
Grabowski, 2016), which is a translated equivalent of the Canadian Work Extrinsic and Intrinsic
Motivation Scale (WEIMS) developed by Tremblay et al. (2009) based on self-determination
theory (Deci, Ryan, 2000). This tool consists of 18 statements measuring various types of work
motivation, and more precisely: 6 subscales including 3 statements each: amotivation (AMO),
extrinsic motivation (integrated regulation — INTEG, identified regulation — IDEN, introjected
regulation — INTRO, external regulation — EXT), intrinsic motivation (IM). Respondents rated
the statements using a 7-point Likert scale'.

The questionnaire was sent out to three hundred employees representing one of three types

of organisations: for-profit, public and nonprofit. Participation in the study was voluntary.

! Work self-determination index (W-SDI) can also be calculated using this scale through the following formula:
(+3xIM) + (+2 x INTEG) + (+1 x IDEN) + (-1 x INTRO) + (-2 x EXT) + (-3 x AMO). The range of possible
scores on the W—SDI is between + 36 for a 7-point Likert-type scale (and = 24 for a 5-point Likert-type scale).
The total score derived from this formula reflects individuals’ relative level of self-determination. A positive
score indicates a self-determined profile and a negative score - a nonself-determined profile (Tremblay et al.,
2009).
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3.3. Data analysis

The statistical analysis of the data was carried out using the Statistica software.
The internal consistency was confirmed using the standard Cronbach's alpha coefficient
(Cronbach, 1951). It adopted the following wvalues: o = 0.804436776 (OCB),
while a = 0.857749793 (WEIMS-PL)?.

The performed analyses demonstrated that most of the variables were not distributed close
to normal. This was confirmed by the results of the Shapiro-Wilk tests (Shapiro, Wilk, 1965)?
(Table 2).

Table 2.

Shapiro-Wilk test results for variables included in the OCB and WEIMS-PL scales
Variabl r

artables For-profit (N=100) |  Public (N = 100) Nonprofit (N = 100)

OCB-O .00697 .21005 23868
OCB-P .03042 .61166 .38331
Amotivation .00012 .00089 .00001
External regulation .00001 .00233 .00000
Introjected regulation .16285 .18673 .02781
Identified regulation .00052 .01488 .02839
Integrated regulation .03164 .00069 .00005
Intrinsic motivation .00120 .00230 .00000

Explanation:

- rejection the hypothesis of normality

Source: own study.

As a result, subsequent analyses of variables were conducted using non-parametric
statistics. In the case of correlation analysis, a rule was adopted (similarly to e.g. Paliga, 2021)
that when the distribution of at least one of the variables in a pair deviates from the normal
distribution, the analysis of the relationship is carried out using Spearman’s rho coefficient®.

2 The scales forming part of the tool should exhibit a value of the a-Cronbach's coefficient larger than 0.7.
Questionnaires whose a-Cronbach's coefficient is smaller than 0.6 should not be used (Brzezinski, 2011).

3 If the p-value is less than the conventional level of 0.05, then we reject the hypothesis of normality (Dudley,
2012).

4 As the variables OCB-O, OCB-P and introjected regulation 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.
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4. Results

Research participants used a 5-point Likert scale to respond to the statements included in
the questionnaire used to assess OCB. The average ratings for both subscales of OCB in each

of the three types of organisations: for-profit, public and nonprofit were compared (Table 3).

Table 3.
OCB-0 and OCB-P in for-profit, public and nonprofit organisations
o . . . Average
((gcggnslls:tl)tslc();;:;)cmzenshlp behaviours For-profit Public Nonprofit
(N = 100) (N = 100) (N = 100)
OCB-0 2.8367 2.9250 3.1517
OCB-P 2.7433 2.8700 3.0367

Source: own study.

The lowest averages, both in OCB-O and OCB-P, were reported in for-profits (2.8367 and
2.7433, respectively). Meanwhile, the highest averages were noted in the case of NPOs (3.1517
and 3.0367, respectively).

Respondents also assessed their work motivation using the WEIMS-PL questionnaire.

A 7-point Likert scale was used to provide the ratings. The obtained results are shown
in Table 4.

Table 4.

Evaluation of work motivation - the perspective of research participants
Work motivation Average
(WEIMS-PL subscales) For-profit (N = 100) Public (N = 100) Nonprofit (N = 100)
Amotivation 2.6767 2.8600 2.6900
External regulation 5.3700 4.5233 3.1033
Introjected regulation 4.2567 4.0967 4.2700
Identified regulation 4.6600 4.5000 4.6900
Integrated regulation 4.5367 4.8267 5.2267
Intrinsic motivation 4.8267 5.0267 5.3167

Source: own study.

The highest level of amotivation was found in public organisations (2.8600). External
regulation (for which it is typical that employees work only because that brings them an external
reward) was the most prevalent among representatives of for-profits (5.3700), and least
prevalent in NPOs (3.1033). Introjected regulation, which arises when workers are motivated
by self-image, was higher among employees of public organisations (4.0967) than among the
rest (NPO: 4.2700; F-P: 4.2567). Identified regulation, integrated regulation and intrinsic
motivation (which are classified as self-determined motivation or autonomous motivation) were
highest in the case of employees of nonprofit entities.

In all three types of organisations, the WPAR index assumed positive values, which
confirmed the existence of autonomous regulation in the performance of work among the
analysed three respondent groups. It had the highest value among employees of NPOs (12.5467)
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and was markedly lower in the other two groups: 7.5100 (public organisations) and 5.1867
(for- profits).

In order to verify the research hypotheses describing the correlation between OCB
(OCB-O, OCB-P) and work motivation (amotivation, external regulation, introjected
regulation, identified regulation, integrated regulation, intrinsic motivation) in three types of
organisation, a correlation analysis was performed using Spearman's rho coefficient.
This decision, as already mentioned, was motivated by the failure of both analysed variables to
meet the assumptions regarding the normality of distribution. The results of calculations
concerning Spearman's rho coefficient were interpreted in accordance with the Dancey and
Reidy (2004) classification”.

Spearman's rho values were analysed separately for 2 OCB subscales and for 6 WEIMS-PL
subscales (Table 5).

Table S.
Spearman's rho coefficient values for the variables: OCB-O, OCB-P and WEIMS-PL

subscales

Spearman’s rho
Variables For-profit (N=100) | Public(N=100) | Nonprofit (N = 100)
OCB-O
Amotivation -.000318 -.015376 -.114084
External regulation -.011516 .078267 .001456
Introjected regulation 461482 .189226 .364582
Identified regulation .386466 251554 359514
Integrated regulation .397350 212898 370762
Intrinsic motivation .385293 063751 417530
OCB-P
Amotivation .103052 .024313 -.145535
External regulation -.110492 -.094700 -.062949
Introjected regulation .288390 .060047 .148992
Identified regulation .083256 164430 .062105
Integrated regulation 187254 101587 203752
Intrinsic motivation .083497 -.080731 .148903

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

Most of the research hypotheses were rejected. Strong correlation was identified only in the
case of the variables: intrinsic motivation and OCB-O in NPOs (r= .417530, p < 0.05;
hypothesis H3a was confirmed). The correlation between introjected regulation and OCB-O in
for-profits was also strong (hypothesis Hic was partly confirmed). Some of the identified

correlations were of moderate strength.

5 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).
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The correlations between the OCB-P subscale and the WEIMS-PL subscales were mostly
positive but negligible. Only in two cases Spearman's rho coefficient adopted values indicating
a weak correlation: OCB-P and introjected regulation in for-profits (r =.288390, p < 0.05) and
OCB-P and integrated regulation in nonprofits (r =.203752, p < 0.05).

Stronger correlations were observed between the WEIMS-PL and OCB-O subscales,
particularly in for- profits and nonprofits (they were not as marked in public organisations).
In most cases they had positive and of moderate strength. A strong correlation was identified
for the intrinsic motivation and OCB-O in NPOs (r = .417530, p < 0.05), and a slightly lower
one (r =.385293, p < 0.05) was recorded in for-profits. In public organisations this correlation
was negligible. In nonprofits and for-profits, compared to public entities, the correlations
between OCB-O and 3 out of 4 subtypes of extrinsic motivation were also more pronounced:
introjected regulation, identified regulation and integrated regulation.

In for-profits, the most significant relationship was observed for OCB-O and introjected
regulation (r = .461482, p < 0.05); in NPOs, between OCB-O and intrinsic motivation
(r = 417530, p < 0.05). In both, the correlations were strong. In public organisations,
the OCB-O correlated most strongly with identified regulation, although in this case the value

of Spearman’s coefficient showed only a weak correlation (r =.251554, p < 0.05).

5. Discussion

According to numerous researchers, motivation and OCB are strongly correlated (Organ,
1988; LePine et al., 2002; cf. Morgahana et al., 2018; Osman et al., 2015; Tang, Ibrahim, 1998;
Umar et al., 2022; Widarko, Anwarodin, 2022). Many of the previous studies tackling this
problem area concerned correlations between work motivation and OCB (e.g. Barbuto, Story,
2011; Enwereuzor et al., 2015; Margahana et al., 2018; Osman et al., 2015; Shaaban, 2018;
Widarko, Anwarodin, 2022). However, the relationship between work motivation and OCB-P
or OCB-O has rarely been explored (e.g. Barbuto et al., 2001; Finkelstein, 2011). In addition,
such research was usually carried out in organisations of a select type [e.g. in public entities —
Tang and Ibrahim (1998), Umar et al. (2022), Wyche-Seawood (2019); industry — Barbuto and
Story (2011); Barbuto et al. (2001)]. This study contributes to expansion of current knowledge,
including by issues related to the comparison of for-profit, nonprofit and public entities.

Based on the results of the conducted research, it can be generalised that work motivation
correlates with OCB-O, but not with OCB-P. Note that van Schie et al. (2015) found a (slightly)
different type of relationship, showing that in the case of volunteers, OCB-O correlates with
organisation-focused motivation. It is noteworthy that Millette and Gagné (2008) did not find
this type of relationship at all. However, in our study we show that work motivation

(in subtypes: introjected regulation, identified regulation, integrated regulation, intrinsic
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motivation) correlates with OCB-O (at least with moderate strength), and this applies to both
NPO employees (not only volunteers) and for-profit employees. We learn after Morrison (1994)
that citizenship behaviour is a function of how employees perceive their job responsibilities.
It cannot be ruled out that supporting the organisation as a whole is more obvious to employees,
and consequently, is more closely linked with work motivation. Or perhaps behaviours
benefiting the organisation are more noticeable and more attractive as far as image is
concerned?

Approaching this problem in more detail, there is clearly no relationship between OCB and
external regulation. This corresponds to the findings of Barbuto and Scholl (1999),
and an explanation for that may be that OCB involves behaviours that are not rewarded by
a formal reward system. However, other types of regulation characteristic of extrinsic
motivation may indeed be an important correlate of OCB. In the case of for-profit employees,
the importance of introjected regulation comes to mind. Let us therefore stress the issue of
image-related motivators. According to Rioux and Penner (2001), in some cases OCB may be
motivated by the so-called impression management. In other words, these behaviours may serve
to shape the image in the eyes of colleagues and superiors. Bolino (1999) goes as far as using
the phrase ‘good actor’ in the context of OCB (as opposed to the concept of ‘good soldier’ —
cf. Organ 1988). This would require us to consider whether the surveyed employees of
commercial entities were particularly willing to engage in behaviour for the benefit of the
organisation for instrumental reasons (cf. Barbuto, Story, 2011; Barbuto et al., 2001).

In employees of nonprofits, a very important correlate of OCB is intrinsic motivation, often
identified among volunteer workers (Cappellari, Turati, 2004; Finkelstein, 2009; Fiorillo,
2011). However, a correlation between intrinsic motivation and OCB was also identified in
employees of for-profits. The obtained results therefore differed from Barbuto and Story (2011;
cf. Barbuto et al., 2001) who found no relationships between intrinsic process motivation and
organisational citizenship behaviours in any of the four agricultural businesses. However,
strong correlation between intrinsic motivation and OCB of teachers (as public-sector
employees) were identified by Enwereuzor et al. (2015).

Another conclusion concerns the statement that, in the case of the correlation between
motivation and OCB-O, differences were reported between employees of different types of
organisations. Let us note that the correlation between the discussed variables did not apply to
employees in the public sector. Similar results were obtained by Wyche-Seawood (2019) who
found that employees’ levels of motivation may not result from citizenship behaviours. Let us
also recall that relationships between OCB and motivation can be mediated by different factors
such as (Ahmed, Kahn, 2016): job satisfaction, job involvement, psychological empowerment,
perceived organisational support, employee engagement, organisational justice, etc. Research
indicates the three types of organisations differ in terms of motives (De Cooman et al., 2011)
and job attitudes (including job satisfaction, organisational commitment, loyalty, social
support) (Goulet, Frank, 2002; Borzaga, Tortia, 2006; Lyons et al., 2006; Hamann, Foster,
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2014; Stater and Stater, 2019). It is therefore plausible that one of these factors accounts for the
differences between the entities at hand. This will require thorough verification in subsequent

research.

6. Conclusions

The main contribution arising from this study concerns the performance of the OCB-WM
correlation analysis in for-profit, public and nonprofit organisations, something that has not
been done before. The conducted research demonstrated that work motivation correlates more
strongly with OCB-O than with OCB-P. However, strong correlation was reported only for the
variables: intrinsic motivation and OCB-O in NPOs, as well as for introjected regulation and
OCB-O in for-profits. Some of the identified relationships between OCB-O and WM were of
moderate strength. Finally, the correlations between OCB-P and the subtypes of WM were
mostly positive but negligible. Only in two cases weak correlation was found, namely: between
OCB-P and introjected regulation in for-profits, and between OCB-P and integrated regulation
in nonprofits.

The implications and practical research recommendations arising from this study are such
that managers of any type of organisation should motivate employees to display OCBs
(both OCB-O and OCB-P).

Thera are some limitations of this research. The study was only quantitative and not
qualitative, relying solely on respondents' statements. The sample was purposively selected,
which means that the results cannot be generalised, and the study only involved Polish
organisations, which means that it was embedded in a specific cultural context that should be
taken into account when formulating conclusions. In addition, the research was not longitudinal
but cross-sectional. The results might be different in a longitudinal study. The data were lagged,
which does not allow for strong causal inferences. Moreover, the use of questionnaire-based
research may have triggered a common method bias.

A better understanding of this issue would require more in-depth qualitative research and
the use of techniques based on direct contact, interviews, observation, case study, etc. which
would help to capture its nuances more thoroughly. Future research using longitudinal data is
also recommended. It is also worthwhile to continue studies on the differences between for-
profit, public and non-profit organisations in the area of OCBs and work motivation, as well as

to identify factors that mediate or moderate this relationship.
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