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Abstract: This work analyses the relationship between personality, work motivation and organizational
citizenship behaviour. Participants were 129 employees of both genders, in public organizations in Portugal,
who fulfilled three self-report questionnaires: Instrument of Measure of Organizational Citizenship
Behaviors, Scale Multi-Factorial Motivation at Work and Revised NEO Personality Inventory. The second-
order hierarchical latent variable model using partial least squares structural equation modelling was
employed to test the relationship among the variables. Results show that only four dimensions of personality
(extroversion, agreeableness, openness to experience, conscientiousness) and three dimensions of work
motivation (work structure motivation, commitment motivation and, goal-setting motivation) have a
significant effect on the organizational citizenship behaviour. The importance of psychological assessment in
an organizational context is discussed.
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1. Introduction

Over the past 30 years, research on the organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB), while the area of
interest in understanding the working groups has been extensive (e.g., Fischer et al., 2020; Lepine et al.,
2002; Najari et al., 2011; Ocampo et al., 2018; Organ & Ryan, 1995). Research has shown that the OCB
can significantly affect the performance of organizations (Bergeron, 2007; Cunha & Rego, 2008;
Mahmoud et al., 2021; Organ et al., 2006), as well as the effective functioning and competitiveness of
these (Fischer et al., 2020; Mackenzie et al., 2011), maximizing the potential of the workforce and
minimizing the waste of resources (Ng et al., 2021; Shang et al., 2021).

In order to improve organizational effectiveness, scholars have sought to understand the antecedents of
OCB (e.g., Organ et al., 2006; Tang, & Ibrahim, 1998; Torlak & Koc, 2007). The attributes of personality
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(Organ & Lingl, 1995; Organ, 1994; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Salvati et al., 2011) and motivation (Barbuto
et al, 2003; Organ, 1990; Rioux & Penner, 2001) have emerged as one of the most studied predictors.
Podsakoff et al. (2000) showed that personality can produce organizational citizenship behaviors, as well
as influence the motivation of individuals, affecting the way they interpret and react to different situations
(Ucho, 2012).

However, to date, we are not aware of any studies that have investigated the relationship between the OCB,
personality and motivation at work in the Portuguese context. Therefore, the aim of this study is to fill this
research gap and to evaluate the relationship between these constructs to better understand the basis of
dispositional OCB.

1.1 Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCB)

The OCB has been designed as a multidimensional construct, a cultural / contextual there is, however,
consensus on its definition and dimensions that make up (Podsakoff et al., 2000; Podsakoff et al., 2009).
The definition that has been the most traditional in the literature is presented by the Organ (1988), which
states that the OCB are individual behaviors that are arbitrary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the
formal reward system and that in aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization. In other
words, the OCBs are outside the field of formal behavior, insofar as they are not explicitly authorized or
measured system performance assessment, yet which facilitate organizational efficiency and interpersonal
interaction. They are defined as affiliate behaviors and promoters and prosaically (Okediji et al., 2009)
distinguishing behaviors challenging or contesting and, seen by the performer as less likely to lead to
rewards come from the formal system. This means that "may influence organizational objectives
performing actions not directly related to their main functions, but important because they shape the
organizational contexts, social and psychological that serve as critical catalyst for task activities and
processes” (Rego, 2002, p.51). Rego (2000) by analysis of eighty-seven works devoted to the subject of
OCB, it was found that there are five dimensions, eighteen present in these studies and at least three of
them in thirty-one articles, namely: (i) Generalized compliance - is the execution of activities in order to
exceed the minimum requirements normally expected or (ii) Sportsmanship - no awkward circumstances
condone excessive lamentations and complaints to avoid problems, (iii) Civic Virtue - implies the
involvement and responsible participation in the political life of the organization, (iv) Altruism - is to help
people with specific problems or tasks and organizationally relevant; (v) Courtesy - defines behaviors that
aim to prevent the occurrence of problems with others.

Research suggests that employees may also engage in OCB because they feel obligated to do so (Bolino
et al., 2013; Organ et al., 2006).

2.2 Personality, Big Five Model and OCB

Personality can be defined as the set of psychological characteristics that determine the patterns of
thinking, feeling and acting, that is, the personal and social individuality of someone (e.g., Cattell, 1995).
The Big Five model of personality (McCrae & Costa, 1989) is a model of personality recognized, valid
and enforceable in Psychology due to solid infrastructure empirical providing a taxonomic structure for
basic research on personality. Argues that personality consists of five relatively independent dimensions
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which together provide a meaningful taxonomy for the study of individual differences. These five
dimensions are openness to experience, conscientiousness, extroversion, neuroticism and agreeableness.
Each of the five dimensions is such that a bucket contains a set of features which tend to occur together
(e.g., Costa & McCrae, 1992). Thus, openness to experience denotes the trend of demand active and enjoys
new experiences, relating strongly to the conservative nature / liberal ideas and attitudes expressed. It
involves aspects such as fantasy or receptivity to the inner world and imagination, esthetics or art
appreciation and beautiful, openness to feelings, openness to new experiences practices, intellectual
curiosity and readiness to re-examine their own values and those of authority (McCrae & John, 1992). The
conscientiousness involves a degree of personal organization, persistence, motivation and control
objectives, belief in personal competence, the need for personal fulfilment, self-discipline and the ability
of planning or deliberation, that is, the tendency to think things before they act or speak (Barrick & Mount,
1991). The extroversion refers to the quantity and intensity of energy towards the outside, i.e. into the
social world (Costa & McCrae, 1992). It involves, in general, be warm / to have an interest in friendship,
be gregarious and prefer the company of others, to have social ascendancy and power of expression among
others, be active, seeking excitement or stimulation coming from the environment and the tendency to
experience emotions positive (Barrick & Mount, 1991). In turn, agreeableness relates to the type or types
of interactions preferred by students in relationship to others. Mainly involves feelings of trust in others,
and the belief in the sincerity and good intentions of others, and also the trend towards openness and
directness in verbal expression, altruism or concern for the welfare of others, indulgence or the tendency
for conflict resolution, personal modesty and attitude of sympathy for others (Barrick & Mount, 1991).
Finally, neuroticism refers to the experience of negative feelings face to life situations, such as anxiety or
states of frustration and bitterness, depression, feelings of guilt, sadness, loneliness and depression, social
anxiety and shyness, or also, the tendency for impulsiveness and difficulty postponing immediate
gratification of their action (Barrick & Mount, 1991).

The literature in the area of personality and OCB is vast (e.g., Barrick & Mont, 1991; Organ, 1994; Okediji
et al., 2009; Salvati et al., 2011; Robertson & Callinan, 1998; Ucho, 2012) and has shown that there is a
strong relationship between the OCB and personality characteristics.

Several meta-analyses have provided evidence for the relations of the Big Five personality domains with
OCB (e.g., Chiaburu et al., 2011; Hoffman et al., 2007; llies et al., 2009). The agreeableness,
conscientiousness, extraversion and neuroticism have been suggested as predictors of OCB (King et al.,
2005; Najari et al., 2011; Organ & Ryan, 1995). Recent evidence (Pletzer et al., 2021) suggests that
extraversion exhibits the strongest relation with OCB, followed by conscientiousness, agreeableness, and
openness to experience.

2.3 Work Motivation and OCB

The motivation at work has deserved a special mention by many scholars, who have tried over time to
understand the behaviors and attitudes of employees in organizations in order to contribute to better their
performance. In this sense, the motivation at work has been conceived as an attitudinal variable, involving
feelings and thoughts (Fritzsche & Parrish, 2005). And usually manifested by the orientation of the worker
to perform with speed and accuracy of their tasks and persists in its execution to achieve the expected
result or expected. The study of motivation at work receives considerable interest in the literature due to
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its close relationship with the individual and organizational productivity (Bergeron, 2007; O'Brien &
Allen, 2008) and job satisfaction (Ng et al., 2021). Thus, many theories have been put forward to explain
the work motivation. Initially, the explanations were simple, based on a single dimension and did not
consider the dynamics between the worker and his work. Thus, the theory of scientific management Taylor
(1960), for example, considered that the salary was the key motivator and it was enough to get the expected
performance of the worker. Subsequently, many other theories were developed, characterized by their
greater complexity and an approach increasingly psycho-cultural, referring to the identification of the
factors triggering the personal motivation of people (Sylga, 2020).

Ferreira et al. (2006), based on some theoretical models that allow understanding the dynamics associated
with the factors of labor motivation, proposed the existence of four dimensions of work motivation
namely: (i) motivation to work organization (ii) with achievement motivation and power, (iii) motivation
and performance, (iv) motivation associated with involvement.

The motivation in the organization of work concerns the psychological states associated with the
acquisition of knowledge, increased responsibilities and knowledge of the results, such as the variety of
roles, identity and meaning of tasks, autonomy and feedback (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). The motivation
to achievement and power is related to three needs of the employee: (i) the drive for achievement toward
a set of standards, which falls in the desire to be great and to be successful in competitive situations, (ii)
desire to influence and control the behavior of others, motivating more status, prestige and the desire to
gain influence over others, and (iii) the desire and willingness to have friends and be accepted by others
(McClelland, 1987). The motivation of performance, in turn, consists of establishing goals and setting a
standard or goal for guiding action having a positive effect on self-efficacy and consequently self-
assessment of workers (Locke & Latham, 1990). Finally, the motivation associated with involvement
refers to the belief in the acceptance of the values and goals of the organization as well as the commitment
involved in the actions of every individual in the organization because they believe it is right and moral
develop them (Allen & Meyer, 1996).

Research has suggested that motivation at work is significantly related to the OCB (Allen & Rush, 1998;
Finkelstein & Penner, 2004; Mahmoud et al., 2021; Rioux & Penner, 2001; Tang & lbrahim, 1998). For
example, workers with higher levels of intrinsic motivation tend to look pleasant working conditions and
are more likely to help others, and to create a climate of job satisfaction (Lepine et al., 2002). By contrast,
individuals with high levels of instrumental motivation typically perform tasks and demonstrate behaviors
to earn tangible rewards, such as salary increases, promotions, and other fringe benefits (Barbuto et al.,
2003). Thus, one can expect that intrinsic motivation has a positive relationship with the OCB and
instrumental motivation is negatively related to OCB (Torlak & Koc, 2007).

2. The Conceptual Model

Based on the theoretical discussion and the constructs derived in the previous section, hypotheses were
drawn from the model in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Research model
2.1 Hypotheses
H1: Personality is negatively associated with OCB.
H2: Working Motivation is positively associated with OCB.
H3: Personality is negatively associated with Working Motivation.
3. Method
3.1 Participants

The sample is constituted by a total of 129 workers of a public services company, of both sexes, mostly
females, (72.1% men 27.9% males). It presents an age ranging from 23 to 65 years old (Mean.g=38.97;
S.D.ae=9.40). The workers are from two public institutions belonging to the Ministry of Science,
Technology and Higher Education, located in the Greater Lisbon. In terms of educational and socio-
professional, we categorized the participants, from the information and status of academic qualifications
and professional.

3.2 Measures

In order to meet the objectives of this study, we opted for the use of three self-report questionnaires: (i)
Instrument of Measure of Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (IMOCB. Organ & Konovsky, 1996,
adapted by Rezende, 2009), (ii) Multi-Factorial Motivation at Work Scale (Multi-Moti. Ferreira et al.,
2006) and (iii) Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R. Costa & McCrae, 1992; adapted by Lima,
1997).

IMOCB: The Instrument for Measuring Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (Konovsky & Organ 1996,
adapt. Rezende, 2009), is a self-report instrument, built with the aim of assessing citizenship behaviors in
context and aid understanding of the importance these behaviors (Konovsky & Organ 1996). It consists of
32 items, with response Likert-type format with seven response categories, where 1 mean "strongly
disagree" and 7 "strongly agree". Of the 32 items of the scale, some find the question posed in the negative,
and therefore should be reversed. They find themselves in this situation the items 20, 21 and 22. The
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instrument has good internal consistency (values between .63 and .85) and a factor analysis with 69.3% of
variance explained, which revealed five factors emerging construct on citizenship: altruism, courtesy,
sportsmanship, civic virtue and generalized compliance.

NEO.PL.R: The Personality Inventory - Revised (Costa & McCrae NEO.PI. R., 1992, version adapted by
Lima, 1997) aims to assess the five dimensions of personality. In its adapted version consists of 60 items
in Likert format (scale of five response categories ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree),
organized into five dimensions: neuroticism, extraversion, openness to experience, agreeableness and
conscientiousness. Through description of the subject's position in the five dimensions, gives a
comprehensive scheme, which summarizes your style emotional, interpersonal, experiential, attitudinal
and motivational. Based in Lima (1997), the English version of the NEO-PI-R measures the same
dimensions of personality that the American version, with good psychometric properties. Lima (1997)
reported alphas of .86, .75, .76, .72 and .84 for the dimensions of neuroticism, extraversion, openness to
experience, agreeableness, and conscientiousness, respectively.

MULTI-MOTI: This is a questionnaire designed by Ferreira et al. (2006) that measures the motivation in
workplace. The factor analysis indicates that the scale is composed by four dimensions related with
motivation to: organization at workplace; work performance; power and achievement; and involvement.
It contains 28 items rated in a 5 -point scale. The questionnaire evaluates the personal factors that compose
the motivated behavior at work, based in the theories of internal and external motivation of McClelland
(1997), Allen and Meyer (1996) or Lock and Lathan (1990) but also according to an extended line of
investigations in the field of motivation at work and work processes. One high score in a certain sub-scale
indicates that the worker is also highly motivated but a low score can be understood as an indication of
low motivation at work. The questionnaire possesses good psychometric qualities, related to validity,
reliability and internal consistency (Cronbach’s o = .70 for all four factors).

The distributional properties of the OCB, personality, and working motivation manifest variables were
assessed. Our inspection of the measures of skewness and kurtosis shows only slight deviations from
univariate normality in Personality and OCB. However, Mardia’s (1970) test of multivariate kurtosis, of
which Bentler (2005) has suggested that in practice, values above 5.00 are indicative of data that are
nonnormally distributed, shows that Personality (normalized 64.006, p<0.001) and OCB (normalized
24.368, p<.001) data are nonnormally distributed.

3.3 Procedure

Each participant completed the questionnaires anonymously during the administration of a small group,
with the order of the questionnaires balanced across the entire sample. Participants were informed about
the nature of the study and other information, such as the need to be genuine in the answers and ensuring
the confidentiality of individual results. Although there was no submission to the ethics committee, as it
is not a required standard in Portugal, the investigation is in accordance with the provisions of the
Declaration of Helsinki.

3.4 Analyses and Results

To estimate the hierarchical construct model, we used PLS-SEM (Lohmdller, 1989). Among the reasons
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of using PLS-SEM are its fewer demands on the underlying data distribution and sample size compared
to covariance-based structural equation modeling (CB-SEM) which has constraints regarding the
distributional properties (multivariate normality), measurement level, sample size, model complexity,
identification, and factor indeterminacy (Hair et al., 2011).

The psychometric properties of OCB, personality, and working motivation were tested using confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA). The software used was SmartPLS 2.0 M3.

In our case the second order hierarchical latent variable model used is a reflective/reflective type. We used
the repeated indicator approach (Lohmoller, 1989) for the estimation of the hierarchical latent variable
model, in which a higher order latent variable specifies a latent variable that represents all the manifest
variables of the underlying lower-order latent variables. The mode of measurement for the higher-order
repeated indicators was mode A since the constructs are of reflective type and the inner weighting scheme
was the Path Weighting Scheme. The initial values for the outer model relationships was 1.0, the data was
standardized with “Mean 0, Var 17, a maximum number of iterations of 300 and abort criterion 1.0E-5.

The PLS-SEM model evaluation rely on bootstrapping, a form of resampling procedure. The bootstrapping
settings used were cases equal to the number of our sample (129), with 5000 replications and individual
level changes.

For the outer model evaluation of the 1st order latent variables, we followed the recommendations stated
in Hair et al. (2011) evaluating indicator reliability, internal consistency reliability (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988),
convergent validity (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988) and discriminant validity using Fornell-Larcker criterion and
cross-loadings (Chin, 1998).

This way it was possible for personality still show internal consistency reliability. Indicator reliability was
examined by measuring the outer loadings on all items in the model. The absolute standardized outer
loadings ranged from .539 to .903. We followed Henseler et al. (2009) and deleted indicators with outer
standardized loadings smaller than .4 only discarding indicators when indicator’s reliability is low and
their elimination goes along with a substantial increase of composite reliability. AVE values ranged from
511 to 0.710 (> .50) so convergent validity was verified (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). Likewise, Composite
Reliability values ranged from .750 to .833 (>.70) assuring internal consistency reliability.

We followed the same recommendations for the 2nd order latent variables (work motivation, OCB and
personality) used in the 1st order latent variables considering the path coefficients between 1st and 2nd
order latent variables as indicators of the structural model 2nd order latent variables.

Convergent validity was assessed by measuring AVE (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). All constructs showed AVE
values greater than the .5 threshold, except for OCB. Its AVE was .408 which is lower than .5. However,
the values of CR the square root of AVE, and the cross-loadings showed that OCB does measure the
construct sufficiently. For this reason, we decided to retain OCB in the model.

For the discriminant validity of our 2nd order constructs we verify if each latent variable AVE is higher
than its squared correlation with any other construct, in this case if the square root of AVE is higher than
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its correlation with any other construct. The values of the square root of AVE for each construct are greater
than the highest correlation between that construct and the other constructs (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988).

4, Results

PLS-SEM does not report any kind of fit indices like CFI or RMSEA used in CB-SEM. The evaluation of
PLS model is based on prediction-oriented measures that are non-parametric (Chin, 1998). The PLS
structural model is mainly evaluated by R2 of endogenous latent variable Chin (1998), effect size f2
(Cohen, 1988) and the Stone-Geisser Q2 test for predictive relevance (Geisser, 1974).

The predictive power of the model was analyzed using R2. Using the PLS Algorithm function in SmartPLS
2.0, we computed the R2 statistics OCB endogenous latent variable in the model. The R2 value of OCB
was 0.129 (Table 1) all of which are greater than the acceptable threshold of .1.

The effect size (f2) complements R2 and considers the relative impact of a particular exogenous latent
variable on an endogenous latent variable by means of changes in the R2 (Cohen, 1988), was measured
using the formula f2=(R2included—R2excluded)/ (1-R2included). Cohen (2008) suggests f2 values of .02,
.15 and .35 for small, medium and large effect sizes of the predictive variables. In our study, we found
small effect sizes of Personality (f2=.043) and Work motivation (f2 .085) on OCB (See table 1).

Table 1: Effect sizes of the latent variables

2nd order Latent Variables R? f2 f2 effect size rating
OoCB 129 - -

Personality .043 Small

Work motivation .085 Small

We assessed the predictive relevance of the OCB endogenous latent variable using Stone-Geisser's Q2
statistic (Geisser, 1974). By following the blindfolding re-sampling approach (omission distance = 7), the
predictive power of the model was examined by means of Stone-Geisser's Q2, cross-validated index. The
Q2 value of OCB was greater than zero (Q2=.0299), suggesting the predictive relevance of the model
(Chin, 1998).

4.1 Hypothesis Testing

Hypotheses were tested examining the significance of the path coefficient estimates on the three paths in
the inner model. In order to produce more reasonable standard error estimates, we used a bootstrap
technique. Following Hair et al. (2011), we set 5000 re-sampling with replacement from the number of
bootstrap cases equal to the original number of 129 observations to generate standard errors and obtain t-
statistics.

The path coefficient from personality to OCB is -0.204 (t=2.117, p<.05) and from working motivation to
OCB is 0.280 (t=2.327, p<.05) so H1 and H2 are supported. We may notice that personality has a negative
relationship with OCB and working motivation has a positive relationship with OCB. H3 is not supported
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because de path coefficient from personality to working motivation is not significant (t=1.097, p>.05).
Figures 2 and 3 illustrates the assessed structural model and Table 2 summarizes the results of the

hypothesis tests.

Extraversion

Agreeableness

Openness to
Experience

onscientiousness

goal-setting

Personality

Motivation

Figure 2: Assessment of the structural model
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Table 2: Assessment of path analysis

Paths Standardized | t-statistics | Supported
coefficients hypothesis

H1: personality — OCB -.204" 2.117 Yes

H2: work motivation — OCB 280" 2.327 Yes

H3: personality — work motivation | -.077™ 1.097 No

Note. * 5% significance - t > 1.96; ™ no significance - t < 1.96
5. Discussion

The primary purpose of the present study was to examine relationship between personality, work
motivation and OCB in public organizations in Portugal. Our results indicate that personality is negatively
associated with OCB and Working Motivation is positively associated with OCB. However, personality
seems to have no significant effect on work motivation. Moreover, according to the results of model No.
3, the data suggest that only four dimensions of personality (extroversion, agreeableness, openness
experience, conscientious) and three dimensions of work motivation (work structure motivation,
commitment motivation and, goal-setting motivation) have a significant effect on the organizational
citizenship behavior. This result also corroborates that of Organ (1990, 1994), Organ and Lingl, (1995)
and Podsakoff et al., (2000) who reported that personality factors significantly predict organizational
citizenship behavior (Pletzer eta I., 2021; Ucho, 2012), and Barbuto et al. (2003), Finkelstein and Penner
(2004), who reported that work motivation significantly predict organizational citizenship behavior.

However, unlike other studies (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991; Robertson & Callinan, 1998; Tettetal., 1991)
which states that there is a strong relationship between OCB and personality characteristics, our study
points to a small relationship. Also, unlike other studies (Najari et al., 2011; Ocampo et al., 2018; Organ
& Ryan, 1995) showing that neuroticism is a strong predictor of OCB in our study, this feature does not
seem to have any relationship with OCB.

Thus, it appears that the psychological states associated with the acquisition of knowledge, increased
responsibilities and knowledge of results, beliefs acceptance of the values and goals of the organization
(Allen & Meyer, 1996), and the establishment of goals and fiction of a standard or goal for guiding action
(Locke & Latham, 1990), have a positive effect on OCB. In this sense, considering the outcomes of the
research it is recommended that the public organization try to know the personality traits and motivation
of its employees and pay enough attention to this important matter that is the organizational citizenship
behavior. This study may contribute, also, to guidelines for the intervention in the labor give more focus
and / or consider personality traits and work motivation, because these variables are related to OCB and
consequently with the organization’s effectiveness.

This research is limited mainly at the level of the sample. Future research should attempt to replicate these
results with a wider variety of organizations and jobs, as well as with the inclusion of other demographic
and psychological variables.

105 IJSSES



International Journal of Social Sciences & Educational Studies
ISSN 2520-0968 (Online), ISSN 2409-1294 (Print), June 2022, VVol.9, No.2

References

Allen, N. J., & Meyer, J. P. (1996). Affective, continuance, and normative commitment to the
organization: An examination of construct validity. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 49(3),
252-276. https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1996.0043

Allen, T. D., & Rush, M. C. (1998). The effects of organizational citizenship behavior on performance
judgments: A field study and a laboratory experiment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83(2),
247-260. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.247

Bagozzi, R. P., & Yi, Y. (1988). On the evaluation of structural equation models. Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, 16(1), 74-94. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02723327

Barbuto, J. E., Brown, L. L., Wheeler, D. W., & Wilhite, M. S. (2003). Motivation, altruism, and
generalized compliance: A field study of organizational citizenship behaviors. Psychological
Reports, 92(2), 498-502. https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.2003.92.2.498

Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1991). The Big Five personality dimensions and job performance: A
meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology, 44(1), 1-26. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1991.tb00688.x

Bentler, P. M. (2005). EQS 6 Structural equations program manual. Multivariate Software.

Bergeron, D. M. (2007). The potential paradox of organizational citizenship behavior: Good citizens at
what cost? Academy of Management Review, 32(4), 1078-1095.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.26585791

Bolino, M. C., Klotz, A. C., Turnley, W. H., & Harvey, J. (2013). Exploring the dark side of
organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 34(4), 542-559.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1847

Cattell, R. B. (1995). The fallacy of five factors in the personality sphere. The Psychologist, 5, 207-208.

Chiaburu, D. S., Oh, 1.-S,, Berry, C. M., Li, N., & Gardner, R. G. (2011). The five-factor model of
personality traits and organizational citizenship behaviors: A metanalysis. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 96, 1140-1166. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024004

Chin, W. W. (1998). The partial least squares approach to structural equation modelling. In G. A.
Marcoulides, (Ed.), Modern methods for business research (pp. 295-336). Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Costa, P. T., & McCrag, R. R. (1992). Revised Neo-Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R) and Neo Five-
Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI) Professional Manual. Psychological Assessment Resources.

Cunha, E. P., & Rego, A. (2008). OCB and effectiveness: An empirical study in two small insurance
companies. The Service Industrial Journal, 28(4), 541-554.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642060801917695

Ferreira, A., Diogo, C., Ferreira, M., & Valente, A. C. (2006). Construcdo e Validacdo de uma Escala
Multi-Factorial de Motivacéo no trabalho (Multi-Moti) [Construction and Validation of a
Scale Multi-Factorial Motivation at Work (Multi-Moti)]. Comportamento Organizacional e
Gestao, 12(2), 187-198.

Finkelstein, M. A., & Penner, L. A. (2004). Predicting organizational citizenship behavior: Integrating
the functional and role identity approaches. Social Behavior and Personality: An International
Journal, 32(4), 383-398. https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2004.32.4.383

106 IJSSES


https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1996.0043
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.247
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02723327
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.2003.92.2.498
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1991.tb00688.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1991.tb00688.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.26585791
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1847
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024004
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642060801917695
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2004.32.4.383

International Journal of Social Sciences & Educational Studies
ISSN 2520-0968 (Online), ISSN 2409-1294 (Print), June 2022, VVol.9, No.2

Fischer, S., Hyder, S., & Walker, A. (2020). The effect of employee affective and cognitive trust in
leadership on organisational citizenship behaviour and organisational commitment: Meta-
analytic findings and implications for trust research. Australian Journal of Management,
45(4), 662-679. https://doi.org/10.1177/0312896219899450

Fritzsche, B. A., & Parrish, T. J. (2005). Theories and research on job satisfaction. In S. D. Brown, & R.
W. Lent, (Eds.), Career development and counselling: Putting theory and research to work
(pp. 180-202). Wiley, Hoboken.

Geisser, S. (1974). A predictive approach to the random effects model. Biometrika, 61(1), 101-107.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2334290

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1980). Work redesign. Addison-Wesley Publishing Company.

Hair, J. F., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2011). PLS-SEM: Indeed, a silver bullet. Journal of
Marketing Theory and Practice, 19(2), 139-151. https://doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-
6679190202

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sinkovics, R. R. (2009). The use of partial least squares path modeling in
international marketing. Advances in International Marketing, 20, 277-319.
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1474-7979(2009)0000020014

Hoffman, B. J., Blair, C. A., Meriac, J. P., & Woehr, D. J. (2007). Expanding the criterion domain? A
guantitative review of the OCB literature. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(2), 555—

566. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.2.555

llies, R., Fulmer, I. S., Spitzmuller, M., & Johnson, M. D. (2009). Personality and citizenship behavior:
The mediating role of job satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(4), 945-959.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013329

King, E. B., George, J. M., & Hebl, M. R. (2005). Linking personality to helping behaviours at work: An
interactional perspective. Journal of Personality, 73(3), 585-607.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2005.00322.x

Konovsky, M. A., & Organ, D. W. (1996). Dispositional and contextual determinants of organizational
citizenship behavior. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 17(3), 253-266.
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SIC1)1099-1379(199605)17:3<253:AlID-JOB747>3.0.CO;2-Q

LePine, J. A., Erez, A., & Johnson, D. E. (2002). The nature and dimensionality of organizational
citizenship behavior: A critical review and meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology,
87(1), 52-65. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.52

Lima, M. L. P. (1997). NEO-PI-R: Contextos teoricos e psicométricos. “Ocean” ou “Iceberg”?
[Doctoral thesis, Faculdade de Psicologia e de Ciéncias da Educacdo de Coimbra].
https://repositorio.ispa.pt/handle/10400.12/1647

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (1990). A theory of goal setting and task performance. Prentice-Hall.

Lohmdller, J. B. (1989). Latent variable path modeling with partial least squares. Physica.

MacKenzie, S. B., Podsakoff, P. M., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2011). Challenge-oriented organizational
citizenship behaviors and organizational effectiveness: Do challenge-oriented behaviors really
have an impact on the organization’s bottom line? Personnel Psychology, 64(3), 559-592.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2011.01219.x

107 IJSSES


https://doi.org/10.1177/0312896219899450
https://doi.org/10.2307/2334290
https://doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-6679190202
https://doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-6679190202
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1474-7979(2009)0000020014
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.2.555
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013329
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2005.00322.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(199605)17:3%3c253:AID-JOB747%3e3.0.CO;2-Q
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.52
https://repositorio.ispa.pt/handle/10400.12/1647
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2011.01219.x

International Journal of Social Sciences & Educational Studies
ISSN 2520-0968 (Online), ISSN 2409-1294 (Print), June 2022, VVol.9, No.2

Mahmoud, A. B., Reisel, W. D., Fuxman, L., & Mohr, 1., (2021). A motivational standpoint of job
insecurity effects on organizational citizenship behaviors: A generational study. Scandinavian
Journal of Psychology, 62(2), 267-275. https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12689

Mardia, K. V. (1970). Measures of multivariate skewness and kurtosis with applications. Biometrika, 57,
519-530. https://doi.org/10.2307/2334770

McClelland, D. C. (1987). Human motivation. Cambridge University Press.

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T., Jr. (1989). More reasons to adopt the five-factor model. American
Psychologist, 44(2), 451-452. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.2.451

McCrae, R. R., & John, O. P. (1992). An introduction to the five-factor model and its applications.
Journal of Personality, 60(2), 175- 215. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1992.tb00970.x

Najari, R., Ahmadi, F., & Habibitabar, Z. (2011). Study of relationship between personality and
organizational citizenship (OCB) in public organizations in Iran. Interdisciplinary Journal of
Contemporary Research in Business, 3(2), 472-483.

Ng, L-P. Choong, Y-O., Lok, S. K., Tan, C-E., & Teoh, S-Y. (2021). Job satisfaction and organizational
citizenship behaviour amongst health professionals: The mediating role of work engagement.
International Journal of Healthcare Management, 14(3), 797-804.
https://doi.org/10.1080/20479700.2019.1698850

O'Brien, K. E., & Allen, T. D. (2008). The relative importance of correlates of organizational citizenship
behavior and counterproductive work behavior using multiple sources of data. Human
Performance, 21(1), 62-88. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959280701522189

Ocampo, L., Acedillo, V., Bacunador, A. M., Balo, C. C., Lagdameo, Y. J., & Tupa, N. S. (2018). A
historical review of the development of organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and its
implications for the twenty-first century. Personnel Review, 47(4), 821-862.
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-04-2017-0136

Okediji, A. A., Esin, P. A., Sanni, K. B., & Umoh, O. O. (2009). The influence of personality
characteristics and gender on organizational citizenship behaviour. Global Journal of Social
Sciences, 8(2), 69-76. https://doi.org/10.4314/gjss.v8i2.51584

Organ, D. W. (1990). The motivational basis of organizational citizenship behaviour. Research in
Organizational Behavior, 12, 43-72.

Organ, D. W. (1994). Personality and organizational citizenship behaviour. Journal of Management, 20,
465-478. https://doi.org/10.1016/0149-2063(94)90023-X

Organ, D. W., & Lingl, A. (1995). Personality, satisfaction, and organizational citizenship behavior. The
Journal of Social Psychology, 135(3), 339-350.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1995.9713963

Organ, D. W., & Ryan, K. (1995). A meta-analytic review of attitudinal and dispositional predictors of
organizational citizenship behavior. Personnel Psychology, 48(4), 775-802.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1995.tb01781.x

Organ, D. W., Podsakoff, P. M., & Mackenzie, S. B. (2006). Organizational citizenship behaviors its
nature, antecedents and consequences. Sage Publications.

Organ, D. W. (1988). Organizational citizenship behavior: The good soldier syndrome. Lexington
Books.

108 IJSSES


https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12689
https://doi.org/10.2307/2334770
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.2.451
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1992.tb00970.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/20479700.2019.1698850
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959280701522189
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-04-2017-0136
https://doi.org/10.4314/gjss.v8i2.51584
https://doi.org/10.1016/0149-2063(94)90023-X
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1995.9713963
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1995.tb01781.x

International Journal of Social Sciences & Educational Studies
ISSN 2520-0968 (Online), ISSN 2409-1294 (Print), June 2022, VVol.9, No.2

Pletzer, J. L., Oostrom, J. K., & Vries, R. E. (2021). HEXACO Personality and organizational
citizenship behavior: A domain- and facet-level meta-analysis. Human Performance, 34(2),
126-147. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2021.1891072

Podsakoff, N. P., Whiting, S. W., Podsakoff, P. M., & Blume, B. D. (2009). Individual- and
organizational-level consequences of organizational citizenship behaviors: A meta-analysis.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(1), 122-141. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013079

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Paine, J. B., & Bachrach, D. G. (2000). Organizational citizenship
behaviors: A critical review of the theoretical and empirical literature and suggestions for
future research. Journal of Management, 26(3), 513-563.
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630002600307

Rego, A. (2000). Os Motivos de sucesso, afiliagdo e poder: Desenvolvimento e validagdo de um
instrumento de medida [The Reasons for achievement, affiliation and power: development and
validation of a measuring instrument], Analise Psicoldgica, 18(3), 335-344.

Rego, A. (2002). Comportamentos de cidadania nas organizacGes [Citizenship behaviors in
organizations]. McGraw- Hill.

Rezende, H. (2009). A Lideranga transformacional e transaccional e as suas influéncias nos
comportamentos de cidadania organizacional [Dissertacdo de mestrado, Instituto Superior de
Ciéncias do Trabalho e da Empresa] [Transactional and transformational leadership and its
influences on organizational citizenship behaviors].

Rioux, S. M., & Penner, L. A. (2001). The causes of organizational citizenship behavior: A motivational
analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(6), 1306-1314. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.86.6.1306

Robertson, I. T., & Callinan, M. (1998). Personality and work behaviour. European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 7(3), 317-336. https://doi.org/10.1080/135943298398736

Salvati, A., Batmani, F., Ahmadi, F., & Faraji, B. (2011). The role of personality in development of
organizational citizenship behaviour. Interdisciplinary Journal of Contemporary Research in
Business, 3(3), 225-234.

Shang, C., Li, D., & Diao, Y. (2021). How career growth relates to organizational citizenship behavior
directed at individuals and the organization. Social Behavior and Personality: An
International Journal, 49(10), e10736. https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.10736

Sylga, D. (2020). Motivation of people- theoretical models and practices. Business Management, 2, 5-24.

Tang, T., & Ibrahim, A. H. (1998). Antecedents of organizational citizenship behavior revisited: Public
personnel in the United States and in the Middle East. Public Personnel Management, 27(4),
529-550. https://doi.org/10.1177/009102609802700407

Taylor, F. W. (1960). Principios de administracao cientifica (42 ed.). Atlas.

Tett, R. P., Jackson, D. N., & Rothstein, M. (1991). Personality measures as predictors of job
performance: A meta-analytic review. Personnel Psychology, 44(4), 703-742.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1991.tb00696.x

Torlak, O., & Koc, U. (2007). Materialistic attitude as an antecedent of organizational citizenship
behaviour. Management Research News, 30(8), 581-596.
https://doi.org/10.1108/01409170710773715

109 IJSSES


https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2021.1891072
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013079
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630002600307
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.6.1306
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.6.1306
https://doi.org/10.1080/135943298398736
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.10736
https://doi.org/10.1177/009102609802700407
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1991.tb00696.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/01409170710773715

International Journal of Social Sciences & Educational Studies
ISSN 2520-0968 (Online), ISSN 2409-1294 (Print), June 2022, VVol.9, No.2

Ucho, A. (2012). Type a personality, age, tenure and organizational citizenship behaviour among non-
academic staff of benue state university. Interdisciplinary Journal of Contemporary Research
in Business, 4(4), 563-570.

110 IJSSES



