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Introduction

The term organizational citizenship behavior was introduced into psychology and manage-
ment at the end of the 1970s. It is also often known as the good soldier syndrome [1]. Orga-
nizational citizenship behavior is often defined as “individual behavior that is discretionary,
not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that is the aggregate
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promotes the effective functioning of the organization” [1, p. 4]. Citizenship behavior is not
only limited to formal tasks that are carried out at an extraordinary level. Organizational citi-
zenship behavior is voluntary and has a positive impact on both the work of other employees
and of an organization in general [2]. After analyzing the publications on citizenship behavior,
Podsakoff et al. [2] were able to list several types of behaviors that define it: helpfulness,
perseverance, organizational commitment, organizational obedience, initiative, civic virtue
and self-development.

1. Types of Citizenship Behaviors

It is impossible to point out just one type of citizenship behavior as there is a full spectrum
of activities that contribute to improving the organization’s efficiency: conscientiousness in
performing tasks, spontaneous help, and initiative to improve work processes. The essence
of citizenship behaviors is performing tasks for the sake of the organization, even if those
tasks are not formally required and directly rewarded. Of course, employers who notice
such extraordinary involvement of their employees may reward them by offering bonuses
and promotions [3]. In management practice, one of the criteria employed by a supervisor
during an employee evaluation is that employee’s citizenship behavior. According to the
meta-analysis of studies performed by Podsakoff et al. [2] citizenship behaviors serve as
an explanation for approximately 40% of cases of subjective evaluations performed by the
manager on the employee.

According to Organ and his coworkers [1], there are several fundamental categories of citizen-
ship behaviors: supporting behaviors, sportsmanship, organizational commitment, individual
initiative, civic virtue and self-development. Williams and Anderson [4] presented two types
of citizenship behavior: focused on other people and focused on the organization. Citizen-
ship behavior, they argue, is made of altruism defined as helping others spontaneously and
readily, kindness that prevents interpersonal conflicts, and conscientiousness defined as the
above-standard commitment in carrying out tasks. Studies performed among the elite securi-
ty formations showed that their members are characterized by high-level conscientiousness,
one that is significantly higher than the organization average [5].

2. Determinants of Citizenship Behaviors

Four types of mechanisms were defined as a basis for citizenship behavior [6]: reciprocity and
exchange processes described within the social exchange theory, identification mechanisms,
actions connected to image management, and creation of positive relations with supervisors
and coworkers. Organizational support functions within a social exchange theory and was
validated by several recent studies [7]. Organizational support, especially that coming from
supervisors, contributes to the generation of positive citizenship behaviors [8]. For example,
an employee tends to demonstrate more citizenship behaviors, if he or she is more closely
attached to the organization [9]. Transformational leadership, part of which is a good employ-
ee-employer relationship, is also important to citizenship behaviors [10]. An organization’s
good image attracts the best candidates who tend to show above-average commitment in
carrying out their tasks [11].

While management practitioners take interest in the notions of citizenship behavior in terms
of in organizational determinants, the reasons for citizenship behaviors can also be found in
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one’s personality make-up. Conscientiousness, agreeableness, and positive affect support
and precede citizenship behaviors [2].

3. Consequences of Citizenship Behaviors

Consequences of citizenship behaviors can be both positive and negative. Among the pos-
itive effects we can list: being evaluated by the employer is a more positive way, better
interpersonal relations, and a prospect of exchanging mutual favors among the coworkers.
The possibility of receiving rewards and bonuses from the employer is also an important
factor. Citizenship behaviors that are not recognized by the employer may lead to stress and
disappointment [12].

The need to be flexible, to work after hours, and take on additional responsibilities creates
strong organizational pressure that is far from being harmless to the employee’s well-being,
especially if it undermines the work-life balance [13].

High organizational pressure is now put on teamwork and personal involvement, which may
result in higher psychological and physical costs of carrying out one’s tasks. As Bolimo point-
ed out at the end of 1990s [14] — the organizational pressure may lead to acting-out a role
of a “good soldier”; the same view was recently endorsed by Donia, Johns and Raja [15].

From the other employees’ point of view, the aforementioned citizenship behaviors not only
contribute to more effective work, but also create a certain type of role model [16]. We can,
however, picture a situation when an employee who “steps out” instead of keeping in line
sets higher working standards, thus making other colleagues look less involved or worse in
comparison. Nonetheless, citizenship behaviors have an overall positive effect and contribute
to the increased effectiveness of the entire organization.

Citizenship behaviors are connected to organizational involvement and job satisfaction [1].
Employees that show a high level of citizenship behaviors are proud of belonging to the or-
ganization, create its positive image, and therefore attract the best candidates [11].

Citizenship behaviors in an organization are connected to higher effectiveness of that organi-
zation [17], higher level of work involvement [18], more efficient goal-orientation and higher
level of task fulfillment [19], low level of counterproductive behaviors [20], lower absence,
[21], lower work costs [22], higher job satisfaction [23], higher client satisfaction [24], orga-
nizational commitment [25], and higher level of ethical behaviors among the personnel [26].

4. Organizational Citizenship Behaviors in Military Units

Managing a modern army should take into account all current scientific studies on personnel
management. Till the beginning of the 20" century, the military art of personnel manage-
ment was an inspiration for organizational management as a whole as many solutions used
in organizational management were inspired by military practices. Hierarchical organizational
structure, selection and training systems, and the authority-driven leadership are examples of
soldier management system used in ancient Rome [27]. Even nowadays many of management
terms are of military origin: tactic, strategy, supervisor, subordinate, recruitment, promotion,
or discipline. The first psychological tests in candidate selection were employed by the US Army
during World War 2. Program Evaluation and Review Technique, a method enhancing project
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management, is of military origin, too. It was developed in the 1950s by the United States
Ministry of Defense when the Polaris rocket system project was implemented [28]. Nowadays,
every modern army benefits from accomplishments in psychology and management.

Over 2000 articles concerning organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) have been published
to date [29]. Although organizational citizenship behavior is also called the good soldier syn-
drome, there are not many publications concerning soldiers per se. There are single cases of
publications concerning police officers [30] and prison officers [31].

One of the first publications concerning OCB in the army was a study performed by Leboeuf
[32]. Leboeuf pointed out that citizenship behaviors are significantly and positively related to
organizational commitment. In the same year, Deluga [33] pointed out that there is a strong
relation between trusting one’s supervisor and OCBs. After studying 140 soldiers from an avi-
ation unit, Turnipseed [34] pointed out that citizenship behaviors in the army can be fostered
by commanders. Organizational climate, good communication, duty satisfaction, competent
commanders, and good work organization are the factors necessary for citizenship behaviors
to occur. Zellars et al. [35] studied the relation between abusive supervision and OCBs among
the US Air National Guard members. Their findings once again showed that supervisors have
a great role in creating OCBs. Finally, Tepper and Taylor [36] pointed out that supervisors who
respect procedural justice have a stronger tendency to engage in OCBs.

Tiedemann [37] notes that OCBs are of great significance in recruit selection, as well as soldier
evaluation and training. Citizenship behaviors go beyond the call of duty and are strongly tied
with effective leadership and the support given to other soldiers in their daily duties [38].
Studies by Jordan et al. [39] show that among Military Officers, OCBs strongly correlate with
fulfilling the psychological contract and with lack of cynicism towards the army. According to
Gurbuz [25], OCBs in the Turkish Land Forces are related to job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, organizational justice, and trusting one’s supervisor. Topa et al. [40] add that
citizenship behaviors in the army are strongly related to social identity and fulfilling the as-
pects of psychological contract regarding wages and job security. Due to the studies on OCBs,
we can conduct a better personnel selection process and predict a soldier’s career path [41].
An intriguing and important point was made by Hung and Tsai [42]. They found that ethical
work climates in military units are vital to OCBs.

The phenomenon of the good soldier syndrome bears close resemblance to esprit de corps
—the spirit of the regiment, which manifests itself in discipline, responsibility, having faith in
the organization, and trusting one’s supervisor [43]. That particular term can be attached to
both military and commercial organizations. The classic figure of management, Henri Fayol,
lists esprit de corps among the fourteen basics of management and claims that it creates
a sense of identity with the team and unites the whole organization [44]. Esprit de corps
results in team integration, engages all employees in attaining a common goal, fosters dis-
cipline, obeying rules and orders, perseverance in enduring hardships, and respect towards
the organization’s culture and tradition [43].

When discussing esprit de corps, we should not forget about another important term used in
the army — morale. Some of the researchers connect morale with terms such as unit cohesion
and esprit de corps [45]. Indeed, Britt and Dickinson define morale in the military context as
“a service member’s level of motivation and enthusiasm for achieving mission success” [46,
p. 162]. High morale helps soldiers to achieve their goals, even when under heavy combat
stress [47].
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5. Organizational Climate

Determinants and consequences of organizational climate have been scientifically studied
since the 1950s [48]. Organizational climate has been defined as “the shared perception of
the way things are done around here” [49, p. 22]. Rules of organizational climate can be relat-
ed to the culture of the whole organization. Deninson [50] points out that culture is related to
the core of the organization and manifests itself in beliefs, premises, and values that are not
fully comprehended but adhered to by the members. The climate, on the other hand, relates
to some well-defined environmental aspects and is treated as an external manifestation of
the organization’s culture — that is why some human resource management experts make
a distinction between the actual situation (culture) and the way it is perceived (climate) [51].
The body of literature on organizational climate is vast; at this point it is worth noting that
organizational climate is connected with various organizational behaviors, including: work
engagement [52], organizational commitment [53], and OCBs [54]. The positive relation be-
tween OC and OCB is well documented in the literature [55, 56].

6. Organizational Support

Organizational support theory [57] holds that organizational readiness to reward for inten-
sive work and certain behavioral patterns develops a belief among its employees that the
organization appreciates their involvement and cares about their well-being. Perceived or-
ganizational support (POS) is valuable since it provides reassurance that the organization is
ready to offer its support when it is needed: in order to do one’s job efficiently and to deal
with potential setbacks [58]. According to Job Demand-Control-Support (JDCS), organizational
support is vital to coping with stress [59]. When high expectations, low level of control, and
low social support coincide, an individual will experience the most severe tension. These
situations negatively affect employees’ health. Organizational support has many advantages
that are not directly related to high demands at work. A positive relation has been established
between organizational support and employee engagement, job satisfaction, organizational
commitment and turnover intentions [60]. Organizational support also has a positive impact
on organizational citizenship behaviors [61].

The army, just like any other organization, has to employ modern management methods to
operate well. Promoting citizenship behaviors becomes a part of positive psychology, aim-
ing to strengthen the organization’s potential [62]. Despite the confirmed positive impact
of citizenship behaviors on the organization’s effectiveness, this particular subject has not
yet attracted the interest of Polish researchers. One possible reason why this is the case is
that organizational culture in Poland only began to develop after the country joined NATO in
1999 [63]. However, since there is a growing trend to incorporate the accomplishments of
management into military organizations, citizenship behaviors may still find their place within
organizational culture of the Armed Forces in the years to come. The main aim of this study,
therefore, is to determine how citizenship behaviors may be shaped in the Armed Forces.

The reviewed studies show that OCB within an organization may depend on various factors,
both organizational and personal. The present study examined the relationships between
OCB and its predictors (social support and organizational climate).

Considering the body of empirical evidence discussed above, the following hypotheses were
tested.
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Hypothesis 1: Support given by supervisors is positively associated with OCB in military units.

Hypothesis 2: Support given by other soldiers is positively associated with OCB in military
units.

Hypothesis 3: Support given by other soldiers correlates stronger with OCB than support
provided by supervisors.

Hypothesis 4: A good superior-subordinate relationship, risk and conflict tolerance, good
access to information, team identity, competitiveness, and a general positive
attitude are positively associated with OCB in military units.

Hypothesis 5: The sense of abandonment is negatively associated with OCB in military units.

Hypothesis 6: Organizational support has a greater effect on OCB than organizational climate.

7. Method (Participants and procedure)

7.1. Participants

The participants (n = 139) were male soldiers aged 25-50 (M = 30.83, SD = 5.16) with 3-15
years of service (M = 8.36, SD = 2.64), 9,1% of whom were Privates E-2, 78.8% Privates E-1
and 21.1% Privates 1°* Class. All of the respondents were soldiers of the Land Forces stationed
in the Pomeranian Province.

7.2. Measures

The level of citizenship behaviors in organization was measured with the Organizational
Behaviors Questionnaire [64]. The basis for this questionnaire comes from the studies by
Podsakoff et al. [2]. The questionnaire consists of 33 questions and its result is the average
of all given answers. The tool is a list of statements and respondents mark their answers on
a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 0 = very unusual to 5 = very typical. The reliability of the
COBS is .96 (Cronbach’s a).

In order to measure organizational climate, The Questionnaire of Organizational Climate by
Paluchowski was used [65]. The questionnaire is made up of the following scales: a [direct]
positive superior-subordinate relationship, a sense of abandonment, good access to informa-
tion, team identity, competitiveness, and a general attitude towards the organization. The
items on the scale were self-reported and the participants rated themselves on a 5-point scale
from 1 = certainly not to 5 = definitely yes. The questionnaire has been proven to be reliable
— Cronbach’s a for each of the scales is between .69 and .83. This particular questionnaire is
very popular in Poland when organizational climate needs to be measured.

The level of organizational support was measured with the following scales: support given by
superiors and support given by coworkers, both found in the Psychosocial Working Environ-
ment questionnaire by Cieslak and Widerszal-Bazyl [66]. Respondents used a 5-point scale
to indicate the level of received support, where 1 meant very little and 5 meant very much.
The higher the score on each of the scales the more organizational support is given to the
employee. The reliability of both scales is between .93 and .94.
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7.3. Procedure

After obtaining all the necessary permissions, the questionnaires were given to the soldiers.
In order to keep a high level of anonymity, each participant received an envelope and could
later submit his responses sealed. All participants were examined during their periodic train-
ing activities.

7.4. Statistical analysis

All statistical analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS, version 24. Bivariate r Pearson’s cor-
relation analyses were conducted among all variables of interest. To test the main hypothe-
sis (No 6), we conducted a linear enter regression analysis that included OCB scores as the
dependent variable, and support given by superiors; support given by coworkers; positive
superior-subordinate relationship; risk and conflict tolerance; sense of abandonment; good
access to information; team identity; competitiveness; general attitude towards organizations
as the independent variables.

8. Results

8.1. Correlation Analysis

Table 1 shows descriptive statistics and correlations between the measured variables.

Table 1. Means, standard deviations and correlations among study variables

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Citizenship behaviors 3.40 | 0.62 -
2. Support given

N 3.31| 0.64 | .18* -
by superiors

w

. Support given

3.45 | 0.58 | .40** | .60** -
by coworkers

4. Positive superior-subor-

) h . 3.30 | 0.59 | .22** | 38** | 35%* -
dinate relationship

wv

. Risk and conflict

348 | 2.16 | .10 .14 17*% | 33%* -
tolerance

6. Sense of abandonment | 3.08 | 0.44 | —.20* | -.04 | -.01 | —.08 | —.03 -

~

. Good access

. . 3.38 | 0.56 | .28** | 31** | 33** | 40** | -03 | -.14 -
to information

8. Team identity 3.50 | 0.50 | .31** | .28%* | .40** | .44** | .01 | —.05 | .44** -

9. Competitiveness 3.59| 079 | .14 .07 18* | —-01 | —-.11 | .14 16 | 42%* -

10. General attitude

. 3.11 | 0.46 | .02 | .29%* | .29%* | 58** | 28** | .09 | .26%* | .42** | —10
towards organization

*p <0.05; **p <0.01

Source: Own studly.
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The result of OCB in the examined group of soldiers falls within the average range (M = 3.40).
A closer analysis of the relationship between OCB and POS levels shows that this connec-
tion is stronger in case of support given by other soldiers (r = .40) compared with support
given by superiors (r = .18). Thus, H1, H2, and H3 were supported. In case of organizational
climate, a positive superior-subordinate relationship (r = .22), good access to information
(r=.28), team identity (r =.31), and a sense of abandonment (r = —.20) are vitally related to
citizenship behaviors in the Armed Forces. Good access to information is related to better
team identity and thus creates “good soldiers”. A low sense of abandonment translates into
a higher number of citizenship behaviors.

Risk and conflict tolerance (r=.10), competitiveness (r = .14), and a general positive attitude
towards the organization (r = .02) are not statistically significant related to OCB. Therefore,
H4 was partially supported, and H5 was supported.

8.2. Regression Analysis

The results of regression analysis (Table 2) show that the only predictors that matter in
case of OCB are: support given by the coworkers (B = .41) and risk and conflict tolerance
(B =—.33). This particular model fits the variables well, and organizational support coupled
with organizational climate account for 23% of variability of all citizenship behaviors found
in the army (R? =.233).

Table 2. Standardized regression coefficients for all variables
in the complete regression equation

Predictors B t
Support given by superiors .15 .92
Support given by coworkers 41 2.70**
Positive superior-subordinate relationship .10 .53
Risk and conflict tolerance -33 -1.98*
Sense of abandonment -.06 -.50
Good access to information .23 1.56
Team identity .01 -.03
Competitiveness .02 .15
General attitude towards organization -.13 .69

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01

Source: Own study.

9. Discussion and Implications

Citizenship behaviors in any given organization contribute to its success through the
above-standard behaviors of its employees. Several meta-analyses exist that suggest that
there is a positive relationship between, for instance, self-efficacy and performance [67-71].
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Job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and trust in supervisors has been found to be
important factors in explaining the OCB of Turkish military personnel [25]. Sgrlie et al. [72]
found that person-organization fit yielded incremental predictive validity in relation to both
task performance and work engagement in the Norwegian armed forces. As a consequence,
selecting persons with a high level of citizenship behavior may be a good strategy for military
organizations in order to enhance citizenship behavior and to attract the “good soldiers”.
The Armed Forces, just like any other organization, are subject to the same rules that govern
organizational behaviors. Tabarsa et al. [73] state that organizational support in military orga-
nizations should be delivered as organizational justice and organizational trust. A key factor
in order to achieve success is the promotion of OCB towards individuals [74].

Although a soldier is ultimately responsible for his or her behavior, other external factors may
be important influencers, be it the leader, instructor, peer support, buddy or organizational
climate; support for well-being by leadership may lead to a more engaged, healthy, fit and
efficient military workforce [75, 76].

By studying the participants from the Armed Forces, it has been found that organizational
support may be a good predictor of citizenship behaviors in the army.

According to Rawat [77-79], soldiers with an attitude predisposed towards military way of
life identify themselves as part of this elite organization and are willing to exert high levels
of efforts in performance of tasks that even puts them in harm’s way as demanded by the
profession of arms. These soldiers have a definite belief in and acceptance of the military
values, and goals of the unit/sub unit that they are part of; they express commitment, loyalty
and integrity beyond the call of duty to the organization that supports them unflinchingly.
Most researchers agree that organizational commitment is a better predictor of desirable
outcome variable in the military than is job satisfaction and hence deserves greater attention
of military leaders [76, 78, 80].

Bolino et al. [81] point out that there is a relation between organizational support and cit-
izenship behaviors. Greater organizational support equals a higher number of citizenship
behaviors. Organizational support in the context of citizenship behaviors is especially import-
ant when there is a risk of work overload [61] — which is usually the case with soldiers. It is
worth noting that soldiers receive more support from their colleagues than from their supe-
riors. Bowles et al. [75] reported well-being in the military as an essential aspect of military
operations that aid health and fitness of soldiers in environments that distinctively demand
physical and emotional capacities in ways that no other organizations do. Researchers have
included aspects of positive work environment and positive leader support, peer support,
trustin the leader and in the organization that enrich organizational commitment [76, 77, 82].

Commanders who promote teamwork and set up good examples contribute to an increased
number of “good soldiers”. Citizenship behaviors are related to good access to information.
Open communication, direct transmission of important information by superiors, and avoid-
ing “clandestine circulation” are all positively related to citizenship behaviors. Fostering cit-
izenship behaviors largely depends on commanders, as they are responsible for the level of
organizational culture found in military units. Promoting cooperation, mutual support and
comradeship contributes to creating “good soldiers” within the Armed Forces [79, 80].

Regression analysis shows that support given by other soldiers is strongly related to citizen-
ship behaviors in the army, therefore soldiers who receive support from colleagues engage in
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more citizenship behaviors. The significance of other soldiers’ support shows the importance
of interpersonal relations for citizenship behaviors. Low levels of risk and conflict tolerance
foster OCB among soldiers. Conflicts are unavoidable thus good conflict management in-
creases OCB levels among employees [83].

This study shows how important organizational support and climate are for citizenship be-
haviors in the army. Drawing commanders’ and superiors’ attention to these aspects of the
army functioning may help them to shape and promote citizenship behaviors in a better way.
The army, just like any other organization, relies on developed principles of conduct. It is vital
to examine how citizenship behaviors are related to different organizational factors in order
to learn how “good soldiers” could be “formed”. Citizenship behavior in the army is still an
open field for exploration, so future studies could focus on other determinants of citizenship
behaviors such as organizational justice and management style.

10. Limitations and Future Research
The most important study limitation was the fact that variables were measured through
self-reports, and future studies should include several different data sources.

Another limitation was the studied group itself, as it was made up of the lower-rank Land
Forces personnel only, therefore, the study results cannot be generalized to the Armed Forc-
es as a whole. Unfortunately, studies were restricted due to formal limitations imposed on
researchers not employed by the Social Studies Department of Armed Forces, consequently
making the studies not fully representative and limited only to selected military units that
were available at the time of research.

Studies include several antecedents of OCB, but other factors that predict OCB may still exist,
such as organizational justice, organizational commitment, and trusting one’s supervisors
[25]. Future studies should investigate other factors of OCB.

Acknowledgement
No acknowledgement and potential founding was reported by the authors.

Conflict of interests

All authors declared no conflict of interests.

Author contributions

All authors contributed to the interpretation of results and writing of the paper. All authors
read and approved the final manuscript.

Ethical statement

The research complies with all national and international ethical requirements.

ORCID

Andrzej Piotrowski (2 https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1192-2695
Ole Boe @ https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3583-207X

Samir Rawat 2 https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9626-075X
Abhijit P. Deshpande © https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5926-202X

707



Andrzej Piotrowski, Ole Boe, Samir Rawat, Abhijit P. Deshpande

References

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

708

Organ DW. Organizational Citizenship Behavior: The Good Soldier Syndrome. Lexington, MA: Lex-
ington Books; 1988.

Podsakoff PM, MacKenzie SB, Paine JB, Bachrach DG. Organizational Citizenship Behaviors: A Critical
Review of the Theoretical and Empirical Literature and Suggestions for Future Research. Journal of
Management. 2000;26:513-63.

Bergeron DM, Shipp AJ, Rosen B, Furst SA. Organizational citizenship behavior and career outcomes:
The cost of being a good citizen. Journal of Management. 2013;39:958-84.

Williams LJ, Anderson SE. Job satisfaction and organizational commitment as predictors of organi-
zational citizenship and in-role behavior. Journal of Management. 1991;17(3):601-17.

Piotrowski A, Pekata P. Responsibility and conscientiousness of soldiers. Zeszyty Naukowe Wyzsza Szko-
ta Oficerska Wojsk Lgdowych im. gen. Tadeusza Kosciuszki. Journal of Science of the gen. Tadeusz Kos-
ciuszko Military Academy of Land Forces. 2016;48;4(182):62-73, DOI: 10.5604/17318157.1226135.
Blatt R. Organizational Citizenship Behavior of Temporary Knowledge Employees. Organization Stud-
ies. 2008;29;6:849-66.

Guillaume P, Sullivan SE, Wolff H, Forret M. Are there major differences in the attitudes and service
quality of standard and seasonal employees? An empirical examination and implications for prac-
tice. Human Resource Management. 2019;58:45-56.

Jain AK, Giga SI, Cooper CL. Perceived organizational support as a moderator in the relationship
between organizational stressors and organizational citizenship behaviors. International Journal of
Organizational Analysis. 2013;21:313-34.

Chen CC, Chiu S-F. The mediating role of job involvement in the relationship between job character-
istics and organizational citizenship behavior. The Journal of Social Psychology. 2009;149:474-94.
Saboe KN, Taing MU, Way JD, Johnson RE. Examining the unique mediators that underlie the effects
of different dimensions of transformational leadership. Journal of Leadership & Organizational
Studies. 2015;22:175-86.

Frombrun C, Shanley M. What’s in a name? Reputation building and corporate strategy. Academy
of Management Journal. 1990;33:233-58.

Ozer M, Chang Ch-H, Schaubroeck JM. Contextual moderators of the relationship between orga-
nizational citizenship behaviours and challenge and hindrance stress. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology. 2014;87:557-78.

Bolino MC, Turnley WH, Gilstrap JB, Suazo MM. Citizenship under pressure: What’s a “good soldier”
to do? Journal of Organizational Behavior. 2010;31:835-55.

Bolino MC. Citizenship and impression management: Good soldiers or good actors? The Academy
of Management Review. 1999;24:82-98.

Donia MBL, Johns G, Raja U. Good soldier or good actor? Supervisor accuracy in distinguishing be-
tween selfless and self-serving OCB motives. Journal of Business and Psychology. 2015;6:1-10.
Bommer WH, Miles EW, Grover SL. Does one good turn deserve another? Coworker influences on
employee citizenship. Journal of Organizational Behavior. 2003;24:181-96.

Jafari KZ, Azizi SM, Malek HM. Organizational Citizenship Behavior as an Unavoidable Necessity for
increasing the Effectiveness of Organizations. Interdisciplinary Journal of Contemporary Research
in Business. 2013;4:827-50.

Runhaar P, Konermann J, Sanders K. Teachers’ organizational citizenship behaviour: Considering the
roles of their work engagement, autonomy and leader—member exchange. Teaching and Teacher
Education. 2013;30:99-108.

Markose B, Jayachandran S. The Impact of Organizational Citizenship Behaviours on Goal Orienta-
tion and Performance of Salespeople. International Journal of Business Insights & Transformation.
2009;2:16-27.



Organizational climate, organizational support and citizenship behavior in the army

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34,

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Reynolds CA, Shoss MK, Jundt DK. In the eye of the beholder: A multi-stakeholder perspective of
organizational citizenship and counterproductive work behaviors. Human Resource Management
Review. 2015;25:80-93.

Gaudet M-C, Tremblay M, Doucet O. Exploring the black box of the contingent reward leadership—
performance relationship: The role of perceived justice and emotional exhaustion. European Journal
of Work and Organizational Psychology. 2014;23:897-914.

Podsakoff NP, Blume BD, Whiting SW, Podsakoff PM. Individual and Organizational-Level Conse-
quences of Organizational Citizenship Behaviors: A Meta-Analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology.
2009;94:122-41.

Chin T. Harmony and organizational citizenship behavior in Chinese organizations. The International
Journal of Human Resource Management. 2015;26:1110-29.

Felfe J, Heinitz K. The impact of consensus and agreement of leadership perceptions on commit-
ment, Organizational Citizenship Behaviour, and customer satisfaction. European Journal of Work
and Organizational Psychology. 2010;19:279-303.

Gurbuz S. Some possible antecedents of military personnel organizational citizenship behavior.
Military Psychology. 2009;21:200-15.

Turnipseed DL. Are good soldiers good? Exploring the link between organization citizenship behavior
and personal ethics. Journal of Business Research. 2002;55:1-15.

Keppie L. The making of the Roman army: from republic to empire. Totowa, N.J.: Barnes & Noble;
1984.

Klastorin T. Project Management: Tools and Trade-offs. 3™ Ed. New York: Wiley; 2003.

Podsakoff NP, Podsakoff PM, MacKenzie SB, Maynes TD, Spoelma TM. Consequences of unit-level
organizational citizenship behaviors: A review and recommendations for future research. Journal
of Organizational Behavior. 2014:35:87-119.

Hsiung HH, Lin CW, Lin CS. Nourishing or suppressing? The contradictory influences of perception
of organizational politics on organizational citizenship behaviour. Journal of Occupational and Or-
ganizational Psychology. 2012;85:258-76.

Lambert EG, Hogan NL, Griffin ML. Being the good soldier: Organizational citizenship behavior and
commitment among correctional staff. Criminal Justice and Behavior. 2008;35:56-68.

Leboeuf JNG. Institutional-occupational value orientations and a multidimensional view of com-
mitment among Army officers. Dissertation Abstracts International: Section B: The Sciences and
Engineering. 1995;55:5591.

Deluga RJ. The relation between trust in the supervisor and subordinate organizational citizenship
behavior. Military Psychology. 1995;7:1-16.

Turnipseed D. Good soldiers and their syndrome: Organizational citizenship behavior and the work
environment. North American Journal of Psychology. 2000;2:281-302.

Zellars KL, Tepper BJ, Duffy MK. Abusive supervision and subordinates’ organizational citizenship
behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology. 2002;87:1068-76.

Tepper BJ, Taylor EC. Relationships among supervisors’ and subordinates’ procedural justice percep-
tions and organizational citizenship behaviors. Academy of Management Journal. 2003;46:97-105.
Tiedemann KF. Integrity in military service: A leadership impact study. Dissertation Abstracts Inter-
national: Section B: The Sciences and Engineering. 2005;65:5384.

Ehrhart MG, Bliese PD, Thomas JL. Unit-level OCB and unit effectiveness: Examining the incremental
effect of helping behavior. Human Performance. 2006;19:159-73.

Jordan MH, Schraeder M, Feild HS, Armenakis AA. Organizational citizenship behavior, job attitudes,
and psychological contract. Military Psychology. 2007;19:259-71.

Topa G, Morales JF, Moriano JA. Psychological contract breach and social identity: Their influences
on Spanish soldiers’ job satisfaction and organizational citizenship behaviour. Estudios de Psicologia.
2009;30:303-15.

709



Andrzej Piotrowski, Ole Boe, Samir Rawat, Abhijit P. Deshpande

41. Annen H, Goldammer P, Szvircsev TT. Longitudinal effects of OCB on cadre selection and pursuing
a career as militia cadre in the Swiss Armed Forces. Military Psychology. 2015;27:9-21.

42. Hung YC, Tsai TY. Ethical work climate and organizational citizenship behavior in the Taiwanese
military. Military Psychology. 2016;28:34-49.

43, Vitell SJ, Singhapakdi A. The role of ethics institutionalization in influencing organizational commit-
ment, job satisfaction, and esprit de corps. Journal of Business Ethics. 2008;81:343-53.

44. Rodrigues C. Fayol’s 14 principles of management then and now: a framework for managing today’s
organizations effectively. Management Decisions. 2001;39(10):880-9.

45. Motowidlo SJ, Borman WC. Relationships between military morale, motivation, satisfaction, and
unit effectiveness. Journal of Applied Psychology. 1978;63:47-52.

46. Britt TW, Dickinson JM. Morale during military operations: A positive psychology approach. In: Britt
TW, Castro CA, Adler AB (eds.). Military life: The psychology of serving in peace and combat. Vol. 1:
Military performance. Westport, CT: Praeger Security International; 2006, p. 157-84.

47. Britt TW, Adler AB, Bliese PD, Moore D. Morale as a moderator of the combat exposure-PTSD symp-
tom relationship. Journal of Traumatic Stress. 2013;26:94-101.

48. Wimbush JC, Shepard JM. Toward an understanding of ethical climate: Its relationship to ethical
behavior and supervisory influence. Journal of Business Ethics. 1994;13:637-47.

49. Reichers AE, Schneider B. Climate and culture: An evolution of constructs. In: Schneider B (ed.).
Organizational Climate and Culture. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass; 1990, p. 5-39.

50. Deninson DR. What is the difference between organizational culture and organizational cli-
mate? A native’s point of view on a decade paradigm wars. Academy of Management Review.
1994;7:619-54.

51. Armstrong M, Taylor S. Armstrong’s Handbook of Human Resource Management Practice. New
York: KoganPage; 2014.

52. Viitala R, Tanskanen J, Santti R. The connection between organizational climate and well-being at
work. International Journal of Organizational Analysis. 2015;23:606-20.

53. Fu W, Deshpande SP. The impact of caring climate, job satisfaction, and organizational commit-
ment on job performance of employees in a China’s insurance company. Journal of Business Ethics.
2014;124:339-49.

54. Ghosh K. Benevolent leadership in not-for-profit organizations: Welfare orientation measures, eth-
ical climate and organizational citizenship behaviour. Leadership & Organization Development
Journal. 2015;36:592-611.

55. Suresh S, Venkatammal P. Antecedents of organizational citizenship behaviour. Journal of the Indian
Academy of Applied Psychology. 2010;36:276-86.

56. Turnipseed PH, Turnipseed DL. Testing the proposed linkage between organizational citizenship
behaviours and an innovative organizational climate. Creativity and Innovation Management.
2013;22:209-16.

57. Shore LM, Shore TH. Perceived organizational support and organizational justice. In: Cropanzano RS,
Kacmar KM (eds.). Organizational politics, justice, and support: Managing the social climate of the
workplace. Westport, CT: Quorum; 1995, p. 149-64.

58. George JM, Reed TF, Ballard KA, Colin J, Fielding J. Contact with AIDS patients as a source of work-re-
lated distress: Effects of organizational and social support. Academy of Management Journal.
1993;36:157-71.

59. Johnson JV, Hall EM. Job strain, work place social support, and cardiovascular disease: a cross-sec-
tional study of a random sample of the Swedish working population. American Journal of Public
Health. 1988;78:1336-42.

60. Ahmed I, Nawaz MM. Antecedents and outcomes of perceived organizational support: A literature
survey approach. Journal of Management Development. 2015;34:867-80.

710



Organizational climate, organizational support and citizenship behavior in the army

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

Singh AK, Singh AP, Kumar S, Gupta VK. Role of perceived organizational support in the relationship
between role overload and organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of the Indian Academy of
Applied Psychology. 2015;41:77-85.

Luthans F. The need for and meaning of positive organization behavior. Journal of Organizational
Behavior. 2002;23:695-706.

Zaborowski M, Dunn DH. Poland: A New Power in Transatlantic Security. London: Routledge; 2003.
Czarnota-Bojarska J. Zachowania obywatelskie w organizacji— préba konstrukcji narzedzia pomiaru.
In: Czarnota-Bojarska J, Zinserling | (eds.). W kregu psychologii spotecznej. Warszawa: Wydawnictwa
Uniwersytetu Warszawskiego; 2011, p. 145-57.

Paluchowski WJ. Organizational climate and its measurement. Acta Universitatis Wratislaviensis.
1998;2035:161-70.

Cieslak R, Widerszal-Bazyl M. Psychospoteczne warunki pracy. Podrecznik do kwestionariusza. \War-
szawa: Centralny Instytut Ochrony Pracy; 2000.

Gully SM, Incalcaterra KA, Joshi A, Beaubien JM. A meta-analysis of team-efficacy, potency, and per-
formance: Interdependence and level of analysis as moderators of observed relationships. Journal
of Applied Psychology. 2002;87(5):819-32.

Moritz SE, Feltz DL, Fahrbach KR, Mack DE. The relation of Self- Efficacy Measures to Sport Perfor-
mance: A Meta-Analytic review. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport. 2000;71(3):280-94.
Multon KD, Brown SD, Lent RW. Relation of self-efficacy beliefs to academic outcomes: A meta-an-
alytic investigation. Journal of Counseling Psychology. 1991;38:30-8.

Sadri G, Robertson IT. Self-efficacy and Work-related Behaviour: A Review and Meta-analysis. Ap-
plied Psychology. 1993;42(2):139-52.

Stajkovic AD, Luthans F. Self-efficacy and work-related performance: A meta-analysis. Psychological
Bulletin. 1998;124(2):240-61.

Sgrlie HO, Hetland J, Dysvik A, Fosse T, Martinsen @L. Person-Organization Fit in a military selection
context. Military Psychology. 2020;32(2):237-46.

Tabarsa GA, Esmaeili GMR, Esmaeili GHR. Effective factors on organizational citizenship behaviour
in a military hospital. Journal of Military Medicine. 2010;12(2):93-9.

Livi S, Theodorou A, Rullo M, Cinque L, Alessandri G. The rocky road to prosocial behavior at work:
The role of positivity and organizational socialization in preventing interpersonal strain. PLoS ONE.
2018;13(3):e0193508.

Bowles SV, Bartone PT, Ross D, Berman M et al. Well-Being in the Military. In: Bowles SV, Bartone PT
(eds.). Handbook of Military Psychology: Clinical and Organizational Practice. Washington D.C., USA:
Springer; 2017, p. 213-38.

Rawat S. Self Awareness and Attitude Training for High Performance in the Military. In: Maclntyre A,
Charbonneau D, Lindsay D (eds.). Human factors in Military Performance. Kingston: Canadian De-
fence Academy Press; 2018, p. 241-58.

Rawat S. Enhancing Officer Cadet Intellect in Military Training Institutions — An Organizational Ap-
proach. In: Rawat S (ed.). Cadet Diary — Psychology of Warrior Ethos and Leadership Development.
Jaipur, India: Rawat Publications; 2018, p. 140-7.

Rawat S. Cognitive and Volitional Perspectives in Enhancing Human Factors In Military Performance.
In: Maclintyre A, Charbonneau D, Lindsay D (eds.). Human factors in Military Performance. Kingston:
Canadian Defence Academy Press; 2018, p. 299-314.

Rawat S. Communicative Behavior as Transformative Power of Military Leadership. In: Watola D,
Maclintyre A (eds.). From Knowing to Doing: International Perspectives on Leadership Effectiveness.
Kingaton: Canadian Defence Academy Press; 2018, p. 23-32.

Boe O. Officer Development at the Norwegian Military Academy. In: Rawat S (ed.). Cadet Diary —
Psychology of Warrior Ethos and Leadership Development. Jaipur, India: Rawat Publications; 2018,
p. 167-84.

711



Andrzej Piotrowski, Ole Boe, Samir Rawat, Abhijit P. Deshpande

81. Bolino MC, Hsiung H-H, Harvey J, LePine JA. ‘Well, I'm tired of tryin’!” Organizational citizenship
behavior and citizenship fatigue. Journal of Applied Psychology. 2015;100:56-74.

82. Burrell L, Adams GA, Durand DB, Castro CA. The Impact of military lifestyle demands on well-being,
Army, and family outcomes. Armed Forces & Society. 2006;33:43-58.

83. Karam C. Good organizational soldiers: Conflict-related stress predicts citizenship behavior. Inter-
national Journal of Conflict Management. 2011;22:300-19.

Biographical note

Andrzej Piotrowski — Ph.D., assistance professor at the Institute of Psychology at the Univer-
sity of Gdansk. Member of Polskie Towarzystwo Penitencjarne (the Polish Penitentiary Soci-
ety), European Association for Security and European Association of Work and Organizational
Psychology, American Correctional Association. Member of the editorial board of Current
Issues in Personality Psychology. Major areas of interest include the psychosocial functioning
of people employed in the security services (Armed Forces, Police, Prison Service).

Ole Boe — Ph.D., is professor of organization and leadership at the School of Business, De-
partment of Business, Strategy, and Political Sciences, University of South-Eastern Norway.
He is also a professor of organizational psychology at Bjgrknes University College in Oslo,
Norway. He also serves as a part-time professor in leadership and leadership development
for the Norwegian Military Academy and in military leadership for the Norwegian Defence
University College. Ole Boe served as an operational officer in a Norwegian military special
unit conducting VIP protection, hostage rescue, and close combat. He taught close combat
and combat mindset training for special police units, military special forces, and similar units
in multiple countries, from Congo to Cambodia. He retired with the rank of Captain. From
2003 to 2016, Ole served as an associate professor at the Norwegian Military Academy, where
he taught leadership to army officers. In 2017 and 2018, he served as an associate professor
of military leadership at the Norwegian Defence University College. He is a graduate of the
Norwegian Defense Command and Staff College, and holds a PhD in cognitive psychology. He
has been responsible for the Norwegian Military Academy’s concept of stress management,
and for preparing officers mentally for combat and other stressful and challenging situations.
Ole has published over 285 scientific articles and research reports on learning under stress,
stress management, decision-making, leadership, and leader performance under dangerous
and unpredictable situations. He has been responsible for several research projects, publica-
tions and anthologies, including Militzert Lederskap [Military Leadership] (2019) and recently
released the co-authored book Krav Maga Combat Mindset & Fighting Stress (2020).

Samir Rawat — Lt Col Dr, is a combat veteran and a cognitive-behavioral psychologist from
India, he is a decorated soldier with proven leadership skills in Siachen Glacier, which, at
21000 ft is the highest battlefield in the world where he commanded an Infantry rifle compa-
ny as a volunteer Officer. He was also conferred a President’s gallantry award for recapturing
enemy held positions during Kargil operations in 1999. With a PhD. in Psychology, Masters
in Management and a M. Phil in Defence & Strategic Studies, Dr Samir brings with him over
three decades of experience in training and human resource optimization. Besides, Dr Samir
Rawat has written, published, as well as presented psychology and military papers in Na-
tional, as well as International conferences in India and abroad; he organizes WARMCAMP
International Military Psychology Conference in India annually and is a regular participant at

712



Organizational climate, organizational support and citizenship behavior in the army

annual military psychology conferences abroad. He has contributed extensively to military
and academic journals of repute and has been cited in leading national newspapers; he has
edited six books on military psychology with authors from over sixteen different countries
and has also contributed book chapters in over a dozen military psychology books which have
been published in six countries. He is an eminent keynote speaker at the 32" International
Congress of Psychology 2021 (ICP) in Prague — which is the biggest international event in the
psychological world.

Abhijit P. Deshpande — Ph.D., is the Director, Board of University and an Associate Profes-
sor, at Symbiosis International (Deemed University). He is a member of the Board of Man-
agement. He was a Lecturer, Department of Business Studies at Bahrain Training Institute
(Kingdom of Bahrain). Major areas of scholarly interest and expertise are in human resource
management/strategic management. A doctorate in Human Resource Management (Appli-
cation of the Competency Modeling Approach with Special Reference to Select Private Sector
Organizations, he has authored a book, contributed to book chapters and has publications
in national and international journals. He is a Member of the Indian Cricketers Association
affiliated to the Board of Control for Cricket in India. He was a cricketer of repute and played
Ranji Trophy for Maharashtra.

Klimat organizacyjny, wsparcie organizacyjne a zachowania obywatelskie
w Sitach Zbrojnych

STRESZCZENIE Gtéwnym celem przedstawionego badania jest prezentacja ksztattowania sie zacho-
wan obywatelskich w Sitach Zbrojnych. Prezentowane badanie jest zdecydowanie
pierwszym, ktore dogtebnie analizuje powigzania miedzy wszystkimi aspektami kli-
matu organizacyjnego, postrzeganym wsparciem organizacyjnym a organizacyjnymi
zachowaniami obywatelskimi w Sitach Zbrojnych RP. Hipotezy badawcze testowano
na podstawie danych zebranych na prébie 139 zotnierzy Wojsk Ladowych RP. Wyniki
pokazaty, ze wybrane parametry klimatu organizacyjnego i wsparcia organizacyjnego,
zwfaszcza te pochodzace od innych Zotnierzy, byty pozytywnie powigzane z organizacyj-
nymi zachowaniami obywatelskimi. Omoéwiono implikacje organizacyjnych zachowan
obywatelskich, praktyki dowodzenia, a takze zaproponowano przyszte kierunki badan.

StOWA KLUCZOWE organizacyjne zachowania obywatelskie, syndrom dobrego zotnierza,
wsparcie organizacyjne, klimat organizacyjny
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