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Abstract
This study investigates the relationship between organizational citizenship
behaviour (OCB) and organizational effectiveness (OE) in public and
private organizations, The purpose was to identify and compare how OCB
and its dimensions (OCB-I and OCB-O) impact OE in the two forms of
organizations, A cross-sectional survey of a self-report questionnaire was
used for data collection. Fifty-five organizations were sampled and a total
of 448 respondents provided the data analysed. The respondents comprised
251 (56) males and 197 (44) females with mean age of 40 years. Data
analyses revealed that OCB positively and significantly predict
effectiveness of public and private-owned organizations (Adjusted R?.07, t
(32) =1.92. P < .05; Adjusted R?.38, t (18) = 3.56. P < .01 respectively),
and that the nature and degree OCB-I and OCB-O impact on effectiveness
of public and private-owned organizations vary. Therefore, the
relationships between OCB, OCB-l, OCB-0 and OE are moderated by
organization ownership. Further studies should investigate the relationship
between OCB and OE in other classifications of organization
Keywords: Organizational citizenship behaviour, organizational
effectiveness, public organizations and private organizations

Organizational effectiveness (OE) has been of great concern for mankind. This concern has
been noted to inform the various theories of organization that are essentially on identification
of OE predictors (Cameron, 1986; Martz, 2008). Organization theorists have established some
relationships between OE and a few other variables (e.g. specialization and division work and
delegation of authority). In the on-going search for OE determinants, Smith, Organ and Near
(1983) proposed a positive relationship between OCB and OE. Since then, OCB has become
one of the most research variables in organizational behaviour literature (Giap, Hackermeir,
Jiao & Wagdarikar, 2005). Organ (1988) defined OCB as individual behaviour that is
discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that in
the aggregate promotes effective functioning of the organization. OCB is a set of discretionary
workplace behaviour that exceeds one's basic job requirement. It is discretionary workplace
behaviour performed outside of one's formal role that help other employees perform their jobs
or show support for and conscientiousness towards the organization (Cascio, 2003; Jahangir,
Akbar & Hag, 2004). The conceptual proposal that OCB enhances effective functioning of the
organization is gaining empirical confirmation (e.g.Hannington, 2012; Kim, 2005; Rego &
Cunha, 2011; Turnipseed & Murkison, 2000)

Some hypothetical explanations have been offered for the positive relationship between
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OCB and OE. OCB performs some control functions that formal mechanisms would have done at
some costs (Organ (1988), OCB reduces salary and over time expenses (Borman & Motowidlo
1997), OCB lubricates the social machinery of organizations and reduces frictions/ hostilities
(Borman & Motowildo, 1997), OCB enhances co-worker and managerial productivity (Podsakoff
& MacKenzie, 1994; Mackenzie, Podsakoff & Fetter, 1993), OCB develops and maintains social
capital (Bolino, Turney & Bloodgood, 2002), OCB serves as effective means of co-coordinating
activities between team members and across work groups (Karambayya, 1989), OCB brings about
customer satisfaction (Morrison, 1995), OCB attracts and retains the best employees (Greenberg,
2002), OCB reduces employee turnover (DiPaola & Hoy, 2010), OCB stabilizes organizational
performance, and OCB enhances the organization's ability to adapt to environmental changes
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine & Bachrach, 2000). The proposed mechanisms for OCB-OE
relationship as listed above seem plausible, but they have not been developed as theoretical models
(Neale, 2008). In fact, Wyss (2006) referred to the explanations as hypothetical. This level of
knowledge implies that the mediating and moderating variables for the link between OCB and OE
are yet to be fully understood.

OCB has being reported to positively impact the effectiveness of both public
organizations and private-owned organizations Kalid, Jusoff, Othman, Ismail and Rahman (2010)
examined the relationship between OCB and student academic performance of a local public
universities in Malaysia and reported that OCB explained 15% variance in student academic
achievement.. Similarly, Kim (2005) studied the relationship between OCB, among other variables
and OE in government organizations. This researcher analysed secondary data on 1,739 permanent
full-time public employees in nine central government agencies, five provincial government
agencies, and twenty-six lower- level local government agencies. Using hierarchical regression on
the four variables, including OCB, Kim (2005) reported that OCB has positive and statistically
significant effect on OE. Specifically OCB was reported to explain 20% variance in OE. More so,
Miao and Kim (2009) studied the relationship between OCB and OE in a sample that was 50%
state-owned/public enterprises and reported that group domain and organizational domain OCB
were directly and significantly related to team performance. Yao and Mingchuan (2010) also
examined OCB and OE in a sample that comprised state-owned enterprises, private-owned
enterprises and foreign-funded enterprises and reported that OCB positively and significantly
predicted organizational effectiveness. In that study, OCB was reported to explain 61% variance in
organizational effectiveness. Rego and Cunha (2011) studied OCB and OE in branches of two
private insurance companies and reported that those branches where employees displayed more
OCB were also the more effective.

A common feature of the studies on OCB-OE relationship is that they never consider the
possibility of organization ownership (public organizations versus private-owned organizations)
moderating the relationship. Organizational citizenship behaviour is a form of resource and
organizations vary in their need for different resources. For instance, Podsakoff, Ahearme and
MacKenzie (1997) discussed that impact of OCB is higher in an insurance companies (service
organization) than in a paper mill company (manufacturing organization) because insurance
companies adopt mediating technologies while paper mill companies adopt long-linked
technologies. These researchers explained that mediating technologies requires virtually no co-
operative effort or mutual dependence, while long-linked technologies required serial
interdependence among employees.

It was proposed in this study that the value of OCB would vary along organization
ownership. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to identify and compare how OCB impact OE
in public and private-owned organizations. Figure 1 below showed the hypothesized relationship
between OCB and organizational effectiveness.
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework

Box "A" contained the predictor variable (OCB), box "B" contained the criterion variable
(OE) and box "C" contained types of organization on the basis of ownership (public organizations
and private-owned organizations). Type of organization was proposed to moderate OCB-OE
relationship. The proposed relationship as expressed in figure 1 is recursive (unidirectional). That
is, OCB impacts OE, not the other way around. Koys (2001), Lawler, Mohrman and Ledford (1998),
Huselid (1995) studies supported this order (unidirectional) of relationship. In view of the review
of literature, the following hypotheses were articulated: OCB will positively and significantly
predict effectiveness of public and private- owned organizations; OCB-O and OCB-I will positively
and significantly predict effectiveness of public and private-owned organizations; and relationship
between OCB, OCB-0O, OCB-I and OE will be moderated by organization ownership.

Method
Participants
Adopting convenience sampling techniques, 555 questionnaires were distributed in 55
organizations. Five hundred and twelve questionnaires were recovered, but after sorting out the
respondents that did not meet the criteria for inclusion (e.g. minimum of two years in the
organization), and inappropriately filled questionnaires, 448 respondents (298 public sector
organizations and 150 private-owned organizations) provided the data that were analyzed. This
gave a return rate of 93% and usable rate of 88%. The respondent sample consisted of 251 males
(56) and 197 females (44) with mean age of 44 years. Participants cut across all cadres of the staff
who have served for a period not less than two years and were on permanent appointment. Eighty
percent of respondents hold university degree or its equivalent. In each sampled organization
respondents for the predictor variable (OCB) and the criterion variable (OE) were different. This
was to check method bias in data collection. The organizational sample comprised 35 public sector
organizations and 20 private-owned organizations. There were organizations that have existed for
a period not less than 5 years and with a work force of 50 and above.
Procedure
Instrument used were two sets of self-report questionnaire. One set of the questionnaire measured
the predictor (OCB) variable, while the other set measured the criterion (OE) variable. The level of
measurement and analysis in this study was organization. Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman and
Fetter (1990) developed the adopted OCB scale. The scale was based on Organ's (1988) five-factor
typology (altruism, courtesy. sportsmanship, civic virtue conscientiousness) and it consists of 24
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items. Items on altruism, courtesy, sportsmanship, measured OCB-I, while items on civic

virtue and conscientiousness measured OCB-O. Test-retest coefficient of .91, cronbach's alpha of
.50, convergent validity .50 and discriminant validity of.-.58 were observed. The present researcher
developed the 40 items OE scale adopted in this study. The scale covered goal attainment, systems
resources, internal processes, and stakeholders models of organizational effectiveness. Test-retest
reliability coefficient of .73, alternate form reliability coefficient of .94, cronbachs alpha of .96 and
split-half reliability of .78 were obtained. For construct validity, convergent validity of .94 and
discriminant validity of -.13 were obtained. Five-point Likert scale (strongly agree, 5, agree, 4,
undecided, 3, disagree, 2 and strongly disagree, 1) was adopted for the present study.

The self-administered questionnaires were distributed to the participants in their work places by
the present researcher. Because the level of analysis was organizational, respondents were
encouraged through instruction to discuss the questionnaire items with co-workers. This approach
increased the number of individual participants in each of the sampled organization, reduced the
number of items not responded to and improve the accuracy of responses. The issues of anonymity
and confidentiality of sampled organizations and sampled respondents were clearly addressed in
the covering letter that was attached to the questionnaires. In addition, the covering letter also
contained the phrase "there is no wrong or right answer" that aimed at urging the respondents to
answer questions as honestly as possible (Limpanitgul, 2009). This study design was cross-
sectional survey. Data were collected through convenience sampling technique. Regression
analysis was used for data analyses. Regression analysis was appropriate because all the tested
hypotheses were in predictive form. The assumptions of linearity, normality homoscedasticity of
data were met in the present study.

Results
Table 1 below showed the descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations) for the various
sets of data used to test the hypotheses. The mean score ranged between 3.18 and 3.84, while
standard deviation ranged between .26 and .40. A 5-point scale was used in this study, therefore
the mean statistics imply high levels of OCB and OE in the sample organizations.
Table 1

Descriptive Statistics (Mean and Standard Deviation) a/the Variables

Variable Mean Standard Deviation
Public organizations ocCB 3.56 .28

OE 3.25 .39

OCB-I 3.73 .30

0CB-O 3.47 .35
Private-owned ocB 3.48 .26
organizations OE 3.18 .39

OCB-I 3.84 40

OCB-O 3.69 .35

Table 2 below also showed the descriptive statistics (correlation coefficients) of the
various sets of data collected. The following correlation coefficients were observed. Public
organizations: OCB and OE .31, OCB-I and OE .13, OCB-O and OE .43 and OCB-I and OCB-O
.36. The observed correlation coefficient between OCB-I and OCB-O was low; therefore
interpretation of the results of hypothesis 2 is free from the problem of collinearity associated with
multiple regressions. Private-owned organizations: OCB and OE .64, OCB-I and OE .52, OCB-O
and OE .55 and OCB-I and OCB-0 .62.
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics (Correlations) on Sets of Data Used for Analyses
Variables oCB OCB-I OCB-O
Public organizations OCB-O .36
OE 31 13 43
Private-owned OCB-O .62
organizations OE .64 .52 .55

Table2 below showed the impact of OCB on effectiveness of public and private-owned
organizations. For public organizations, the adjusted R2 was .07. This statistic means that OCB
explained 7% variance in effectiveness of public sector organizations. The analysis also indicated

that z-calculated (df; 32) = 1.92 was greater than z-critical (1.69) at 0.05 level of significance (one
tailed). In addition, test of confidence interval on the impact at 95% confidence level produced lower
limit of -.08 and upper limit of .23. These statistics indicated that with point estimate, OCB positively
and significantly predicted effectiveness of public sector organizations.

For private-owned organizations, the Adjusted R? was .38. This statistic means that OCB
explained 38 variance in effectiveness of private-owned organizations. The analysis also indicated

that r-calculated (df; 18) = 3.56 was greater than z-critical (1.73) at .05 level of significance (one
tailed). In addition, test of confidence interval on the impact at 95 confidence level produced lower
limit of .08 and upper limit of .68. These statistics indicated that with point estimate, OCB positively
and significantly predicted effectiveness of private-owned organizations. Therefore, hypothesis 1
which stated that OCB will positively and significantly predict effectiveness of public and private-
owned organizations was supported.

Table 3

Regression Analysis for Impact of OCB on Effectiveness of Public Organizations and Private-
owned Organizations

R R? Adjusted RZ df t sig 95% Cl
Upper Lower
Limit limit
OoCB 36 .10 .07 32 192 >0.05 -.08 23
(Public Orgs)
ocB
(Private Orgs) .64 41 .38 18 356 <.05 .08 .68

Table 4 below showed the percentage of variance OCB-1 and OCB-O explained in
effectiveness of public and private-owned organizations. Beta for OCB-I and OCB-O in public
organizations were -.03 and .44 respectively. This statistics implied that OCB-I explained -.3%
(negative) variance, while OCB-O explained 44% variance in effectiveness of public organizations.
The analysis also indicated that t- calculated for OCB-I (df; 32) = -.19 was lesser than t critical
(1.69) at 0.05 level of significance (one tailed). The t- calculated for OCB-O (df; 32) = 2.58 was
greater than t critical (1.69) at 0.05 level of significance (one tailed). In addition, test of confidence
interval on the impact at 97% confidence level produced lower limit of -.48, -.04 and upper limit of
-.07 and -.37 for OCB-I and OCB-O respectively. These statistics indicated that with point estimate,
OCB-O positively and significantly predicted effectiveness of public sector organizations, while
OCB-I negatively predicted effectiveness of public sector organizations.

Beta for OCB-I and OCB-O in private-owned organizations were .29 and .37 respectively.
The statistics implied that OCB-I explained 29% variance, while OCB-O explained

nwanzuchinyem@gmail.com




52

37% variance in effectiveness of private-owned organizations. The analysis also indicated that t
calculated for OCB-I (df; 17) = 1.17 was lesser than t -critical (1.74) at 0.05 level of significance
(one tailed). The t- calculated for OCB-O (df; 17) = 1.46 was also lesser than t - critical (1.73) at
0.05 level of significance (one tailed). In addition, test of confidence interval on the impact at 95
confidence level produced lower limit of -.12, -.11 and upper limit of .21, .28 for OCB-I and OCB-
O respectively. These statistics indicated that with point estimate, OCB-I and OCB-O positively
(but not significantly) predicted effectiveness of private-owned organizations. Hypothesis 2 was
not supported.

Table 4

MUItiple Regression Analysis for the Impact of OCB-J and OCB-O on Effectiveness of Public
and Private-owned Organizations.

Public Orgs  Beta df t p 95% CI
Upper  Lower
limit  limit

OCB-0O 44 2.58 -.05 -37

32 <.05

OCB-I -.03 -.19 -.48 -.07

Private Orgs

OCB-0O .37 1.45 -11 .28

17 <.05
OCB-I .29 1.17 12 21

Analyses of hypotheses 1 and 2 revealed that the variances OCB, OCB-I and OCB-O
explained in effectiveness of public and private-owned organizations varies in nature and magnitude.
OCB explained greater variance in the effectiveness of private-owned organizations than the
effectiveness of public organizations. OCB-I has negative variance in effectiveness of public
organization and positive variance in effectiveness of private-owned organizations. And the variance
OCB-O explained in the effectiveness of private-owned organizations is greater than the variance it
explained in effectiveness of public organizations. Results of hypotheses 1 and 2 showed that OCB,
OCB-I and OCB-O relationship with effectiveness in public and private-owned organizations varies.
Therefore, hypothesis 3 which states that nature of organization ownership (public versus private-
owned) will moderate the relationship between OCB, OCB-1, OCB-O and OE

Discussion

The first hypothesis, which proposed that OCB will positively and significantly predict
effectiveness of public and private-owned organizations, was supported. This observation has
precedents in the literature. For instance, Kalid, Jusoff, Othman, Ismail and Rahman (2010) reported
that OCB explained 15 variance of the effectiveness (academic performance) in one of the local
public universities in Malaysia. Similarly, using hierarchical regression on four variables, including
OCB, Kim (2005) reported that OCB explain 20% variance in effectiveness of public organizations.
In private-owned organizations, Koy (2001) examined the effect of employees' satisfaction, OCB,
and turn over on OE in 28 unit of a regional restaurant chain and reported positive relationship
between OCB and OE. Similarly, Rocha and Turner (2008) reported positive relationship between
OCB and OE.

In this study that the variance (38) OCB explained in effectiveness of private-owned
organizations was greater than the variance (7) it explained in effectiveness of public organizations.
OCB explained greater variance in effectiveness of private-owned organizations than in effectiveness
of public sector organizations possibly because the importance of OCB in the attainment of OE in
the two types of organization differs. In Nigeria, public sector organizations, particularly public
sector activity organizations are government pets, it is government funding and intervention that
majorly guarantees their survival, while employees' behaviour contribute negligible. For private-
owned organizations that fend for themselves, behaviour of the employees largely contributes to their
effectiveness. These implied that OCB is more important for the survival of private-owned
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organizations than for the survival of public sector organizations and this is confirmed by the finding
of this study.

The second hypothesis, which proposed that OCB-1 and OCB-O will positively and
significantly predict effectiveness of public and private-owned organizations, was not supported.
OCB-I negatively predicted effectiveness of public organizations and OCB-I and OCB-O do not
significantly predicted effectiveness of private-owned organizations. This result was unexpected and
a possible explanation for it is the higher political environment of public organizations when
compared with private-owned organizations (Finkelstein, 2006, Bodla & Danish, 2014). In a high
political environment, OCB-I will be highly motivated by impression management. OCB-I most
motivated by impression management will most likely benefit the individual at the expense of the
organization.

Also, third hypothesis, which proposed that the relationship between OCB, OCB-I, OCB-
O and OE will be moderated by nature of organization ownership (i. e. public versus private-owned)
was supported. OCB explained 7% variance in effectiveness of public organizations and explained
38% variance in effectiveness of private-owned organizations. OCB-I explained negative (-3)
variance in the effectiveness of public organizations and explained positive (29) variance in the
effectiveness of private-owned organizations. And OCB-O explained 44% variance in effectiveness
of public organizations and explained 37% variance in effectiveness of private-owned organizations.
These statistics mean that nature of organization ownership moderates OCB-OE relationship.

In conclusion, OCB positively contributes to effectiveness of public and private-owned
organizations. OCB-I negatively contribute to the effectiveness of public organization and positively
contribute to the effectiveness of private-owned organization. OCB-O positively contributes to
effectiveness of both public and private-owned organizations. And OCB-O contributes better to the
effectiveness of public and' private-owned organizations than OCB-I. Therefore, while
recommending promotion of OCB for OE, greater emphasis should be on OCB-O.

In terms of recommendation, further studies should be on the relationship between OCB
and OE in other classifications of organization (e.g. service and manufacturing, profit and non-profit,
public sector activities and public enterprises). Further studies should also be on the relationship
between OCB and effectiveness of public and private-owned organizations in micro and small size
organizations.

This study has some limitation. First, it did not establish the statistical significance of the
difference in the variances OCB explained in effectiveness of public and private-owned
organizations. Second, the design was cross-sectional. This means that cause-effect relationship
cannot be discovered from analysed data. Third, convenience sampling technique adopted for data
collection reduces the confidence in generalizing the results. Fourth, the adopted OE measure was
developed by the present researcher with only one exposure to tests of psychometric properties. This
means that the validity and consequently the usefulness of the measure have not been adequately
established

nwanzuchinyem@gmail.com



54

References
Bodla, A M., & Danish, Q. R. (2008). The perception of organizational politics and work
performance: Exploring the differences in public and private sectors. International Journal
of Knowledge, Culture and Change Management, 8(4) 123-132.

Bolino, M. C. Turney, W. H., & Bloodgood, J. M. (2002). Citizenship behaviour and the creation
of social capital in organizations. Academy of Management Review, 27(4),505-522.

Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1997). Task performance and contextual performance: The
meaning for personnel selection research, Human Performance; 10(2), 99-109.

Cameron, K. S. (1986). A study of organizational effectiveness and its predictors, Management
Science, 32(1), 87-111.

Casco, F. W. (2003). Managing human resources (productivity, quantity of work life and profit. (6%
ed), New York: McGraw- Hill.

DiPaola, M.F., & Hoy, W.K. (2010). Organizational citizenship of faculty and achievement of high
school students. http:// mfdipa.people. wm.edu/citizenship-and-Ach.pdf (accessed 23
February 2010).

Giap, N. B., Hackerman, T., Jioa, X, & Wagdarikar, P. S. (2005). Organizational citizenship
behaviour and perception of organizational justice in student's job. Psychology of
Excellence, M. ALudwig-Maximillian University, Munich.

Greenberg, J. (2002). Managing behaviour in organizations (3fd ed). Upper saddle River, New
Jersey: Prentice Hall.

Finkelstein, M., (2006). Dispositional predicators of organizational citizenship behaviour: Motive,
motive fulfillment, and role identity. Social Behaviour and Personality, 34,603-616.

Hannington, 1. (2012). Organizational culture, organizational social capital, organizational
psychological contract, organizational citizenship behaviour and organizational
performance. http://ds ace.mak.ac. bitstream/123456789/359/I/sabiryehanniaton-mba
abstractpdf (accessed 20 June 2012).

Huselid, M. A. (1995). The impact of human resource management practices on turn over,
productivity, and corporate financial performance. Academy of Management Journal, 38,
635- 672.

Jahangir, 1., Akbar, M. M., & Hag, M. (2004). Organizational citizenship behaviour: Its nature and
antecedents. BRAC University Journal, 1(2),75-85.

Karambayya, R. (1989). Context for organizational citizenship behaviour: Do high performing and
satisfying units have better citizens? Working paper, Management Department, York
University.

Khalid, S. A, Jusoff, K., Othman, M., Ismail, M., & Rahman, A N. (2010). Organizational citizenship
behaviour as a predictor of student academic achievement. International Journal of Economics
and Finance, 2(1), 65-71.

Kim, S. (2005). Individual- level factors and organizational performance in government
organizations. Journal of Public Administration 2(15), 245-261.

Koys, D. J. (2001). The effect of employee satisfaction, organizational citizenship behaviour and
turnover on organizational effectiveness: A unit level longitudinal study. Personnel
Psychology, 101-14.

Lawler, E. E., Mohrman, S. A & Ledford, G. E. (1998). Strategies for high- performance
organizations: Employee involvement, TQM, and re-engineering programmes in Fortune 500
corporations. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.



Nigerian Journal of Psychological Research, Vol, 10 (2014)

Limpanitgul, T. (2009). Methodological considerations in a quantitative study examining the
relationship between job attitudes and citizenship behaviour.
http://www.edamba.eu/Userfileslfile/limpanitgul%20 (accessed 03 September 2011)

MacKenzie, C. B., Podsakoff, P.M., & Fetter, R. (1993). The impact of organizational citizenship
behaviour on sales person's performance. Journal of Marketing, 51, (1), 70-80.

Miao, R., & Kim, H. (2009). Gender as a mediator of the relationship between organizational
citizenship behaviour and team effectiveness in China. Asian Social Science, 5(10),98- 108.
Morrison, E. W. (1995). Organizational citizenship behaviour as a critical link between HRM
practice and service quality. Human Resource Management. 35, 493-512.

Martz, W. (2008). Organizational effectiveness evaluation checklist. Retrieved 25 January, 2010
from http://homepages. wmich.edu/-wmartz/assets/orgevalchechlestpdf.

Neale, C. M., (2008). The effects of co-workers, extra-role behaviour on individual task performance
and climate perceptions. Doctoral dissertation, submitted to Queensland University of
Technology, Australia.

Organ, W. D. (1988). Organizational citizenship behaviour : The good solder syndrome.
Lexington M. A. Lexington Books:

Podsakoff, P. M., & MacKenzie, S. B.(1994). Organizational citizenship behaviour and sales unit
effectiveness. Journal of Marketing Research, 31,351-363.

Podsakoff, P., MacKenzie, S. B., Moorman, R. H., &Fetter, R. (1990). Transformational leader
behaviour and their effects on followers' trust in leader, satisfaction, and organizational
citizenship behaviour. Leadership Quarterly, 1, 107-142.

Podsakoff, P. M., Ahearne, M., & MacKenzie, S. (1997). Organizational citizenship behaviour and
the quantity and quality of work group performance. Journal of Applied Psychology 82(2),
262-270.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S., Paine, B., & Bachrach, D. (2000). Organizational citizenship
behaviour: A critical review of the theoretical and empirical literature and suggestion for future
researches. Journal of Management, 26(3),513-563.

Rego, A., &Cunha, M. P. (2011). Organizational citizenship behaviour and effectiveness: An
empirical study small insurance companies.
http://bacnet.org/bai2007 /proceedings/papers/2007bai7809.doc (accessed 23 June 2011).

Rocha, M. C., & Turner. A. B. (2008). Organizational effectiveness of athletic departments and
coaches' extra-role behaviour. Journal of Issues ill Intercollegiate Athletics, 1, 124-144.

Smith, C. A., Organ, W.D. & Near, LP. (1983). Organizational citizenship behaviour, Its nature and
antecedents. Journal of Applied Psychology, 68, 653-663.

Turnipseed, L. D., & Murkison, E. (2000). A bi-cultural comparison of organizational citizenship
behaviour. Does the OCB phenomenon transcend national culture? International Journal of
Organizational Analysis, 8(2), 200-222.

Wyss, N. (2006). Shaping success: Organizational citizenship behaviour and its prevalence in
athlete versus non-athlete Texas State University students' population. http"//ecommons.
Txstste.edulhonorprog/5 (accessed 20 June 2009).

Yao, H., & Mingchuan, Y. (2010). An empirical study on organizational citizenship

behaviour and business performance. Proceeding of the 7th International Conference on
Innovation and Management.

nwanzuchinyem@gmail.com


http://www.edamba.eu/User
http://bacnet.org/bai2007



