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Abstract

Workplace productivity fundamentally involves group processes where vertical authorities
interact with lateral peer relationships, involving various types of resources. Leveraging
theoretical arguments from self-determination, social exchange, and justice perspectives,
we argue that different types of support matter for cultivating workers’ job motivation and
their engagement in extra-role behaviors in the workplace. We investigate how workers’
perceptions of managers and coworkers, regarding their instrumental support (aid for
job tasks) and relational support (fairness in decision-making and treatment) contribute
to increased motivation, which in turn leads to more reciprocal behaviors like making
suggestions, helping coworkers, and volunteering for extra work. Our distinctive approach,
involving both types of support from both sources, extends work that concentrates on just
one type or source. We draw on survey data from 2062 workers across various occupations.
Path analytic results largely confirm the hypothesized positive effects of support from
authorities and coworkers on job motivation and extra-role behaviors, and show the extent
to which job motivation mediates the effects of the types and sources of support. Nuanced
results regard which type and source of support influence which type of extra-role behavior.
We conclude by noting that our dual-process approach to workplace group processes may
be useful for fostering overall productivity.

Keywords: group processes; extra-role behaviors; workplace; organizations; social exchange
theory; procedural justice; job motivation; instrumental support; self-determination theory

1. Introduction
The successful functioning of any organization relies on coordinated group processes

across authority and peer relationships, leveraging a variety of resources. These dynamics
serve the organization’s primary goals of productivity and profitability, often through the
engagement and retention of workers (e.g., Christian et al. 2011). Extensive scholarship
has suggested that one means to ensure such effective organizational functioning is to
encourage worker job motivation and engagement in extra-role behaviors. Job motivation
broadly refers to the extent to which one engages in work activities with willingness and
volition and is essential to a range of work outcomes, including productivity, performance,
well-being, and satisfaction (e.g., Deci et al. 2017; Kanfer et al. 2017; Ryan and Deci 2022).
Enactment of extra-role behaviors, also known as organizational citizenship behavior (OCB;
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Organ 1988), refers to worker engagement in beneficial behaviors in the workplace that go
above and beyond specific role requirements.

Because of their positive outcomes for organizations, much scholarship examines
factors that enhance (or diminish) worker job motivation and likelihood to engaging
in extra-role behaviors. Reviews of antecedents and consequences of job motivation
(Deci et al. 2017; Ryan and Deci 2022) and OCB (e.g., Azmi et al. 2016; Kataria et al.
2013; Organ et al. 2006) highlight an extensive array of individual factors (e.g., attitudes,
dispositions, motivations) as well as contextual factors (e.g., task demands, social relation-
ships) that inspire motivation and encourage OCB. Of course, no study covers all these
factors, and ours is no different. Yet, distinctively, here we emphasize underlying group
processes, i.e., the perceived nature and dynamics of interactions between workers and
their authorities, as well as their peers, as critical to motivating workers in their jobs and
their enactment of extra-role behaviors.

In so doing, the novelty of our study is in integrating arguments from self-
determination theory (Deci et al. 2017; Ryan and Deci 2022), social exchange (Blau 1964;
Emerson 1962, 1976), and justice approaches (Eissa et al. 2024; Tyler 2006; Tyler and Blader
2013). We rely on reciprocity (Gouldner 1960), derived from the exchange perspectives, as a
key mechanism connecting support to extra-role behaviors. We propose that workers may
receive two distinct types of support—instrumental and relational—from authorities and
coworkers. The former refers to the provision of resources to help workers get their jobs
done effectively and the latter to behaviors ensuring workers feel they are valued members
of the group. Such support emanates from both authorities and coworkers, yet rarely are
both sources scrutinized together.

We argue that the nature of support from authorities and coworkers positively affects
individuals’ job motivation by fulfilling needs for competence, relatedness to others, and
autonomy. We emphasize how the implied reciprocity in both vertical and lateral relation-
ships encourages workers to respond to that support by engagement in extra-role behaviors
like lending support to a coworker or volunteering for extra work. Our study is among the
first to simultaneously consider the type and source of support in effecting exchanges for
extra-role behaviors.

Moreover, we uniquely interrogate job motivation as a mediator between workplace
factors and OCB. In contrast to job satisfaction (a worker’s affective response to their em-
ployment), which is often examined as a mediating mechanism, job motivation represents
a worker’s more cognitive orientation toward their employment. Such motivation signals
how much effort workers are likely to invest in their job, including the sharing of their
knowledge and skills with others even if not part of their job requirements. Our study thus
offers unique insights into the impact of complex workplace dynamics on OCB and the
downstream consequences for organizational functioning.

We first conceptualize the nature of instrumental and relational support in the work-
place from each source, authorities and coworkers. Drawing from self-determination theory,
we contend that instrumental and relational support meet fundamental worker needs and
thus are likely to enhance job motivation. We then draw from social exchange and justice
frameworks to theorize why the type and source of support increases participation in extra-
role behaviors. Our argument concludes with consideration of how job motivation affects
such OCB and mediates the effects of support from different sources. Figure 1 illustrates our
conceptual model. We use data from a survey of employed adults (N = 2062) to examine
the proposed direct and indirect effects of authorities’ and coworkers’ instrumental and
relational support in the workplace.
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Figure 1. Conceptual model of the effects of instrumental and relational support on job motivation
and extra-role behaviors contextualized by respondent, authority, and organizational characteristics.

2. Background
2.1. Sources and Types of Support in the Workplace

In hierarchical workplaces, workers usually have two core relationships. One is vertical
with their authority, a direct manager or supervisor to whom they report and are responsible.
Importantly, the authority controls resources like materials, training, and performance
evaluations that the worker needs to succeed. As such, the worker depends on the authority.
Although the authority also depends on workers’ performance to ensure productivity
and meet organizational goals, in most organizations, the worker’s dependence on the
authority is greater, creating a power imbalance (see Emerson 1962). The second set of
relationships involves coworkers within workgroups who must often coordinate their
work activities. Usually, these relationships are lateral and, unlike authority/worker
relationships, tend to involve equal power and more frequent interactions than those
unfolding with authorities. Support from authorities or coworkers can be considered
job resources that facilitate work performance and personal functioning at work (Bakker
and Demerouti 2007). Not only is support from authorities conceptually and empirically
distinct from that of coworkers (Luchman and González-Morales 2013), different types of
support—instrumental or relational—from each source exist.

Instrumental support generally pertains to the provision of resources, both tangible
and intangible (Foa and Foa 2012), to ensure workers have what is necessary to perform
their jobs well. Authorities show instrumental support for workers through their provision
of tangible resources such as equipment, space, and pay, as well as less tangible resources
like knowledge, training opportunities, and mentoring. For coworkers, instrumental
support may also be tangible, such as the sharing of equipment or space, but also intangible
as represented by sharing knowledge or contributing to skills development.

Relational support, in contrast, typically entails the provision of nontangible social
resources that carry implications for identity, status, or feelings related to esteem needs
(Cropanzano et al. 2017). Relational support emphasizes actions that enhance the quality of
relationships (not the work product per se) and that ensure worker well-being and esteem
as members of the workgroup. Generally, identity-based approaches (e.g., Tyler 2006;
Tyler and Blader 2013) to workplace dynamics emphasize relational support. Authorities
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demonstrate relational support in at least two ways. First, such support is conveyed in fair
decision-making when authorities allow workers to voice opinions on decisions that affect
them and use accurate, unbiased information as the basis for decisions (Leventhal et al.
1980). Such actions represent procedural justice in decision-making. Second, authorities
provide relational support through interactionally just treatment of workers by conveying
respect, dignity, and kindness in routine interactions (Bies 2015). For coworkers, the same
interactionally just treatment signals relational support.

Our study uniquely considers the impact of both authority and coworker instrumental
and relational support on workplace outcomes central to positive organizational function-
ing: workers’ job motivation and their extra-role behaviors (i.e., forms of organizational
citizenship behaviors, e.g., Organ et al. 2006). In what follows, we first delve into how
the source and type of support affect workers’ motivation at work, drawing upon self-
determination theory (Deci et al. 2017). We then interrogate the influence of instrumental
support via social exchange (e.g., Blau 1964; Emerson 1976) and of relational support via
identity processes (e.g., Tyler 2006; Tyler and Blader 2013) on workers’ willingness to
perform tasks beyond their routine responsibilities. We rely on a key mechanism, reci-
procity (Gouldner 1960), to produce a novel theoretical merging of these separate pathways.
Additionally, we consider how job motivation mediates between the supportive actions of
workplace authorities and colleagues and those extra-role behaviors.

2.2. How Type and Source of Support Influence Job Motivation

Worker job motivation is essential to a range of work outcomes, including productivity,
performance, well-being, and satisfaction (e.g., Deci et al. 2017; Kanfer et al. 2017). Generally,
work motivation involves an individual’s allocation of energy and attention to achieve a
job goal (task completion, skill improvement) (Kanfer et al. 2017) and, as such, represents a
forward-looking cognitive orientation toward work. Self-determination theory (Deci et al.
2017) proposes that workers have core needs for competence (feeling skilled and effective at
tasks), meaningful relationships with others, and autonomy or self-determination (having
agency over job activities). When these needs are met, workers become more motivated,
and this motivation boosts performance and well-being.

Indeed, findings from a meta-analysis of 119 distinct samples (Van den Broeck et al.
2016) show that meeting these fundamental worker needs enhances worker motivation and
well-being, independently from external incentives such as pay. The motivation generated
by needs satisfaction also appears to have a strong relationship with job performance across
various studies, regardless of the presence of incentives or other external motivating factors
(Cerasoli et al. 2014; Kuvaas 2009; though see Grant et al. (2011) for patterns contingent
upon worker autonomy).

Instrumental and relational support from authorities and coworkers, as we concep-
tualize them, help to fulfill many of the needs identified by self-determination theory
and, thus, should impact worker motivation. Research on transformational leadership
substantiates the relationship between these types of support and worker motivation (Bass
1998; Van den Broeck and Slemp 2023). Transformational leaders provide resources (like
autonomy, feedback, and developmental opportunities) that ensure fulfilment of needs,
thereby ensuring work engagement (Breevaart et al. 2014). Additionally, transformational
leaders inspire workers to be creative (Shin and Zhou 2003), which engenders intrinsic
interest in the tasks. This pattern resonates with the provision of instrumental support,
ensuring workers have what they need to demonstrate their competence and effectiveness
in their tasks. Such support likely enhances motivation.

Transformational leaders also take a genuine interest in the needs and feelings of
followers (Van den Broeck and Slemp 2023), which is akin to relational support. Such
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support by authorities—such as through demonstrations of procedural and interactional
justice—is a means to fulfill the need for meaningful relationships and thus should enhance
worker motivation. Indeed, Rupp et al. (2014) find that workers who perceive that they are
being treated fairly tend to reciprocate by working harder. Likewise, Kim and Beehr (2020)
show that procedural justice by authorities enhances workers’ feelings of empowerment
and worth, which ultimately results in increased work effort. To the extent that authorities,
through their actions, represent the organization in the minds of workers, those actions
positively impact workers’ perceptions of the organization as well (Kim and Beehr 2020).

Combining both types of support potentially fulfills the need for autonomy, a key
consideration in how authorities increase the motivation of their workers (see Van den
Broeck and Slemp 2023). Instrumental support provides workers with what they need to
perform their jobs, while relational support involving justice signals trust from authorities
(De Cremer et al. 2006; Van der Toorn et al. 2011), giving workers confidence to act indepen-
dently. Thus, consistent with self-determination theory, to the extent that both instrumental
and relational support from authorities satisfy workers’ needs, they should cultivate job
motivation. Moreover, when workers display job motivation, they reciprocate the support
of authorities fulfilling their needs.

Beyond authorities, coworkers’ support in the workplace also meets workers’ needs
and thus should contribute to worker motivation. Lorincová et al. (2019) demonstrate that
coworker behaviors that create a positive atmosphere in the workplace and within a spe-
cific work team, fulfilling the need for meaningful relationships, positively affects worker
motivation. Similarly, when coworkers inspire creativity in each other, workers’ confidence
in their own tasks increases (Zhou 2003), fulfilling the need for a sense of competence.
To the extent that individuals perceive high-quality coworker relationships and support,
i.e., relational support, they feel more connected and express greater motivation at work
(Gagné and Deci 2005; Hon 2012), as well as feeling greater autonomy and effectiveness
(Ryan et al. 1994). Support (of any kind) from peers enhances work engagement generally
and reduces voluntary withdrawal from the organization (Liu et al. 2011). As with authori-
ties, workers reciprocate the support from coworkers that allows needs satisfaction with
motivation to take on their jobs and perform their tasks well. We hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1: Authorities’ and coworkers’ provision of instrumental and relational support is
positively related to workers’ job motivation.

2.3. How Type and Source of Support Influence Engagement in Extra-Role Behaviors

In the workplace, instrumental and relational support may engender reciprocation
toward the authorities and coworkers that provide such support. We focus on reciprocation
in the form of behavioral responses, like those represented by organizational citizenship
behavior (OCB) (Organ et al. 2006). Such behavior encompasses “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” (Organ et al. 2006,
p. 8). Moorman and Byrne (2005, p. 359) specifically cast OCB as a reciprocating response
of extra role tasks by workers “beyond the formal pay system.” While there are multiple
dimensions to OCB (Organ et al. 2006), we focus on a few that represent enactment of work
behaviors over and above assigned tasks. These “extra-role behaviors” involve helping
(i.e., help coworkers, do extra work) and individual initiative (i.e., make suggestions).

Generally, repeated exchange of resources between two parties, like an authority and
worker, creates mutual obligations (Blau 1964; Emerson 1976) and engenders beneficial
consequences (Bari et al. 2023; Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005). Even if the parties occupy
different power positions, like in a hierarchical structure, beneficial outcomes emerge owing
to the principle of reciprocity. Often intrinsically motivated, the reciprocation of benefits
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contributes to the maintenance of healthy relationships between people (Cropanzano and
Mitchell 2005; Gouldner 1960; Moorman and Byrne 2005). While exchange approaches
usually focus on the reciprocation of tangible benefits (e.g., money, goods, services), recip-
rocation can also involve intangible benefits. For example, Hegtvedt et al. (2022) finds that
when workers perceive their authorities to use their power to benefit them, they are more
likely to trust in and legitimize their authority, thus offering intangible resources in return
for the resources authorities have bestowed.

With authorities, instrumental support is often represented as the overarching ex-
change of resources in the workplace (Bari et al. 2023; Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005),
i.e., authorities provide resources for workers who labor for wages. Resources for work-
ers stem, in part, from how authorities choose to use their power, whether coercively or
benevolently. While coercive power may resemble abusive supervision and its negative
effects (e.g., Zhang and Liao 2015), benevolent power emphasizes how authorities use
resources and opportunities to help all employees grow professionally, improve their job
performance, and meet the organization’s collective goals (Hegtvedt and Johnson 2009;
Hegtvedt et al. 2022).

Lavelle and colleagues (Lavelle et al. 2007, 2009) argue that workers hold distinct social
exchange relationships with each “referent” or actor in the workplace, such as authorities
or coworkers. Their target similarity model proposes that when workers are in high-quality
social exchange relationships with an actor or entity, the worker feels a sense of reciprocity
and is motivated to perform similar types of behaviors in return. Termed homeomorphic
reciprocity, reciprocated responses should be of the same ilk as their antecedents. For
our purposes, then, instrumental support should elicit extra-role behavior illustrating job-
related action beneficial to the source of support and relational support should encourage
behaviors reinforcing the originating social relationship.

When authorities provide instrumental support that helps workers do their work, they
elicit an obligation for workers to reciprocate such help (Schnake et al. 1995). An authority’s
instrumental support, moreover, reduces uncertainty for workers about how they should
go about doing their jobs, which may increase willingness to reciprocate. Findings from
a reanalysis of data from Podsakoff et al. (1996), as offered in Organ et al. (2006), indeed
show that authorities’ instrumentally supportive behaviors enhance helping OCB.

Relational support, conveyed by enactment of procedurally and interactionally just
behaviors, communicate to individual workers their value to the group thereby increasing
their felt esteem (e.g., Tyler 2006; Tyler and Blader 2013). When workers’ interactions with
authorities involve such just behavior, they are likely to reciprocate by increasing their
identification with the group and gradually linking the group’s interests and esteem with
their own (Moorman and Byrne 2005). The joining of interests and feelings of belonging con-
tributes to motivating workers to perform their duties for the benefit of the group. In effect,
though often seen as contrasting viewpoints, both exchange- and identity-based approaches
to workplace support from authorities rely on the idea that supported workers are likely to
reciprocate support either directly (through exchanging material resources) or indirectly
(through identity, which involves exchanging social resources) (see Graso et al. 2020).

Many studies show the positive effects of procedural justice (e.g., Hillebrandt and
Barclay 2022; Moorman et al. 1998) and interactional justice (e.g., Kyei-Poku 2014; Moor-
man 1991; Williams et al. 2002) on OCB (see also Colquitt et al. 2013; Eissa et al. 2024;
Moorman and Byrne 2005 for reviews). Moorman et al. (1998), moreover, demonstrate that
perceived organizational support mediates the effects of procedural justice on worker’s
extra-role behaviors, signaling the importance of the sense of support. Findings from
Lilly (2015) regarding how authority behaviors focused on people, characterized by pro-
cedural and interactional justice, matter for OCB toward the organization reinforce these
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patterns. Adjacent work likewise stresses the importance of the procedural justice “climate”
emerging from authorities’ relational behaviors (captured, for example, by their ethical
or transformative leadership styles) for the likelihood of OCB enactment toward the unit
(Shin et al. 2015).

To the extent that workers perceive that their authorities provide resources to facilitate
their tasks and treat them fairly, both in decision making and interpersonal dynamics, they
are likely to reciprocate by performing extra-role behaviors. Thus, we propose:

Hypothesis 2: Authorities’ provision of instrumental and relational support is positively related
to workers’ engagement in extra-role behaviors.

Although there are some distinctions between the consequences of perceived authority
support compared to coworker support (Bishop et al. 2000), we anticipate that workers are
likely to respond to the support provided by coworkers by reciprocating with similar behav-
iors. Findings from a meta-analysis (Chiaburu and Harrison 2008) confirm that coworker
support, including instrumental behaviors like task-directed helping and coworker mentor-
ing, positively affect extra role behaviors directed at individuals, (e.g., helping a coworker).
Regarding relational support, Moorman and Byrne (2005) argue that just treatment from
coworkers engenders feelings of obligation to the welfare of their workgroup and thus
stimulates OCB that is “beneficial to coworkers” (p. 375). Lyons and Scott (2012) confirm
this pattern with findings demonstrating that food service workers who were helpful to
their peers were then themselves helped when coworkers shared knowledge or provided
suggestions. In effect, to the extent that coworkers contribute to helping to meet workers’
needs, homeomorphic reciprocity unfolds in the coworker relationship. Thus:

Hypothesis 3: Coworkers’ provision of instrumental and relational support is positively related to
workers’ engagement in extra-role behaviors.

Kim and Beehr (2020) note that authorities represent the organization and thus workers
may be more compelled to reciprocate the support they provide owing to the greater stakes
involved in the relationship. If so, then we would expect that the effects of authorities
instrumental and relational support on workers’ enactment of extra-role behaviors would
be stronger than that of coworkers. Yet, because of the potential for more frequent lateral
interactions with coworkers than vertical interactions with authorities, the support from
coworkers could be more pivotal in individuals’ decisions to engage in extra-role behaviors.
Additionally, the impact of the source and type of support may depend upon the nature of
the extra-role behaviors. Support from coworkers may have greater influence on helping
coworkers whereas authorities’ support may affect behaviors such as making suggestions
and volunteering for extra work.

2.4. Job Motivation and Engagement in Extra-Role Behaviors

Considering the range of OCB, we anticipate that job motivation is likely to affect en-
actment of extra-role behaviors. Workers motivated to do well are likely to work efficiently
and thus devote extra energy to pursue activities outside of their job descriptions. Foss et al.
(2009) show that work motivation increases the likelihood of sharing knowledge in the
workplace. Relatedly, work engagement, which includes a motivational element toward
allocating resources toward work role tasks, generally affects “contextual performance,”
(i.e., activities not formally required of a job, like extra-role behaviors) (Christian et al. 2011).
Thus, we predict:

Hypothesis 4: Workers’ job motivation is positively related to their engagement in extra-role behaviors.
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The process by which authority and coworker support, both instrumental and rela-
tional, shape job motivation is akin to direct experiences related to developing cognitions or
attitudes (see Fiske and Taylor 2021). In this case, job motivation is both a forward-looking
and energizing cognition about how to approach job demands. This conceptualization of
motivation aligns with the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), which similarly argues that
intention to act is the most immediate factor influencing behavior (Ajzen 1991; Bosnjak et al.
2022). In such theorizing, intentions are broadly described as “indications of how hard
people are willing to try, of how much effort they plan to exert, in order to perform the
behavior” (Ajzen 1991, p. 181). Just as job motivation in our arguments depends on specific
factors, in TPB, intentions are influenced by particular antecedents, such as attitudes toward
the behavior, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control, which precede behavioral
intention. Collectively, these antecedents define the context for the behavior.

Our “context” is circumscribed to the types and sources of support that workers
experience. We have already argued that instrumental and relational support positively
affect job motivation, but they do not mechanically trigger extra-role behaviors. They do
so, in part, by signaling attitudes toward work by others and subjective norms for behavior
(e.g., support each other), and fulfilling needs for the autonomy inherent in perceived
control in the workplace. Thus, perceptions of workplace support fuel workers’ intentions,
which, in turn, translate into discretionary actions. In other words, this motivation is
likely to stimulate the homeomorphic reciprocity described by Lavelle et al. (2007, 2009).
Given that strongly held cognitions, shaped through direct experiences, are likely to drive
behaviors (see Fiske and Taylor 2021), we suspect that job motivation will mediate some of
the impact of type and source of support on extra-role behaviors.

Hypothesis 5: Instrumental and relational support from authorities and coworkers will be
indirectly and positively related to engagement in extra-role behaviors through job motivation.

3. Methods
A survey of employed adults (N = 2062), representing a cross-section of the demo-

graphics of the U.S., provided data to examine the role of instrumental and relational
support by managers and coworkers on individual worker job motivation and OCBs. The
Survey Research Lab at a major university executed the data collection during fall 2022
in partnership with Marketing Systems Group, which maintains a large, diverse sam-
pling frame that reflects national Census data regarding gender, age, race, and geography.
The survey examines how workers perceive their managers and coworkers and their as-
sessments of their own workplace behaviors. The survey took approximately 20–25 min
to complete.

3.1. Respondents

Table 1 provides information on respondents’ characteristics. Screening questions
ensured that all respondents were full-time, not self-employed, workers who had resided in
the U.S. for at least 10 years. The sample consists of 1123 women (54.7%), 930 men (45.3%),
and 9 others (0.44%). Additionally, the sample had an average age of 41.21 (σ = 11.05).
Although most respondents (60%) reported “white” as their racial/ethnic category, we over-
sampled black respondents (27%). Of the four levels of education, about 15 percent of the
respondents reported high school degree or less, 34 percent of respondents indicated some
college or technical training, nearly 30 percent claimed a college degree, and 21.5 percent
an advanced degree. Occupations in the sample varied, with professionals comprising
35.21 percent and office workers 15.81 percent. Service workers, laborers, and sales workers
account for 7.95, 6.55, and 6.35 percent, respectively, while skilled trades, technicians,
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and public officials make up the remaining share. The modal income category level was
$25,000–$50,000.

Table 1. Univariate Statistics.

Variable N Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Do Extra Work 2062 4.36 1.84 1 7
Help Coworkers 2062 5.49 1.41 1 7
Offer Suggestions 2062 5.27 1.47 1 7
Job Motivation 2062 4.81 1.54 1 7
Benevolent Power Use 2061 5.03 1.59 1 7
Workgroup Job Support 2062 5.53 1.43 1 7
Procedural Justice 2058 5.12 1.48 1 7
Authority Interactional Justice 2062 5.79 1.46 1 7
Coworker Interactional Justice 2061 5.89 1.19 1 7

Controls

Pay Fairness 2060 4.70 1.82 1 7
Organization Size 2062 3.55 1.31 1 5
Work Overload 2061 3.25 1.11 1 5
Job Autonomy 2062 5.12 1.55 1 7
Manager Race (White) 2062 0.71 0.45 0 1
Manager Gender (Female) 2055 0.46 0.50 0 1
Respondent Female 2053 0.55 0.50 0 1
White 2062 0.60 0.49 0 1
Age 2062 41.21 11.05 18 65
Income 2062 3.50 1.55 1 8

Education

HS or Less 2062 0.15 0.35 0 1
Some College/Technical 2062 0.34 0.47 0 1
College Degree 2062 0.30 0.46 0 1
Advanced Degree 2062 0.22 0.41 0 1

3.2. Measures

For concepts measured with multiple items, we added and averaged scale items.
Table 1 presents the means and standard deviations for the independent support variables
and the dependent variables concerning worker job motivation and extra-role behaviors.

3.2.1. Independent Variables

Benevolent Power Use: To instantiate instrumental authority support, benevolent
power use involves four indicators (adapted from Hegtvedt et al. 2022), each beginning
with the stem “Thinking about your experiences, to what extent does your manager. . .”
Respondents indicated on a 1 (not at all) to 7 (a great deal) point scale their assessments of
the extent that their managers: (1) “provide resources to enhance your job performance;”
(2) “provide opportunities for your professional growth;” (3) “use his/her power to help
you solve problems in your work;” and (4) “go out of his/her way to help you do your job.”
The alpha reliability for the scale of these items is 0.93.

Procedural Justice: To capture authority relational support, we use indicators of
perceived justice. To measure procedural justice, we asked two sets of questions (Colquitt
2001), with responses ranging from 1 = not at all to 7 = a great deal. One set of three
indicators began, “Considering how your manager makes decisions that affect you and your
coworkers, to what extent have you. . .:” “been able to express your views prior to decisions,”
“had influence over the outcomes of the decisions;” and “seen that all people affected by
decisions are represented.” The second set of five questions asked: “When your manager
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makes decisions that affect you and your coworkers, to what extent are those decisions:”
“applied consistently across people;” “free of bias;” “based on accurate information;”
“reflective of ethical or moral standards;” and “open to corrections or challenges.” The
alpha reliability for this eight-item scale is 0.95.

Authority Interactional Justice: Two items instantiate interactional justice, with re-
sponses ranging from 1 = not at all to 7 = a great deal. We asked, “Thinking about your
manager’s behaviors, to what extent does he/she. . .” (1) “treat you with respect and dig-
nity” (Colquitt 2001); and (2) “treat you with kindness and consideration” (Moorman 1991).
The Pearson correlation coefficient for the relationship between these two indicators is 0.91.

Workgroup Support: For coworker instrumental support, we focus on support from
the workgroup using a single indicator from Narisada and Schieman (2022). On an agree-
ment scale (where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree), respondents assessed
whether they have “the support of members of my work group that I need to do my
job well.”

Coworker Interactional Justice: For relational support, the coworker interactional
justice scale parallels that of the manager, with the stem: “Thinking about your coworkers’
behaviors in general, to what extent do they. . .” The bivariate correlation between treatment
“with respect and dignity” and “with kindness and consideration” is 0.88.

3.2.2. Dependent Variables

Job Motivation: We measure job motivation (Richmond 1990) by asking, “To what
extent are you unmotivated or motivated in your current job?” The responses range from
1 = very unmotivated to 7 = very motivated).

Extra-Role Behaviors: For extra-role behaviors, we adapt items from the 10-item
Short Version of the Organizational Citizenship Behavior Checklist (Spector et al. 2010).
Respondents report how much from 1 = not at all to 7 = a great deal that they: (1) “offer
suggestions to improve how work is done;” (2) “share job knowledge with or help a
coworker learn new skills;” and (3) “volunteer for extra work assignments.”

3.2.3. Controls

Organizational Controls: We control for several features of the respondents’ work
environment and their demographic characteristics. Three work context controls bear upon
needs identified by Self Determination Theory (Deci et al. 2017). To determine pay equity,
respondents were asked, from 1 = not at all to 7 = a great deal, “thinking about the pay you
receive from your work, to what extent does it reflect” both “the effort you put into your
work” and “what you have contributed to your organization.” The Pearson’s correlation
coefficient for these two items is 0.91. Additionally, respondents indicated the extent to
which they experienced work overload and job autonomy. The former is in response to
the question, “In general, thinking about your work, how often do you feel that you are
expected to do things that go beyond your job description or usual duties? (1 = never,
2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = usually, 5 = always). And we captured job autonomy by
asking for respondents’ agreement that in their current job “I can decide how I do my job,”
with responses ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree.

Manager and Organization Controls: Respondents characterized their workplace by
describing their manager and organization. We code manager gender as 0 = man and
1 = woman and manager race as 0 = non-white and 1 = white. In reporting the approximate
size of their organization, respondents selected one of the following categories: 1 = less
than 20; 2 = 21–50; 3 = 51–500; 4 = 501–1500; 5 = more than 1500.

Demographic Controls: We include respondent demographic characteristics as con-
trols. We code respondent gender and race as we did for the characteristics of the man-
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ager. We include respondents’ age in years. For highest level of completed education,
respondents selected the most appropriate category: 1 = less than high school, high
school graduate/GED (referent); 2 = some college or associate degree or technical training;
3 = bachelor’s degree; 4 = Master’s degree or professional school degree (e.g., MD, JD,
DVM, DDS) or Doctorate degree. Income consisted of eight categories: 1 = less than $25,000;
2 = $25,001–$50,000; 3 = $50,001–$75,000; 4 = $75,001–$100,000; 5 = $100,001–$150,000;
6 = $150,001–$200,000; 7 = $200,001–$250,000; and 8 = more than $250,001.

3.3. Analysis

As previously noted, Table 1 provides information on univariate statistics. To test our
hypotheses regarding the relationships between managerial and coworker support and
worker job motivation and extra-role behaviors, we employed OLS regression (available in
Supplemental Files) and path analysis (via STATA 18). The OLS analysis focuses on the ef-
fects of support factors on job motivation and then on each of the three extra-role behaviors.
Path analysis allows assessment of how the support factors affect worker motivation and
extra-role behaviors directly and their indirect effects on extra-role behaviors as mediated
by job motivation. We utilize maximum likelihood estimation with missing values and only
use observed variables. We assess model fit using RMSEA, CFI, TLI, and SRMR. Model fit
for our path analyses was excellent (see Supplemental Files for full results).

4. Results
4.1. Univariate Analyses

Before examining the direct and indirect relationships in our model, we review the
univariate statistics in Table 1. On average, workers perceive high levels of support at work,
especially relational support. Respondents indicated the highest interactional justice from
coworkers (M = 5.89, SD = 1.19) and authorities (M = 5.79, SD = 1.46), suggesting that fair
treatment in interpersonal interactions is common. Instrumental support was also notable,
with workgroup support (M = 5.53, SD = 1.43) slightly exceeding authorities’ benevolent
power use (M = 5.03, SD = 1.59). Regarding outcomes, workers reported moderate job
motivation levels (M = 4.81, SD = 1.54). For extra-role behaviors, engagement varied;
helping coworkers (M = 5.49, SD = 1.41) and offering suggestions (M = 5.27, SD = 1.47)
occurred more often than volunteering for extra work (M = 4.36, SD = 1.84), possibly due
to the higher discretionary effort or personal cost involved in the latter.

4.2. Path Analyses

Findings pertaining to Hypothesis 1, which posits that support from authorities and
coworkers impacts job motivation, are mixed. Path analyses in Table 2 reveal that job
motivation is most consistently influenced by instrumental support and the procedural
elements of relational support. Authority benevolent power use, indicating instrumental
support, has the strongest positive effect on motivation (B = 0.21, SE = 0.03, p < 0.001), and
authority procedural justice also significantly influences motivation (B = 0.19, SE = 0.04,
p < 0.001). Likewise, coworker instrumental support, operationalized through perceived
workgroup support, predicts higher motivation (B = 0.18, SE = 0.03, p < 0.001). In contrast,
neither authority nor coworker interactional justice supports Hypothesis 1. Authority
interactional support slightly reduces motivation (B = −0.07, SE = 0.03, p = 0.01), while
coworker interactional justice shows no significant link. Supporting the idea that work-
related needs matter for motivation, controls such as pay fairness (B = 0.21, SE = 0.02,
p < 0.001) and job autonomy (B = 0.17, SE = 0.02, p < 0.001) are strongly associated with
higher motivation. In contrast, organizational size (B = −0.06, SE = −0.02, p < 0.001)
shows a small negative relation. Overall, these results offer some support for Hypothesis 1,
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that work-related motivation depends on both authority-based instrumental support and
procedural justice and, to a lesser extent, on coworkers’ instrumental assistance.

Table 2. Path analysis results for the effects of instrumental and relational support on job motivation
and extra-role behaviors (N = 2062).

Direct Effects Indirect Effects Total Effects
B SE p B SE p B SE p

Job Motivation
Benevolent Power Use 0.21 0.03 0.000
Procedural Justice 0.19 0.04 0.000
Authority Interactional Justice −0.07 0.03 0.013
Workgroup Job Support 0.18 0.03 0.000
Coworker Interactional Justice 0.04 0.03 0.203
Pay Fairness 0.21 0.02 0.000
Work Overload −0.03 0.02 0.208
Job Autonomy 0.17 0.02 0.000
Age 0.01 0.00 0.000
Organization Size −0.08 0.02 0.000
Manager Race (White) −0.08 0.06 0.189
White 0.00 0.05 0.999

Help Coworkers
Job Motivation 0.15 0.02 0.000 0.15 0.02 0.000
Benevolent Power Use 0.08 0.03 0.008 0.03 0.01 0.000 0.11 0.03 0.000
Procedural Justice 0.05 0.04 0.205 0.03 0.01 0.000 0.08 0.04 0.048
Authority Interactional Justice −0.04 0.03 0.203 −0.01 0.00 0.023 −0.05 0.03 0.113
Workgroup Job Support 0.16 0.03 0.000 0.03 0.01 0.000 0.19 0.03 0.000
Coworker Interactional Justice 0.17 0.03 0.000 0.01 0.00 0.213 0.17 0.03 0.000
Pay Fairness 0.04 0.02 0.012 0.03 0.01 0.000 0.08 0.02 0.000
Work Overload 0.24 0.02 0.000 0.00 0.00 0.218 0.23 0.02 0.000
Job Autonomy 0.08 0.02 0.000 0.02 0.00 0.000 0.10 0.02 0.000
Age 0.00 0.00 0.306 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.00 0.00 0.072
Organization Size 0.05 0.02 0.027 −0.01 0.00 0.000 0.03 0.02 0.101
Manager Race (White) −0.04 0.06 0.526 −0.01 0.01 0.199 −0.05 0.07 0.425
White 0.08 0.06 0.204 0.00 0.01 0.999 0.08 0.06 0.208

Offer Suggestions
Job Motivation 0.14 0.03 0.000 0.14 0.03 0.000
Benevolent Power Use 0.07 0.03 0.036 0.03 0.01 0.000 0.10 0.03 0.002
Procedural Justice 0.12 0.04 0.003 0.03 0.01 0.000 0.15 0.04 0.000
Authority Interactional Justice −0.02 0.03 0.634 −0.01 0.00 0.024 −0.03 0.03 0.437
Workgroup Job Support 0.17 0.03 0.000 0.03 0.01 0.000 0.19 0.03 0.000
Coworker Interactional Justice 0.09 0.04 0.011 0.01 0.00 0.214 0.10 0.04 0.007
Pay Fairness 0.02 0.02 0.199 0.03 0.01 0.000 0.05 0.02 0.002
Work Overload 0.20 0.03 0.000 0.00 0.00 0.219 0.19 0.03 0.000
Job Autonomy 0.12 0.02 0.000 0.02 0.00 0.000 0.15 0.02 0.000
Age 0.00 0.00 0.893 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.00 0.00 0.382
Organization Size 0.01 0.02 0.797 −0.01 0.00 0.001 −0.01 0.02 0.779
Manager Race (White) −0.10 0.07 0.139 −0.01 0.01 0.200 −0.11 0.07 0.103
White 0.07 0.06 0.247 0.00 0.01 0.999 0.07 0.06 0.250

Do Extra Work
Job Motivation 0.43 0.03 0.000 0.43 0.03 0.000
Benevolent Power Use 0.20 0.04 0.000 0.09 0.01 0.000 0.28 0.04 0.000
Procedural Justice −0.02 0.05 0.724 0.08 0.02 0.000 0.06 0.05 0.237
Authority Interactional Justice −0.04 0.04 0.326 −0.03 0.01 0.015 −0.07 0.04 0.103
Workgroup Job Support 0.05 0.04 0.199 0.08 0.01 0.000 0.13 0.04 0.002
Coworker Interactional Justice 0.01 0.04 0.893 0.02 0.01 0.205 0.02 0.05 0.630
Pay Fairness 0.05 0.02 0.052 0.09 0.01 0.000 0.14 0.02 0.000
Work Overload 0.27 0.03 0.000 −0.01 0.01 0.210 0.26 0.03 0.000
Job Autonomy 0.07 0.03 0.005 0.07 0.01 0.000 0.14 0.03 0.000
Age 0.00 0.00 0.582 0.01 0.00 0.000 0.01 0.00 0.028
Organization Size 0.00 0.03 0.953 −0.03 0.01 0.000 −0.04 0.03 0.206
Manager Race (White) 0.02 0.09 0.847 −0.03 0.02 0.191 −0.02 0.09 0.859
White 0.21 0.08 0.010 0.00 0.02 0.999 0.21 0.08 0.013
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Regarding extra-role behaviors, we examined how various forms of authority and
coworker support influence three specific behaviors: helping coworkers, suggesting work-
place improvements, and volunteering for extra tasks. Concerning Hypothesis 2 regarding
the positive impact of authority support on extra-role behaviors, the path analyses reveal
that authority support affects different behaviors in distinct ways. Instrumental support
from authorities consistently influences all three types of extra-role behaviors. Benevolent
power use predicts higher levels of helping coworkers (B = 0.11, SE = 0.03, p < 0.001),
more suggestions (B = 0.10, SE = 0.03, p = 0.002), and increased volunteering (B = 0.28,
SE = 0.04, p < 0.001). Authorities who practice more procedural justice see increases in help-
ing coworkers (B = 0.08, SE = 0.04, p = 0.048) and offering suggestions (B = 0.15, SE = 0.04,
p < 0.001), but not in volunteering. Additionally, the absence of significant direct effects for
procedural justice on helping coworkers and the lack of significant findings for interactional
justice suggest that relational support from authorities plays a smaller role in shaping these
discretionary behaviors compared to instrumental support.

Hypothesis 3 predicts the impact of coworker support on extra-role behaviors. A pattern of
findings like that for authority support emerges. Coworker instrumental support predicts
all three types of extra-role behaviors: helping (B = 0.19, SE = 0.03, p < 0.001), suggestion-
giving (B = 0.19, SE = 0.03, p < 0.001), and volunteering (B = 0.13, SE = 0.04, p = 0.002).
Just as with procedural justice from authorities, coworker interactional justice strongly
predicts both helping (B = 0.17, SE = 0.03, p < 0.001) and suggesting (B = 0.10, SE = 0.04,
p = 0.007), but does not predict volunteering for extra tasks. Overall, the path analysis
results for authority and coworker support largely confirm Hypotheses 2 and 3, highlighting
that instrumental support is most important, while relational support may not directly lead
to volunteering for extra work, it does indirectly influence extra role behaviors.

Several control variables show significant associations with the extra-role behav-
iors. For all three behaviors, pay fairness, job autonomy, and work overload lead to
positive effects. When helping others, workload (B = 0.23, SE = 0.02, p < 0.001) is the
strongest predictor, followed by autonomy (B = 0.10, SE = 0.02, p < 0.001), then pay fairness
(B = 0.08, SE = 0.02, p < 0.001). For offering suggestions, workload (B = 0.19, SE = 0.03,
p < 0.001) and autonomy (B = 0.15, SE = 0.02, p < 0.001) similarly predict outcomes, with
pay fairness (B = 0.05, SE = 0.02, p = 0.002) less influential. In volunteering for extra tasks,
workload (B = 0.26, SE = 0.03, p < 0.001) remains the most important, but pay fairness
(B = 0.14, SE = 0.02, p < 0.001) and autonomy (B = 0.14, SE = 0.03, p < 0.001) are equally
significant. Among demographic variables, only respondents’ age and race matter, with
both positively associated with volunteering. Being white has a significant total effect
compared to non-white workers (B = 0.21, SE = 0.08, p = 0.013), and older workers are more
likely to volunteer extra work (B = 0.01, SE = 0.00, p = 0.028). Factors like organizational
size and manager race are not significant.

The path analyses also reveal several important findings related to the role of job
motivation, support, and extra-role behaviors. Our results confirm Hypothesis 4 that job
motivation is a consistent and strong predictor of all three extra-role behaviors. The analyses
show that motivation predicts helping (B = 0.15, SE = 0.02, p < 0.001), suggestion-giving
(B = 0.14, SE = 0.03, p < 0.001), and especially volunteering for extra work (B = 0.43,
SE = 0.03, p < 0.001).

Our model also reveals that job motivation is a crucial pathway connecting both
authority and coworker support to extra-role behaviors. Although modest, the indirect
effects of benevolent power use (B = 0.03, SE = 0.01, p < 0.001), procedural justice (B = 0.03,
SE = 0.01, p < 0.001), and workgroup support (B = 0.03, SE = 0.01, p < 0.001) on helping
coworkers are meaningful. As illustrated in Table 2, suggestion-giving shows a similar,
albeit weaker, pattern of indirect effects through motivation for both instrumental and
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relational authority support and coworker instrumental support. Volunteering for extra
work provides strong evidence of motivational mediation, with the indirect effects of
benevolent power and workgroup support (approximately 0.09 and 0.08) exceeding many
direct support effects.

5. Discussion
Our study investigates the impact of both authority and coworker instrumental and

relational support on workplace concerns central to positive organizational functioning:
workers’ job motivation and their extra-role behaviors (i.e., forms of organizational cit-
izenship behavior, e.g., Organ et al. 2006). We investigate how sources of support in-
spire job motivation via meeting worker needs as suggested by self-determination theory
(Deci et al. 2017). We pay particular attention to the influence of instrumental support via
social exchange (e.g., Blau 1964; Emerson 1976) and relational support via identity processes
(e.g., Tyler 2006; Tyler and Blader 2013) on workers’ willingness to perform extra-work
behaviors, beyond their routine job responsibilities. We argue that reciprocity is the key
mechanism to explain how authority and coworker instrumental and relational support
affect the extra-role behaviors. We then consider how job motivation may mediate be-
tween the supportive actions of workplace authorities and coworkers and those extra-role
behaviors. We draw three conclusions from the empirical patterns.

5.1. Impact on Job Motivation

First, authority and coworker instrumental support have strong positive effects on job
motivation, along with authorities’ procedural justice (relational support), in partial support
of Hypothesis 1. When an authority and coworkers provide instrumental support (resources
needed to do their jobs well), workers have what they need to perform competently and
effectively in their tasks and this, in turn, increases job motivation. In addition, procedural
justice by the authority increases workers’ feelings of empowerment and worth, positively
impacting job motivation. In contrast to patterns anticipated by Hypothesis 1, authority
interactional justice somewhat reduces motivation and coworker interactional justice has
no significant impact at all.

The lack of expected interactional justice effects on job motivation may suggest that
workers typically expect their work environment to be characterized by professionalism in
how they are treated, and therefore, it is independent of what motivates them to do their job.
The finding that authorities’ kind and respectful treatment slightly decreases work-related
motivation may stem from workers’ concerns that such treatment is superficial and may
be used strategically to extract more labor without adequate compensation, particularly
in the absence of instrumental or other relational support. Another possible reason is
that an overemphasis on interpersonal warmth indicates that the authority prioritizes
friendship over performance. This shift might transform the authority-worker dynamic
from a task-oriented relationship to one based on community bonds, where the desire to
preserve social harmony may compete with or overshadow the motivation to perform
well. Clearly, further research is needed to explore how workers perceive the motivations
underlying fair treatment and its impact on job motivation.

Our argument rests on how instrumental and relational support from authorities and
coworkers provides a means to meet workers’ needs, as described in self-determination
theory (Deci et al. 2017) (i.e., feeling skilled and effective at tasks, meaningful relatedness
to others, and having agency over job activities) to generate job motivation. Our findings
show that instrumental support from both sources and relational support in the form of
authorities’ decision-making justice enhance worker job motivation. Our lack of findings
regarding the effects of fair treatment might be scrutinized in future research aimed at
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understanding how each type and source could fulfill worker needs for competence,
meaningful relationships, and autonomy. Doing so could inform authorities on how to
manage their resources and craft work environments conducive to enhancing workers’
feelings of skill and task effectiveness.

5.2. Impact on Extra-Role Behaviors

Second, Hypotheses 2 and 3 are also partially supported. Authority and coworker
instrumental support positively affect all three types of extra-role behaviors (helping
coworkers, suggesting workplace improvements, and volunteering for extra tasks). This
pattern solidifies instrumental support as an important way for authorities to encourage
reciprocal, pro-organizational actions. Moreover, authorities should also foster instrumental
workgroup support, as this likewise cultivates reciprocity between coworkers, which
enhances participation in these extra-role behaviors. In addition, relational support via an
authority’s use of procedural justice and coworkers’ interactional justice increases two of
the three behaviors: helping coworkers and offering suggestions. Such behaviors solidify
relationships and may be seen by workers as less demanding than volunteering for extra
tasks, for which they may expect instrumental support in return. And an authority’s
enactment of interactional justice does not have a significant effect on any of the behaviors,
perhaps for reasons noted for the lack of effects on job motivation. Overall, instrumental
support from both sources has the greatest impact on these behaviors and the only impact
on volunteering, signaling workers’ fundamental concerns with ensuring resources for job
tasks in the workplace.

Third, supporting Hypothesis 4, job motivation is a consistent and strong predictor of all
three extra-role behaviors. Such findings are consistent with those of Foss et al. (2009) and
Christian et al. (2011). Motivation is an energizing force, encouraging workers to engage
in tasks beyond their routine responsibilities that benefit coworkers and the organization.
In addition, in partial support of Hypothesis 5, job motivation mediates some of the effects
of instrumental and relational support on the three extra-work behaviors. This mediation
process illustrates how supportive environments (from both sources) enhance motivation,
which, in turn, promotes prosocial workplace actions.

5.3. Observations About Sources of Support

Given that much of the work on job motivation and extra-role behaviors rarely brings
together two types of support from two distinct sources, our study is unique. More typically,
emphasis rests only on authority support. Our findings, however, show that coworker
support is equally important. For example, like authority instrumental support, coworker
instrumental support has a consistent and positive impact on both job motivation and
all three extra-work behaviors. These consistent findings may stem from the extent to
which instrumental support might be more readily conceptualized as the typical sort of
exchanges occurring in the workplace that create mutual obligations among parties (Blau
1964; Emerson 1976). The mechanism of reciprocity (Gouldner 1960) between an authority
and worker or among coworkers ensures successful fulfilment of these obligations and
fosters engagement in extra-role behaviors.

In contrast to these largely consistent effects of instrumental support from both sources,
relational support comes in different forms and, thus, emerges as differentially related
to the various extra-role behaviors. For example, unlike authority interactional justice,
coworker interactional justice has a positive effect on helping coworkers and suggesting
workplace improvements (but not on volunteering for extra work), whereas authority inter-
actional justice has no effects on any extra-role behaviors. The relational aspect of authority
procedural justice, however, directly and indirectly influences offering suggestions and
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indirectly influences volunteering for extra work. These findings to some extent support
the notion of homeomorphic reciprocity, suggested by Lavelle and colleagues (Lavelle et al.
2007, 2009), whereby reciprocated responses are often, though not always, of the same ilk
as their antecedents. Thus, for example, respect and honesty among coworkers encourages
helping coworkers in return.

5.4. Limitations and Future Directions

Although we asked only about three extra-role behaviors, our results underscore
the importance of considering distinctions in the effects of the types and sources of sup-
port across behaviors. Future research might expand both theorizing on and empirical
analysis of the links between these dimensions of support and these “helping” extra-
role behaviors and other forms of organizational citizenship behaviors like individual
initiative or organizational loyalty. Moreover, nuanced analyses may be more helpful to
authorities in understanding what sources and types of support may contribute to healthy
organizational functioning.

Our study is limited by its cross-sectional design. A longitudinal study would allow
us to disentangle the causal relationships among support, job motivation, and extra-work
behaviors. In addition, we have only one indicator of workgroup support to instantiate
our key concept of coworker instrumental support. Future work should assess this form
of support using several items, like our measures of the other types of support from
both authorities and coworkers. And, although we found that job motivation partially
mediates the effects of types of support on extra-role behaviors, the mediation was partial,
implying that other factors are at play. Future research should investigate alternative
mechanisms, such as a sense of belonging, that may coexist with work motivation to trigger
extra-role behaviors.

In future research, investigators could go beyond the dyadic approach to study broader
group dynamics. For instance, a strong, supportive climate among coworkers might
ameliorate the negative effects of a manager who fails to provide instrumental and perhaps
relational support. Other valuable insights into workgroup dynamics could examine the
impact of the type and source of support in remote or hybrid work environments, where
relational signals are less obvious.

6. Conclusions
This study advances understanding of workplace group processes by simultaneously

examining how different types of support from two sources shape worker outcomes. By
drawing upon self-determination theory, social exchange theory, and justice perspectives,
we developed and tested a model that considers both instrumental and relational support
from authorities and coworkers as antecedents to job motivation and extra-role behaviors.
In so doing we highlight dual supports, instrumental for what happens and relational for
how it happens.

From a practical standpoint, our results offer guidance for organizational leaders
seeking to cultivate productive work environments. The findings suggest that investing
in both instrumental and relational resources, providing adequate tools, training, and
assistance while also ensuring fair procedures and respectful treatment, is essential for
motivating workers and encouraging citizenship behaviors. Moreover, organizations
should recognize that fostering positive peer relationships is not merely “nice to have” but
a strategic imperative. Creating conditions that enable coworkers to support one another,
both instrumentally and relationally, can yield meaningful returns in terms of motivation
and discretionary effort.
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Ultimately, this study demonstrates that workplace productivity and citizenship de-
pend on a complex interplay of vertical and lateral relationships, instrumental and relational
resources, and cognitive orientations toward work. Organizations that attend to these mul-
tiple dimensions of workplace support are likely to reap benefits in terms of motivated,
engaged workers who go above and beyond their formal job requirements, ultimately
contributing to organizational success.
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