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1.1 Abstract:
Pay and benefits are extremely important to both new applicants and existing employees. The compensation received from work is a major reason that most people seek employment. Compensation not only provides a means of sustenance and allows people to satisfy their materialistic and recreational needs, but also serves their ego or self esteem needs. Consequently, if a firm's compensation system is viewed as inadequate, top applicants may reject that company's employment offers, and existing employees may choose to leave the organization. With the aging of the workforce and the impending retirement of the "baby boomers," employers must be more concerned than ever before about retaining skilled, productive workers. Moreover, disgruntled employees choosing to remain with the organization may begin to behave unproductively (e.g., become less motivated, helpful, or cooperative).

Pay satisfaction is defined as the amount of overall positive affect (or feelings) individuals have towards pay (Miceli & Lane, 1991). It is one of the major factors which affect individual behavior and attitude towards the organization they work for. The effectiveness of organizations is likely to be enhanced when employees go above and beyond the call of duty to aid fellow workers in order to achieve organizational goals (Organ, 1988), and such behavior has become critical in today’s corporate world. In order to put this behavior in perspective, Organ and Singh (2007) define OCB as behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by a formal reward system and that in aggregate promotes the effective functioning of an organization. Pay has become one of the most important factors that impact both the willingness of people to join an organization, and the organization’s ability to retain them. In most of the IT and ITES companies, employees show various levels of OCB. This study is aimed to see if pay satisfaction affects the display of OCB at the workplace or not.

In addition, most of the attrition in these organizations was from employees with 0 – 3 years of experience. It is therefore important for organizations to understand whether employee pay contributed to the attrition. 
 

The objectives of this study are to: 

· identify if there is any influence of pay satisfaction on OCB at the workplace (in IT & ITES organizations) amongst employees with 0 – 3 years of experience;
· measure the degree of correlation between the variables under study; and 
· Determine the major predictors of OCB.  

The study is exploratory in nature and aims to understand the relationship between pay satisfaction and OCB at the workplace. A sample size of 200 was chosen and convenience sampling was used because of the ease of availability to ensure that an adequate number of employees from various IT and ITES companies represented the sample. The tools adopted for the study were Pay Satisfaction Questionnaire (PSQ) and OCB scale. 
The relation between pay satisfaction and four factors of OCB, i.e. Altruism, Organizational compliance, Sportsmanship and Loyalty was found out using correlation and regression. The research identified a significant relationship between pay satisfaction and OCB. The four factors of OCB were found to have a significant relationship with how well a person is satisfied or dissatisfied with their pay and job.
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1.2 MAJOR CONCEPTS IN THE STUDY
1.2.1 PAY SATISFACTION
Compensation satisfaction represents an important construct to organizations and to the field of Human Resource Management, because it serves as a critical mediator between an organization’s compensation policy and relevant behavioral and attitudinal outcomes (Blau, 1994; Lawler, 1981; Sturman & Short, 2000). 

Pay satisfaction is defined as the amount of overall positive affect (or feelings) individuals have toward pay (Miceli & Lane, 1991). Beyond this simple definition, the most recent reviews (Gerhart & Milkovich, 1992; Heneman, 1985; Heneman & Judge, 2000; Miceli & Lane, 1991) reveal disagreements regarding the conceptualization of the construct. Some researchers argue that pay satisfaction is unidimensional (Miceli, Near & Schwenk, 1991; Orpen & Bonnici, 1987); others operationalize it as having between four (DeConnick, Stilwell, & Brock, 1996; Heneman & Schwab, 1985) and seven dimensions (Williams, Carraher, Brower, & McManus, 1999); others suggest that the number of dimensions depends on moderators such as cognitive complexity (Carraher & Buckley, 1996) and employee job classification (Scarpello, Huber, & Vandenberg, 1988).

From the inception of organizational science, pay has been considered an important reward to motivate the behavior of employees (Taylor, 1911).  Yet it was not until theorists began exploring fairness in social exchanges (e. g., Adams, 1963; Homans, 1961) that the specific cognitive mechanisms through which pay motivates workers began to become clear. Soon after, organizational researchers hypothesized that feelings of fairness lead to organization relevant attitudes such as job satisfaction (Locke, 1969) and, more specifically, pay satisfaction (Locke, 1976), and that these attitudes impact employee behavior within organizations (Farell & Stamm, 1988; Judge & Bono, 2001; Scott & Taylor, 1985; Tett & Meyer, 1993).

1.2.2 ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR (OCB)

Over the years the concept of OCB has generated considerable amount of scholarly attention. This widespread interest in OCB primarily stems from the fact that OCB leads to improved organizational effectiveness (Podsakoff et al., 1996). Wyss asserts that “one of the essential behaviors for a functioning organization is innovative and spontaneous activity that goes beyond role prescriptions.” Researchers have theorised that the effectiveness of organizations is likely to be enhanced when employees go above and beyond the call of duty to aid fellow workers in order to achieve organizational goals (Organ, 1988) and such behavior has become critical in today’s corporate world. In order to put this behavior in perspective, Organ & Singh (2007) define OCB as behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognised by a formal reward system and that in aggregate promotes the effective functioning of an organization. The behavior is rather a product of a personal decision by the employee such that its omission is not generally understood as punishable.

It is only highly satisfied employees that are likely to engage in OCB, because of a reciprocal exchange relationship (Gadot and Cohen, 2004). This assumption perhaps is derived from the social exchange theory which proposes that the type of behavior (positive or negative) exhibited by an employee is a response to the treatment they received from their employers (Greenberg and Scott, 1996). Greenberg and Scott further posit that a strong social exchange relationship between employer and employee will help maintain positive working relationships and would elicit positive sentiments in employees such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment and trust, which will in turn inspire employees to engage in OCB.

2.0 REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Pay and benefits are extremely important to both new applicants and existing employees. The compensation received from work is a major reason that most people seek employment. Compensation not only provides a means of sustenance and allows people to satisfy their materialistic and recreational needs, but also serves their ego or self-esteem needs. Consequently, if a firm's compensation system is viewed as inadequate, top applicants may reject that company's employment offers, and existing employees may choose to leave the organization. With the aging of the workforce and the impending retirement of the "baby boomers," employers must be more concerned than ever before about retaining skilled, productive workers. Moreover, disgruntled employees choosing to remain with the organization may begin to behave unproductively (e.g., become less motivated, helpful, or cooperative). 
2.1 STUDIES ON PAY SATISFACTION
The debate on whether money (salary) motivates or causes dissatisfaction amongst employees has long been speculated by researchers. For example, Kinnear and Sutherland (2001) advice that employers should not be deceived that money does not matter to employees. Supporting Kinnear and Sutherland, empirical studies (Samuel and Chipunza, 2009; Tietjen and Myers, 1998) found money to be a motivating factor for employees, and serves as a ‘scorecard’ which enables individuals to assess the value the organization places on them in comparison to others as a medium of exchange. However, others (Amar, 2004; Hays, 1999; Karp et al., 1999) have argued that money has not remained as good a motivator as it was in the past.
Pay has long been considered one of the most important organizational rewards (Heneman & Judge, 2000) because it allows employees to obtain other rewards (Lawler, 1971). Frederick Taylor (1911) was one of the earliest to recognize the motivating effects of pay when he proposed that workers put forth extra effort on the job to maximize their economic gains. Although this premise lost favour in the late 1920s with the emergence of the human relations school (Wren, 1994), money remains the fundamental way that organizations reward employees. Yet, despite the long-standing importance of pay, the way pay impacts the behavior of employees remains to be explained.
Reinforcement theory and expectancy theory emerged as the earliest theories to shed some light on how pay influences employee behavior. Reinforcement theory (Skinner, 1953) suggests that pay acts as a general reinforcer because of its repeated pairing with primary reinforcers. People learn from life experiences that a primary need, such as food or shelter, can be satisfied if money is obtained. Other theorists suggest that through similar experiences a drive for money itself develops (Dollard & Miller, 1950). Whether treating pay as a means to an end or as an end itself, reinforcement theory does not provide a clear explanation for how pay acts as an impetus for action. People engage in behaviors because of past experiences, but the process by which past experiences determine an individual’s future behavior remained unclear.
Vroom’s (1964) expectancy theory helped clarify how pay influences future behavior. If an individual has prior experience which leads him or her to believe that a certain level of effort will lead to a given level of performance and that this level of performance will lead to a given outcome, that person will be more likely to engage in that behavior, if the outcome is desirable (high valence). Vroom further suggests that pay motivates behavior only if valued by the employee or if pay allows individuals to obtain some other highly valued outcome.
Lawler (1971) provided a widely cited model of pay satisfaction (dissatisfaction). This model views pay (dis)satisfaction from the perspective of a "pay discrepancy" between what employees believe they should receive and the amount of pay actually received. Lawler's model focused on individual inputs and job characteristics to determine the level of discrepancy. Lawler argued that as pay discrepancies increase, employee effort and job performance will decrease while employee grievances, absenteeism, and turnover will increase.
Researchers following Lawler found that his model overlooked critical predictors of pay satisfaction. In particular, Dyer and Theriault (1976) argued that pay policy and pay administration were important components of pay satisfaction. Their research suggested the importance of measuring pay satisfaction along multiple dimensions beyond those provided by Lawler.
Following this, Heneman and Schwab (1979) suggested refining the term "pay satisfaction" to reflect four underlying policy areas: satisfaction with the pay structure (internal equity), with the pay level (external equity), with individual pay (employee contribution), and with the administration of the pay system.
2.2 STUDIES ON OCB
 Successful organizations need employees who will do more than their usual job duties and provide performance that is beyond expectations. 
Organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB) describe actions in which employees are willing to go above and beyond their prescribed role requirements. Prior theory suggests and some research supports the belief that these behaviors are correlated with indicators of organizational effectiveness.
Organ (1988) identified five dimensions of OCB: (1) altruism - the helping of an individual co-worker on a task, (2) courtesy - alerting others in the organization about changes that may affect their work, (3) conscientiousness - carrying out one’s duties beyond the minimum requirements, (4) sportsmanship - refraining from complaining about trivial matters, and (5) civic virtue - participating in the governance of the organization. 
The construct of OCB, from its conception, has been considered multidimensional. Smith, Organ, and Near (1983) first proposed two dimensions: altruism and general compliance. These two dimensions serve to improve organizational effectiveness in different ways. Altruism in the workplace consists essentially of helping behaviors. These behaviors can both be directed within or outside of the organization. There is no direct link, or one-to-one relationship, between every instance of helping behavior and a specific gain for the organization. The idea is that over time, the compilation of employees helping behavior will eventually be advantageous for the organization (Organ et al., 2006).
General compliance behavior serves to benefit the organization in several ways. Low rates of absenteeism and rule following help to keep the organization running efficiently. A compliant employee does not engage in behaviors such as taking excessive breaks or using work time for personal matters. When these types of behaviors are minimized the workforce is naturally more productive.
Later, Organ (1988) deconstructed the dimension of general compliance and added additional dimensions of OCB. This deconstruction resulted in a five-factor model consisting of altruism, courtesy, conscientiousness, civic virtue, and sportsmanship. The definition of altruism remained much as it was, defined by discretionary behaviors that have the effect of helping a specific work colleague with an organizationally relevant task or problem. Conscientiousness consists of behaviors that go well beyond the minimum role requirements of the organization (Law, Wong, & Chen, 2005). These behaviors indicate that employees accept and adhere to the rules, regulations, and procedures of the organization.
Civic virtue is characterized by behaviors that indicate the employee’s deep concerns and active interest in the life of the organization (Law et al., 2005). This dimension also encompasses positive involvement in the concerns of the organization (Organ et al., 2006). Examples of civic virtue can be seen in daily affairs such as attending meetings and keeping up with what is going on with the organization in general. Civic virtue can also be demonstrated on a larger scale by defending the organization’s policies and practices when they are challenged by an outside source.
Courtesy has been defined as discretionary behaviors that aim at preventing work-related conflicts with others (Law et al., 2005). This dimension is a form of helping behavior, but one that works to prevent problems from arising. It also includes the word’s literal definition of being polite and considerate of others (Organ et al., 2006). Examples of courteous behaviors are asking fellow employees if they would like a cup of coffee while you are getting one for yourself, making extra copies of the meeting agenda for your teammates, and giving a colleague ample notice when you alter something that will affect them.
Finally, sportsmanship has been defined as willingness on the part of the employee that signifies the employee’s tolerance of less-than-ideal organizational circumstances without complaining and blowing problems out of proportion. Organ et al. (2006) further define sportsmanship as an employee’s “ability to roll with the punches” even if they do not like or agree with the changes that are occurring within the organization. By reducing the amount of complaints from employees that administrators have to deal with, sportsmanship conserves time and energy.
2.3 STUDIES ON OCB & PERCEIVED EQUITY
Organ (1988) and Organ and Near (1985) have argued convincingly that most job satisfaction measures contain more cognition than affect. The cognition component stems from one's perceptions of fairness. Persons who perceive inequity are likely to withhold discretionary behaviors such as OCB. While employees may not be able to reduce other types of inputs such as quality or quantity of work, they do have complete control over discretionary contributions. Persons who perceive equity are more likely to engage in discretionary behaviors which benefit the organization since they are not as likely to worry about whether a particular behavior is formally prescribed or discretionary; they go ahead and perform it. Scholl et al. (1987) found a correlation of .41 between a ten-item "extra-role behavior" scale and a measure of perceived pay equity. Miller (1977) found that individuals who felt underpaid declined more frequently to donate to a needy family than individuals who felt equitably paid. Organ and Konovsky (1989) found perceived equity was positively associated with both Altruism and Compliance, while measures of job satisfaction were not. Pay equity contributed most of the predictive power of the perceived equity measures while job equity contributed little additional predictive power. These results suggest that job satisfaction is not likely to contribute a significant increment of explained variance beyond the effects of perceived equity.
Early research focused on relationships between job satisfaction or affect and OCB. Job satisfaction was expected to be correlated to OCB for two primary reasons. First, due to the norm of reciprocity, people tend to want to reciprocate others who help or benefit them. Organizations or managers who create conditions where employees experience job satisfaction may cause these employees to want to reciprocate the favour. Since, in many cases, in-role job performance may be constrained, employees may use extra-role behaviors such as OCB to "pay back" their manager or organization (Organ, 1977, 1990). Second, there is ample evidence in the psychological literature that persons who experience a positive affect state tend to engage in prosocial behaviors (Clark and Isen, 1982). In the organizational literature several studies produced results which suggest a significant, positive relationship between job satisfaction and OCB (Bateman and Organ, 1983; Puffer, 1987). 
Scholl, Cooper and McKenna (1987) found that pay equity correlated at 0.41 with OCB, while the correlation of pay satisfaction was 0.19. Research therefore suggests that fairness is a predictor of OCB, while job satisfaction is not (Farh et al.,1997).
2.4 CONCLUSION

Pay decisions made by organizations can significantly impact individual and group level consequences, including performance, skill development, work-related attitudes, and work force composition. Pay levels and benefits policies can determine what types of workers are attracted to the organization by signalling job seekers to less visible organizational attributes. These same policies will determine whether or not employees are willing to continue to work for the organization. If the pay level or benefits level is not satisfactory, the desirability of movement will increase and it is more likely that withdrawal behaviors such as tardiness, absenteeism, and turnover will increase (March & Simon, 1958). Unsatisfactory pay and benefit levels may also reduce the motivation of employees and eventually negatively impact individual, group, and organization performance.

3.0 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This research attempts to find the relation between pay satisfaction and OCB in the workplace and to determine if pay satisfaction affects OCB or not in the IT & ITES industry. 

3.1.1 TITLE OF THE STUDY: Employee Perception of Pay Satisfaction on Organizational Citizenship Behaviour in IT & ITES Organizations 
3.2 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
Pay has become one of the most important factors which drive people to join a company. In most of the IT & ITES organizations, employees show various levels of OCB. This study attempts to determine if pay satisfaction affects the display of OCB at the workplace or not.
3.3 OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS OF THE VARIABLES UNDER INVESTIGATION

· Pay satisfaction: Degree to which the actual pay of an employee matches what they think they deserve. High pay satisfaction means high employee satisfaction with his or her job. Low pay satisfaction increases the potential or absenteeism, grievances, strikes, and turnover. Also called pay equity.
· OCB: Individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization	

3.4 HYPOTHESIS 
Hypothesis 1: 
· H0: There is no significant relationship between pay satisfaction and altruism 
· H1: There is significant relationship between pay satisfaction and altruism
Hypothesis 2: 
· H0: There is no significant relationship between pay satisfaction and organizational compliance 
· H1: There is significant relationship between pay satisfaction and organizational compliance
Hypothesis 3 
· H0: There is no significant relationship between pay satisfaction and sportsmanship 
· H1: There is significant relationship between pay satisfaction and sportsmanship
Hypothesis 4: 
· H0: There is no significant relationship between pay satisfaction and loyalty 
· H1: There is significant relationship between pay satisfaction and loyalty

3.5 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY:
This is an exploratory study to understand the relation between pay satisfaction & OCB at workplace.
· To identify if there is any impact of  pay satisfaction on OCB at the workplace
· To measure the degree of correlation between the variables under study
· To find out major predictors of OCB
3.6 POPULATION AND SAMPLE OF THE STUDY:
Population: IT and ITES industry employees
Sample Size: 200 
3.7 SAMPLING TECHNIQUE
Convenience sampling was used in such a way that adequate numbers of employees from various IT and ITES companies represented the sample because of the ease of their availability.
3.8 TOOLS ADOPTED FOR THE STUDY
· Pay Satisfaction Questionnaire (PSQ): Developed by Heneman and Schwab, PSQ is an 18-item measure that taps four dimensions - pay level, benefits, pay raise, and pay structure/administration
· OCB Scale: The scale measures four factors of OCB - Altruism, Organizational compliance, Sportsmanship and Loyalty.
3.9 RELIABILITY OF THE INSTRUMENT USED FOR STUDY
A pilot study was done with a sample size of 33 respondents.
Cronbach’s Alpha was used to test the reliability of the two scales used for the study. Cronbach's alpha is a measure of internal consistency. A high value of Cronbach’s alpha indicates good internal consistency of the items in the scale. The output of the reliability test for the Likert scale used in Questionnaire no.1 for 16 items is as follows (from SPSS): The alpha coefficient for the 20 items is .830, suggesting that the items have relatively high internal consistency. (Note that a reliability coefficient of .70 or higher is considered "acceptable" in most of the research situations.
3.10 STATISTICAL TECHNIQUES USED
The responses obtained from 200 IT & ITES industry employees were analysed and interpreted using Pearson’s Correlation and Regression Analysis to test the hypothesis. To make the analysis more precise, four factors of OCB have been considered and each of its relation to pay satisfaction is found out.
3.11 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY
· The sample size chosen was 200. A larger sample would have been able to reveal more accurate data analysis. 
· The scope of the study was restricted to employees in IT & ITES organizations only in Bangalore due to the limited time frame of the study. The findings of a study which includes IT & ITES employees across India might draw different conclusions.
· The study was restricted to employees with 0 – 3 years of work experience. Expanding the scope of the study by including employees across varying tenures might throw up different results.
· Demographic variables (such as age, tenure, marital status, education levels, etc.) were not considered in the study, which could have varied the results of the study.
4.0 DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION
4.1 RESPONDENT PROFILE
54% of the respondents were from the ITES industry and 46% from the IT industry (refer Annexure).
4.2 CORRELATION
Correlation is a statistical measurement of the relationship between two variables. Possible correlations range from +1 to –1. A zero correlation indicates that there is no relationship between the variables. A correlation of –1 indicates a perfect negative correlation, meaning that as one variable goes up, the other goes down. A correlation of +1 indicates a perfect positive correlation, meaning that both variables move in the same direction together.
4.2.1 Hypothesis 1:
H0: There is no significant relationship between pay satisfaction and altruism
H1: There is significant relationship between pay satisfaction and altruism
Interpretation
We can see from the table 5.2.1 (refer Annexure) that significance value is less than .01. So we will reject null hypothesis, which means there is a significant relationship between pay satisfaction and altruism. The value of Pearson Correlation Coefficient is .618, which indicates that there is considerably high positive relationship among the variables.
4.2.2 Hypothesis 2:
H0: There is no significant relationship between pay satisfaction and organizational compliance
H1: There is significant relationship between pay satisfaction and organizational compliance
Interpretation
As we can see from the table 5.2.2 (refer Annexure), significance value is less than .01. So we can reject the null hypothesis. This means there is a significant relationship between pay satisfaction and organizational compliance. The value of Pearson Correlation Coefficient is .640, which is near to 1. So we can say that according to correlation test reports, there is a positive relationship among the variables.
5.2.3 Hypothesis 3
H0: There is no significant relationship between pay satisfaction and sportsmanship
H1: There is significant relationship between pay satisfaction and sportsmanship
Interpretation
The table 5.2.3 (refer Annexure) indicates that significance value is less than .01. Hence we will reject the null hypothesis. This means there is a significant relationship pay satisfaction and sportsmanship. The value of Pearson Correlation Coefficient is .561 which points that there is a positive relationship among the variables.  
5.2.4 Hypothesis 4:
H0: There is no significant relationship between pay satisfaction and loyalty
H1: There is significant relationship between pay satisfaction and loyalty
Interpretation:
As shown in Table 5.2.4 (refer Annexure), since the significance value is less than .01, we will reject the null hypothesis. This means there is a significant relationship between pay satisfaction and loyalty. Also the value of Pearson Correlation Coefficient is .601, which is near to 1. So we can say that correlation test reports that there is a considerable positive relationship among the variables.
5.3 T-TEST
The t-test assesses whether the means of two groups are statistically different from each other. This analysis is appropriate whenever you want to compare the means of two groups.
Test results Interpretation:
From the data in tables 5.3, 5.3.1, 5.3.2, 5.3.3, and 5.3.4 (refer Annexure), we can see that, the mean of all the 4 factors of Organizational Citizenship Behavior (Altruism, Organizational compliance, Sportsmanship, Loyalty) for the group of respondents who are satisfied with their pay is very much different from those who are dissatisfied. This clearly points out that OCB is dependent on pay satisfaction. In all the 4 factors, the respondent group which is dissatisfied with their pay has a lower mean, i.e. they exhibit lower levels of OCB at workplace. 
This finding asserts our objective to establish a relation between pay satisfaction and OCB at workplace.
6.0 FINDINGS AND SUGGESTIONS
6.1 FINDINGS
· From the analysis we can see that pay satisfaction affects employee display of Organizational Citizenship Behaviour to a significant extent.
· The four factors of OCB - Altruism, Organizational compliance, Sportsmanship and Loyalty have a significant relationship with how well a person is satisfied or dissatisfied with his/her job.
· Organizational compliance is the factor of OCB which is most influenced by pay satisfaction levels. This means that employees who are satisfied with their pay will comply with the organization’s rules and other aspects even when not watched. At the same time, employees who are dissatisfied will have a tendency to deviate from complying with the organization’s rules and other aspects, especially when not watched.
· The respondent group which is dissatisfied with their pay has a lower mean on all the four factors of OCB, i.e. they exhibit lower levels of OCB at the workplace. This clearly indicates that there is a significant difference in the OCB levels exhibited by employees who are satisfied with their pay and by those who are not. Thus this asserts our objective to establish a relation between pay satisfaction and OCB at workplace.
· Higher levels of Altruism, Organizational compliance, Sportsmanship and Loyalty are exhibited by employees who are satisfied with their pay as against employees who are not satisfied.
· From the regression analysis, we can see that 54.8% variation in altruism level can be explained by the 16 independent variables of pay satisfaction.
· The identified predictors of altruism are: Benefit package, Most recent raise in pay, Current salary, Company pay structure, Information given about pay issues, Pay of other jobs in the company, Consistency of company pay policies
· Altruism is found to be the most influenced by recent raise in ones pay. At the same time benefit package of the person has a negative influence on altruism
· 53.1% variation in organizational compliance level can be explained by the 16 independent variables of pay satisfaction.
· The major predictors of organizational compliance are: Company pay structure, Level of pay, Pay of other jobs in the company, Consistency of company pay policies, Differences in the pay of other jobs in the company
· Consistency of company pay policies has the most positive influence on organizational compliance. At the same time, company pay structure has a negative influence on it
· 54.7 % variation in sportsmanship level can be explained by the 16 independent variables of pay satisfaction.
· The predictors of sportsmanship which was identified are: Benefit package, Most recent raise in pay, Pay structure, Supervisor influence on pay, Amount paid by the company towards benefits, Value of benefits, Consistency of company pay policies, How raises are determined, Accuracy of the recent performance appraisal
· Of these predictors of sportsmanship, recent raise in pay has the most positive influence. Thus more the amount, higher the level of sportsmanship exhibited. At the same time, the benefit package of the company has a negative influence on organizational compliance
· 53.1% variation in loyalty level can be explained by the 16 independent variables of pay satisfaction.
· The predictors of loyalty which resulted from the analysis are: Take home pay, Benefit package, Value of benefits, Pay of other jobs in the company, Accuracy of recent performance appraisal
· Of the various predictors of loyalty, take home pay has the most positive influence on it. At the same time, the benefit package of the company has a negative influence on loyalty
· The research re-enforces the notion that Pay satisfaction and OCB are inter-related
6.2 SUGGESTIONS
· Organizations need to understand that Organizational Citizenship Behaviour can help increase the effectiveness of the organization
· These behaviours, being discretionary are easily withdrawn by employees due to various reasons, of which one major reason identified by this research is pay satisfaction. Hence organizations should try to compensate their employees in line with the effort they put in for the firm.
· Increase employee participation in devising the pay structure
· Employee feedback on the compensation, benefits and pay structure of the company should be collected regularly so as to get an idea of their perception on equity, fairness and it being competitive.
· Leadership style used by supervisors should be such that it encourages subordinate OCB behaviour
· Equitable work settings must be maintained so that there would not be disgruntled employees
· Employee engagement programs can be implemented to develop a sense of ownership among employees
· Reduce hierarchical barriers so as to not disrupt open communication

7.0 CONCLUSION
Pay satisfaction is a major factor involved in attracting and retaining employees in any organization. One of the most important outcomes of pay satisfaction is the display of certain discretionary behaviors known as Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) by employees. These behaviors increase the involvement of employees in the organization and thereby contribute to the effectiveness of the work done. 
The study conducted identified that pay satisfaction has a significant impact on the OCB levels exhibited by employees. Pay satisfaction is found to affect all the four factors of OCB- Altruism, Organizational compliance, Sportsmanship and Loyalty. Employees displayed various levels of OCB depending on whether they were satisfied or dissatisfied with the pay given by the organization. 
Thus an equitable work environment is very essential for any organization to retain its employees as well as to improve their efficiency in the organization.
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ANNEXURE – DATA ANALYSIS
5.1 RESPONDENT PROFILE


Fig 5.1

5.2 CORRELATION
5.2.1 Hypothesis 1:
H0: There is no significant relationship between pay satisfaction and altruism
H1: There is significant relationship between pay satisfaction and altruism
Table 5.2.1: Test Results
		Correlations
	 
	pay_satisfaction
	altruism

	pay_satisfaction
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	.618(**)

	 
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	 
	.000

	 
	N
	200
	200

	altruism
	Pearson Correlation
	.618(**)
	1

	 
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	 

	 
	N
	200
	200


** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

5.2.2 Hypothesis 2:
H0: There is no significant relationship between pay satisfaction and organizational compliance
H1: There is significant relationship between pay satisfaction and organizational compliance
Table 5.2.2: Test Results
Correlations
	 
	pay_satisfaction
	org_compliance

	pay_satisfaction
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	.640(**)

	 
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	 
	.000

	 
	N
	200
	200

	org_compliance
	Pearson Correlation
	.640(**)
	1

	 
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	 

	 
	N
	200
	200


** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

5.2.3 Hypothesis 3
H0: There is no significant relationship between pay satisfaction and sportsmanship
H1: There is significant relationship between pay satisfaction and sportsmanship
Table 5.2.3: Test Results
Correlations
	 
	pay_satisfaction
	sportsmanship

	pay_satisfaction
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	.561(**)

	 
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	 
	.000

	 
	N
	200
	200

	sportsmanship
	Pearson Correlation
	.561(**)
	1

	 
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	 

	 
	N
	200
	200


** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

5.2.4 Hypothesis 4:
H0: There is no significant relationship between pay satisfaction and loyalty
H1: There is significant relationship between pay satisfaction and loyalty

Table 5.2.4: Test Results
Correlations
	 
	pay_satisfaction
	loyalty

	pay_satisfaction
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	.601(**)

	 
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	 
	.000

	 
	N
	200
	200

	Loyalty
	Pearson Correlation
	.601(**)
	1

	 
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	 

	 
	N
	200
	200


** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 5.3: T-Test results:
Group Statistics
	 
	Pay Satisfaction recoded
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Altruism
	Dissatisfied
	54
	2.8185
	.51325
	.06984

	 
	Satisfied
	116
	3.7879
	.52654
	.04889

	org_compliance
	Dissatisfied
	54
	2.3148
	.64644
	.08797

	 
	Satisfied
	116
	3.8966
	.75618
	.07021

	Sportsmanship
	Dissatisfied
	54
	2.5052
	.63973
	.08706

	 
	Satisfied
	116
	3.6953
	.72789
	.06758

	Loyalty
	Dissatisfied
	54
	1.9444
	.83929
	.11421

	 
	Satisfied
	116
	3.3966
	.90294
	.08384





Altruism- Mean

Fig 5.3.1

 Organizational compliance- Mean

Fig 5.3.2


 Sportsmanship- Mean

Fig 5.3.3
 
Loyalty- Mean

Fig 5.3.4



5.4 REGRESSION ANALYSIS
5.4.1 Hypothesis 1: Altruism
Table 5.4.1: Test Results:
Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.741(a)
	.548
	.509
	.46255



a  Predictors: (Constant), AccuracyOfRecentApp, AmountTowardsBenefits, PayOfOtherJobs, SupervisorInfluence, DifferencesinPay, ValueofBenefits, HwRaisesRDertermined, MyBenefitPackage, InformationAboutPayIssues, CurrentSalary, CompanyPayStructure, Mymostrecentraise, ConsistenciesOfPayPolicies, LevelofPay, PayCriteria, TakeHomePay

5.4.2 Hypothesis for ANOVA Test:
H0: Overall model is not significant
H1: Overall model is significant
Table 5.4.2: Test results: 
	ANOVA(b)

	Model
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	47.546
	16
	2.972
	13.889
	.000(a)

	 
	Residual
	39.153
	183
	.214
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	86.699
	199
	 
	 
	 



a  Predictors: (Constant), AccuracyOfRecentApp, AmountTowardsBenefits, PayOfOtherJobs, SupervisorInfluence, DifferencesinPay, ValueofBenefits, HwRaisesRDertermined, MyBenefitPackage, InformationAboutPayIssues, CurrentSalary, CompanyPayStructure, Mymostrecentraise, ConsistenciesOfPayPolicies, LevelofPay, PayCriteria, TakeHomePay
b  Dependent Variable: altruism

5.4.3 Hypothesis Testing:
Table 5.4.3: Test results:

Coefficients(a)
	Model
	 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	Sig.
	Correlations

	 
	 
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	 
	Zero-order

	1
	(Constant)
	1.957
	.167
	 
	.000
	 

	 
	TakeHomePay
	.101
	.080
	.175
	.210
	.575

	 
	MyBenefitPackage
	-.255
	.067
	-.421
	.000
	.433

	 
	Mymostrecentraise
	.224
	.071
	.383
	.002
	.536

	 
	SupervisorInfluence
	-.077
	.053
	-.115
	.147
	.381

	 
	CurrentSalary
	.143
	.071
	.284
	.045
	.582

	 
	AmountTowardsBenefits
	.053
	.076
	.089
	.486
	.520

	 
	CompanyPayStructure
	-.236
	.067
	-.409
	.001
	.476

	 
	InformationAboutPayIssues
	.154
	.069
	.240
	.028
	.530

	 
	LevelofPay
	.063
	.068
	.119
	.353
	.622

	 
	ValueofBenefits
	.084
	.064
	.130
	.192
	.590

	 
	PayOfOtherJobs
	.149
	.057
	.233
	.009
	.494

	 
	ConsistenciesOfPayPolicies
	.184
	.071
	.317
	.010
	.560

	 
	HwRaisesRDertermined
	-.144
	.075
	-.232
	.057
	.476

	 
	DifferencesinPay
	-.066
	.054
	-.108
	.228
	.337

	 
	PayCriteria
	.068
	.077
	.114
	.374
	.570

	 
	AccuracyOfRecentApp
	-.054
	.060
	-.085
	.370
	.430


a  Dependent Variable: altruism

5.4.4 Hypothesis 2: Organizational compliance
Table 5.4.4: Test Results: 
Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.729(a)
	.531
	.490
	.72403


a  Predictors: (Constant), AccuracyOfRecentApp, AmountTowardsBenefits, PayOfOtherJobs, SupervisorInfluence, DifferencesinPay, ValueofBenefits, HwRaisesRDertermined, MyBenefitPackage, InformationAboutPayIssues, CurrentSalary, CompanyPayStructure, Mymostrecentraise, ConsistenciesOfPayPolicies, LevelofPay, PayCriteria, TakeHomePay

5.4.5 Hypothesis for ANOVA Test:
H0: Overall model is not significant
H1: Overall model is significant
Table 5.4.5: Test results:
ANOVA(b)
	Model
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	108.569
	16
	6.786
	12.944
	.000(a)

	 
	Residual
	95.931
	183
	.524
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	204.500
	199
	 
	 
	 



a  Predictors: (Constant), AccuracyOfRecentApp, AmountTowardsBenefits, PayOfOtherJobs, SupervisorInfluence, DifferencesinPay, ValueofBenefits, HwRaisesRDertermined, MyBenefitPackage, InformationAboutPayIssues, CurrentSalary, CompanyPayStructure, Mymostrecentraise, ConsistenciesOfPayPolicies, LevelofPay, PayCriteria, TakeHomePay
b  Dependent Variable: org_compliance

5.4.6 Hypothesis Testing:
Table 5.4.6: Test results:
Coefficients(a)
	Model
	 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	Sig.
	Correlations

	 
	 
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	 
	Zero-order

	1
	(Constant)
	1.042
	.261
	 
	.000
	 

	 
	TakeHomePay
	.246
	.125
	.278
	.051
	.639

	 
	MyBenefitPackage
	-.096
	.104
	-.103
	.356
	.543

	 
	Mymostrecentraise
	-.001
	.111
	-.001
	.993
	.527

	 
	SupervisorInfluence
	-.015
	.083
	-.014
	.859
	.422

	 
	CurrentSalary
	.099
	.111
	.127
	.376
	.617

	 
	AmountTowardsBenefits
	.141
	.118
	.154
	.237
	.573

	 
	CompanyPayStructure
	-.254
	.105
	-.288
	.017
	.531

	 
	InformationAboutPayIssues
	.089
	.109
	.090
	.415
	.533

	 
	LevelofPay
	.222
	.106
	.270
	.039
	.652

	 
	ValueofBenefits
	-.070
	.101
	-.071
	.486
	.536

	 
	PayOfOtherJobs
	.195
	.088
	.198
	.029
	.507

	 
	ConsistenciesOfPayPolicies
	.296
	.111
	.332
	.009
	.580

	 
	HwRaisesRDertermined
	-.091
	.118
	-.096
	.439
	.502

	 
	DifferencesinPay
	-.202
	.085
	-.217
	.018
	.293

	 
	PayCriteria
	.075
	.120
	.081
	.534
	.539

	 
	AccuracyOfRecentApp
	-.022
	.094
	-.023
	.812
	.391


a  Dependent Variable: org_compliance


5.4.7 Hypothesis 3: Sportsmanship
H0: β1= β 2= β 3 = β4=0        
H1: β i≠ 0 for atleast one (i) (i = 1 to 16)
Table 5.4.7: Test Results:
Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.740(a)
	.547
	.508
	.61915


a  Predictors: (Constant), AccuracyOfRecentApp, AmountTowardsBenefits, PayOfOtherJobs, SupervisorInfluence, DifferencesinPay, ValueofBenefits, HwRaisesRDertermined, MyBenefitPackage, InformationAboutPayIssues, CurrentSalary, CompanyPayStructure, Mymostrecentraise, ConsistenciesOfPayPolicies, LevelofPay, PayCriteria, TakeHomePay

5.4.8 Hypothesis for ANOVA Test:
H0: Overall model is not significant
H1: Overall model is significant
Table 5.4.8: Test results:
	ANOVA(b)
	Model
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	84.754
	16
	5.297
	13.818
	.000(a)

	 
	Residual
	70.151
	183
	.383
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	154.905
	199
	 
	 
	 


a  Predictors: (Constant), AccuracyOfRecentApp, AmountTowardsBenefits, PayOfOtherJobs, SupervisorInfluence, DifferencesinPay, ValueofBenefits, HwRaisesRDertermined, MyBenefitPackage, InformationAboutPayIssues, CurrentSalary, CompanyPayStructure, Mymostrecentraise, ConsistenciesOfPayPolicies, LevelofPay, PayCriteria, TakeHomePay
b  Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

5.4.9 Hypothesis testing:
Table 5.4.9: Test results:

Coefficients(a)
	Model
	 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	Sig.
	Correlations

	 
	 
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	 
	Zero-order

	1
	(Constant)
	1.645
	.223
	 
	.000
	 

	 
	TakeHomePay
	.160
	.107
	.208
	.137
	.550

	 
	MyBenefitPackage
	-.394
	.089
	-.486
	.000
	.389

	 
	Mymostrecentraise
	.281
	.095
	.360
	.003
	.496

	 
	SupervisorInfluence
	-.177
	.071
	-.197
	.014
	.316

	 
	CurrentSalary
	.165
	.095
	.245
	.084
	.568

	 
	AmountTowardsBenefits
	.202
	.101
	.253
	.048
	.524

	 
	CompanyPayStructure
	-.316
	.090
	-.411
	.001
	.434

	 
	InformationAboutPayIssues
	.095
	.093
	.111
	.309
	.450

	 
	LevelofPay
	.117
	.091
	.164
	.200
	.591

	 
	ValueofBenefits
	.207
	.086
	.239
	.018
	.578

	 
	PayOfOtherJobs
	.130
	.076
	.151
	.088
	.411

	 
	ConsistenciesOfPayPolicies
	.275
	.095
	.354
	.004
	.499

	 
	HwRaisesRDertermined
	-.242
	.101
	-.292
	.017
	.395

	 
	DifferencesinPay
	-.034
	.072
	-.042
	.640
	.278

	 
	PayCriteria
	.130
	.103
	.162
	.206
	.523

	 
	AccuracyOfRecentApp
	-.172
	.080
	-.203
	.034
	.339


a  Dependent Variable: sportsmanship

5.4.10 Hypothesis 4: Loyalty
H0: β1= β 2= β 3 = β4=0        
H1: β i≠ 0 for atleast one (i) (i = 1 to 16)

Table 5.4.10: Test results:

Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.729(a)
	.531
	.490
	.79545



a  Predictors: (Constant), AccuracyOfRecentApp, AmountTowardsBenefits, PayOfOtherJobs, SupervisorInfluence, DifferencesinPay, ValueofBenefits, HwRaisesRDertermined, MyBenefitPackage, InformationAboutPayIssues, CurrentSalary, CompanyPayStructure, Mymostrecentraise, ConsistenciesOfPayPolicies, LevelofPay, PayCriteria, TakeHomePay

5.4.11 Hypothesis for ANOVA Test:
H0: Overall model is not significant
H1: Overall model is significant
Table 5.4.11: Test results:
ANOVA(b)
	Model
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	131.327
	16
	8.208
	12.972
	.000(a)

	 
	Residual
	115.793
	183
	.633
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	247.120
	199
	 
	 
	 


a  Predictors: (Constant), AccuracyOfRecentApp, AmountTowardsBenefits, PayOfOtherJobs, SupervisorInfluence, DifferencesinPay, ValueofBenefits, HwRaisesRDertermined, MyBenefitPackage, InformationAboutPayIssues, CurrentSalary, CompanyPayStructure, Mymostrecentraise, ConsistenciesOfPayPolicies, LevelofPay, PayCriteria, TakeHomePay
b  Dependent Variable: loyalty

5.4.12 Hypothesis testing:
Table 5.4.12: Test results:

Coefficients(a)
	Model
	 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	Sig.
	Correlations

	 
	 
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	 
	Zero-order

	1
	(Constant)
	.434
	.286
	 
	.131
	 

	 
	TakeHomePay
	.378
	.138
	.388
	.007
	.614

	 
	MyBenefitPackage
	-.371
	.114
	-.362
	.001
	.462

	 
	Mymostrecentraise
	.115
	.122
	.116
	.346
	.526

	 
	SupervisorInfluence
	.091
	.091
	.080
	.321
	.441

	 
	CurrentSalary
	.090
	.122
	.105
	.464
	.592

	 
	AmountTowardsBenefits
	-.011
	.130
	-.010
	.936
	.534

	 
	CompanyPayStructure
	-.086
	.116
	-.088
	.460
	.526

	 
	InformationAboutPayIssues
	.073
	.119
	.068
	.539
	.481

	 
	LevelofPay
	.140
	.117
	.156
	.231
	.624

	 
	ValueofBenefits
	.258
	.111
	.236
	.021
	.599

	 
	PayOfOtherJobs
	.262
	.097
	.242
	.008
	.475

	 
	ConsistenciesOfPayPolicies
	.006
	.122
	.007
	.958
	.482

	 
	HwRaisesRDertermined
	-.098
	.130
	-.093
	.451
	.434

	 
	DifferencesinPay
	-.167
	.093
	-.163
	.074
	.238

	 
	PayCriteria
	.237
	.132
	.234
	.073
	.518

	 
	AccuracyOfRecentApp
	-.257
	.103
	-.241
	.014
	.324


a  Dependent Variable: loyalty



Respondent profile

IT	Ites	11	13	
Mean	
Dissatisfied employees	Satisfied employees	Altruism	2.8184999999999967	3.7879000000000254	


Mean	
Dissatisfied employees	Satisfied employees	org_compliance	2.4323999999999977	3.9313999999999987	



Mean	
Dissatisfied employees	Satisfied employees	sportsmanship	2.5577999999999999	3.722	



Mean	
Dissatisfied employees	Satisfied employees	loyalty	2.0405000000000002	3.5097999999999998	


