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Abstract 

The study looks into the relationships of the different dimensions of pay satisfaction 
with organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) directed towards both the 
individual and the organization. 500 white collar employees of different private 
sector companies participated in the study. With respect to the influence of the 
dimensions of pay satisfaction the results showed that there are significant 
relationships between pay level, pay raises and benefits with citizenship behavior 
directed at individuals. However, no such relationship exists between 
structure/administration and citizenship behavior directed at the organization. 
Limitations and future research directions conclude the study.  

Keywords: Significance, Relationships Between Pay Satisfaction Dimensions, Organizational 
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Introduction  

Pay constitutes an essential aspect of doing business and a significant part of the success of 
any organization because it represents both, one of the largest organizational expenses, and 
one the most valued employee outcomes (Shaw et al., 1999). It rewards employees for their 
work and includes several forms of compensation such as “direct, cash payments (for example, 
salary); indirect, noncash payments (for example, benefits); the amount of pay raises and the 
process by which the compensation system is administered” (Williams et al., 2006, p. 392). 

People work for many different reasons including assessment of one’s self-worth and status 
(Blader & Tyler, 2009), and purpose and intrinsic rewards (Lopes, 2011). However, for most 
of them pay is the only source of income and as such they depend on it to fulfill their existential 
needs (Dulebohn & Werling, 2007). This makes pay the most important motivational factor 
(Locke, et. al, 1980), especially in relatively poorer countries with developing economies 
where many people struggle to fulfill these needs.  

During the years, companies have surprisingly underestimated the importance of pay to their 
employees (SHRM, 2007), when it should have been their primary focus in order to best 
manage its significant impacts. First, as mentioned above pay is one of the largest 
organizational expenses and companies need to properly manage it in order to maximize the 
value of their investment.  Second, because of its importance as a motivational factor, 
companies can use pay to enhance the contributions and the performance of their employees 
and to drive them closer to the organizational goals (Carraher, 2011; Singh & Loncar, 2010). 
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Third, companies use pay to recruit and retain the best employees (Galleta et al., 2011; Onn, 
2012), which eventually ensures their success since companies are as good as their employees. 

Organizations need to build the right pay structures in order to make sure that their 
employees are satisfied. The relationship between compensation and work outcomes is 
mediated by attitudinal reactions to pay (Dreher, Ash, and Bretz, 1988), such as pay 
satisfaction. A large body of research exits on pay satisfaction with most of it conducted on 
North American employees and, to a lesser degree on Western European ones. During recent 
years the focus of the research has shifted towards the outcomes of pay satisfaction 
(Vandenberghe and Tremblay, 2008). 

The paper looks into the relationships of the different dimensions of pay satisfaction with 
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) directed towards both the individual and the 
organization. Following the recent trends of the research on the subject, it uses a 
multidimensional instrument for measuring pay satisfaction, and it studies the relationship of 
pay satisfaction with an important outcome variable. More importantly the paper adds to the 
very small body of research on pay satisfaction in developing countries.     

Pay Satisfaction 

Pay satisfaction measures the gratifying sentiments of the employees towards their pay 
(Choudhury and Gupta, 2011; Miceli and Mulvey, 2000; Tekleab, Bartol, & Liu, 2005). It has 
always been an important construct to both employees and organizations (Williams, 
McDaniel, & Nhung, 2006; Singh & Loncar, 2010), because of its critical mediating role 
between pay policies and relevant outcomes (Blau, 1994; Sturman & Short, 2000). 

The theoretical foundation of pay satisfaction is build upon the concepts of equity, discrepancy 
and administrative independence. Based on equity theory (Adams, 1963, 1965) the employee 
compares his pay situation with a referent other within the organization or outside of it and 
then reacts according to the difference. Discrepancy theory (Lawler, 1971, 1981) added 
important job characteristics to the comparison process and also valence, the importance one 
places on a certain outcome, to better explain the behaviors of the employees. The 
administrative independence concept (Heneman & Schwab, 1979) further expanded the 
theoretical development by introducing the idea that pay satisfaction is not a global construct 
but rather a multidimensional one.  

The advancements in understanding pay satisfaction have led to the changing of the 
methodological approach over time. Initially, pay satisfaction was considered a global 
construct and unidimensional measures were used to asses it. Researchers employed either 
ad-hoc measures, contextually tailored, or the pay satisfaction sub-scales of previously 
established job satisfaction measures (Fong & Shaffer, 2003).  During the following years, with 
the wide acceptance of the multidimensionality of pay satisfaction, several such measures 
were created  (Heneman & Schwab, 1985; Miceli & Lane, 1991; Gerhart & Milkovich, 1992; 
Williams et al., 2008).  

The more recent trends in the field have focused on the consequences of pay satisfaction on 
work outcomes (Vandenberghe & Tremblay, 2008). There is a growing body of research that 
explores the impact of pay satisfaction on different outcomes like individual (Khalid, 2020) 
and organizational (Currall et al., 2005) performance, organizational commitment (Meyer et 
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al., 2002; Vandenberghe & Tremblay, 2008), turnover intentions (Judge, Cable, & Higgins, 
2000; Williams et al., 2006). 

Organizational citizenship behaviors 

Organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) represent “individual behaviors that are 
discretionary, not directly or implicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and in the 
aggregate promote the efficient and effective functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988, p 
4). It is critical for the survival of the organizations that employees are willing to occasionally 
engage in OCB (Barnard, 1938; Katz, 1964; Katz and Kahn, 1978; Robinson and Morrison, 
1995). As an informal behavior that does not get rewarded (Organ & Ryan, 1995), it exceeds 
any contractual agreement between the employee and the organization. 

 These behaviors can be categorized into two broad groups: those that focus on the 
organization (OCBOs) and those that focus on individual employees (OCBIs) that eventually 
benefit the organization (Williams & Anderson, 1991). OCBOs include such behaviors as 
attending work more than the other employees, protecting organizational property and 
adhering to informal rules while OCBIs refers to such behaviors as going out of the way to help 
new employees, helping others who have been absent and assisting the supervisor when not 
asked.  

The reason why employees engage in OCBs as extra-role behaviors is based on the premises 
of social exchange (Moorman, 1991), reciprocity (Organ, 1988,1990) and equity within the 
larger framework of psychological contracts (Rousseau, 1989). The employees will engage in 
beneficial behaviors for the organization when they (1) consider their employment 
relationship not just economical but also social and (2) when they reciprocate for the 
reasonable treatment from the company. As such, the expectations are that pay satisfaction 
and its dimensions will positively relate to OCBI and OCBO which is also supported by prior 
research (Blau, 1994; Faulk II, 2002; Lee, 1995; Welbourne & Cable, 1995).   

Methods and Procedures 

It is generally accepted that Pay Satisfaction has four dimensions (Currall et al., 2005), namely 
pay level, benefits, pay raises and structure/administration. The first three dimensions refer 
to individual outcomes and the last one refers to organizational procedures and policies. As 
such, pay level, benefits and pay raises should relate with OCBI-s and 
structure/administration should relate with OCBO-s. Based on this argument I propose the 
following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1a: Pay level will have a significant relationship with OCBI-s 

Hypothesis 1b: Benefits will have a significant relationship with OCBI-s 

Hypothesis 1c: Pay Raises will have a significant relationship with OCBI-s 

Hypothesis 1d: Structure/Administration will have a significant relationship with OCBO-s 

500 questionnaires were collected electronically via Google forms from white collar 
employees of different private sector companies. Female respondents were 59.4 % of the 
sample and the rest were males (40.6 %). Almost all of the employees sampled were under 45 
years old (94.8 %), with those in the 35-45 years age group comprising 52.2%, followed by the 
25-35 years group (23.4%), and the rest being under 25 years group (19.2%). More than half 
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of the respondents (51.8 %) had less than 8 years of work experience and more than three 
quarters of the sample (76.6 %) had been less than 5 years at their current position. 57.8% of 
the employees did not have a managerial position, with the rest being managers of all three 
levels.   

The data were collected using an Albanian version of the survey scales. The questionnaire had 
42 questions, divided in three sections, and was developed by utilizing previously used and 
very reliable measures. The first section with 10 questions was used to acquire information 
on the participants’ demographics characteristics. The second section with 18 questions asked 
the participants to rate their pay satisfaction levels. The final section with the remaining 14 
questions asked the employees about their organizational citizenship behavior.  The levels of 
pay satisfaction were rated with a five point Likert Scale with 1 being “Very Dissatisfied” and 
5 being “Very Satisfied” and the levels of organizational citizenship behavior were rated with 
a five point Likert scale with 1 being ”Never” and 5 being ”Always”. 

 Heneman and Schwab’s (1985) four dimensional Pay Satisfaction Questionnaire, the most 
popular multifaceted measure of the construct, (Carraher and Buckley, 1996), (Vandenberghe 
and Tremblay, 2008) was used to measure pay satisfaction. The four dimensions measure 
satisfaction with pay level, benefits, pay raise and pay structure/ administration. There were 
four questions on pay level (e.g. How satisfied are you with your current salary? How satisfied 
are you with your take home pay?); four questions on benefits (e.g. How satisfied are you with 
the amount the company pays towards your benefits ? How satisfied are you with the value of 
your benefits?); four questions on pay raise (e.g. How satisfied are you with the raises you have 
typically received in the past? How satisfied are you with how your raises are determined?); and 
six questions on pay structure/ administration (e.g. How satisfied are you with the way the 
organization administers pay? How satisfied are you with the organization’s pay structure?). The 
Cronbach α estimates of internal consistency for Pay Level, Pay Raise, Benefits, and Pay 
Administration were .899, .899, .828, and .90, respectively, well above the generally accepted 
lower limit of .70(Hair, et. al, 2010) . 

Organizational citizenship behavior was measured using Williams and Anderson’s (1991) 14-
item organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) scale. This scale is designed to measure two 
different types of OCBs; seven items (1-7) measure behaviors that target a specific individual 
(OCBI), and the remaining seven items (8-14) measure those behaviors that focus on the 
organization (OCBO). Sample items include “Help others who have heavy workloads;” “Helps 
others who have been absent”(OCBI) and “Adhere to informal rules devised to maintain order;” 
“Conserve and protect organizational property”(OCBO). The Cronbach α estimates of internal 
consistency for organizational citizenship behavior were .72. 

Results 

To analyze our hypotheses about the significance of the relationships between the dimensions 
of pay satisfaction with OCBIs and OCBOs we use the Chi Square Independence Test. In order 
to establish a relationship between the variables at a 95% confidence interval we need to have 
a Asymptotic Significance (2-sided) of the Pearson Chi Square coefficient at less than p = .05.  

Table 1 shows the results of the test for pay level and OCBIs. The data shows that Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) has a value of 0.012 <0.05, which means that there is a significant 
relationship between pay level and OCBIs. 
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Table 1 Test of the Pay Level and OCBIs relationship. 

Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 
Asymptotic Significance 
(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 19.681a 8 .012 

Likelihood Ratio 18.940 8 .015 

Linear-by-Linear Association 6.739 1 .009 

N of Valid Cases 500   

 

Table 2 refers to the test of the Benefits and OCBIs relationship. We expect a positive 
relationship between the two variables and the results support that. The value of p = 0.004 
which is much less than 0.05 and confirms that benefits have a significant relationship with 
OCBIs.  

Table 2 Test of the Benefits and OCBIs relationship. 

Chi-Square Tests 

  Value df 

Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 22.487a 8 0.004 

Likelihood Ratio 21.393 8 0.006 

Linear-by-Linear Association 6.310 1 0.012 

N of Valid Cases 500 
  

 

The data of Table 3 shows the analysis of the Pay Raise and OCBIs relationship. We expect a 
positive relationship between the two variables and the results support that. The Asymptotic 
Significance (2-sided) of the Pearson coefficient is 0.004 <0.05 confirming the existence of a 
significant relationship between Pay Raises and OCBIs.  

Table 3 Test of the Pay Raises and OCBIs relationship 

Chi-Square Tests 

  Value df 

Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 22.487a 8 0.004 

Likelihood Ratio 21.393 8 0.006 

Linear-by-Linear Association 6.310 1 0.012 

N of Valid Cases 500     

 

Looking at the results of the independence test, between Structure/Administration dimension 
and OCBOs, shown on table 4 we can see that the value of p = 0.985 which is greater than 0.05.  
This result shows that the variables are statistically independent at a significant level and so 
it rejects the hypothesis that Structure/Administration variable will have a significant 
relationship with OCBOs.  
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Table 4 Test of the Structure/Administration and OCBOs relationship 

Chi-Square Tests 

  Value df 

Asymptotic 
Significance (2-
sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 1.877a 8 0.985 

Likelihood Ratio 1.653 8 0.990 

Linear-by-Linear Association 0.187 1 0.666 

N of Valid Cases 500     

 

Discussion and Conclusion  

The study discovered somewhat mixed results. Pay level, pay raises and benefits have 
significant relationships with citizenship behavior directed at individuals while 
structure/administration does not have a significant relationship with citizenship behavior 
directed at the organization. Such lack of a relationship between structure/administration and 
OCBO-s may be explained by the social-cultural environment where the study was conducted. 
In small countries, like Albania, social connections and relationships gain importance for the 
individuals. Because, citizenship behavior is not formally recognized by companies, employees 
will direct their behavior toward individuals and receive social rewards in the form of 
appreciation from their colleagues and eventually better social relationships with them.  

The study adds to the very scarce literature on the links between pay satisfaction and 
organizational citizenship behaviors in developing economies. It is limited in that it discovers 
only the existence of significant relationships between these two factors without further 
exploring its nature. Future research should focus on the effects of overall pay satisfaction and 
its dimensions on citizenship behaviors in order to provide a complete insight to academics 
and practitioners alike.     
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