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Abstract: This study encourages volunteer managers to innovate when enhancing volunteers’ 

organizational commitment by adopting the new variable of psychological ownership, thus creating 

new management practices and systems. The findings indicate that psychological ownership 

significantly affects organizational commitment and can also enhance it through the partial 

mediating effect of volunteer motivation. Evidently, psychological ownership can become a major 

factor influencing volunteer retention. Consequently, two innovative management strategies are 

suggested to foster volunteer organizational commitment: Firstly, construct a diverse knowledge 

base for volunteer managers, facilitating a cognitive shift in leaders to enhance leadership, achieve 

better information sharing, and collaboration using diverse knowledge. Secondly, treat the 

organization’s volunteers as a subsystem, develop psychological ownership as the foundation for 

system operations, integrate the volunteer system with the staff system through a decentralized 

decision-making structure, ‘empower’ the volunteer system, and stimulate members’ sense of 

participation and responsibility, thereby fostering innovation and continuous improvement. 

Keywords: Innovation; Leadership; Volunteers; Motivation; Psychological Ownership; 

Organizational Commitment 

 

1. Introduction 

In 2019, the Corporation for National and Community Service (CNCS) reported that 

approximately 30% of the U.S. population, or about 77.95 million people, engaged in volunteer 

service, contributing 5.8 billion hours valued at approximately $147 billion; addi-tionally, volunteers 

under the U.S. Administration for Community Living (ACL) contrib-uted $1.7 billion that same year. 

Australian Bureau of Statistics data from 2021 shows that around 14.6 million Australians (44.2% of 

the population) engage in volunteer work at least once a week, with a total economic value of AU$29 

billion, accounting for 1.6% of the GDP. In Taiwan, the Ministry of Health and Welfare reported that 

in 2022, over 1.04 mil-lion volunteers provided approximately 128 million hours of service, with a 

total eco-nomic value exceeding NT$23.3 billion. 

Volunteers provide significant economic value to society, yet Forner’s research based on Self-

Determination Theory has identified a global decline in the number of volunteers, leading to 

intensified competition for volunteer resources and challenges in retaining volunteers. Poor 

leadership is identified as a crucial factor in volunteer turnover [1]. From the perspective of general 

organizational management practices, it is more advantageous to expect an organization to establish 

‘good mechanisms’ to retain volunteers rather than hoping for a wise leader. Nguyen et al.‘s study 

suggests the adoption of systems thinking as a driving factor in policy-making. Systems thinking is 

an interdisciplinary approach that integrates diverse perspectives and stakeholders into the policy-

making process. A systematic leadership style facilitates internal organizational change and 

innovation, enhancing the organization’s ability to tackle complex challenges [2]. To integrate 
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different viewpoints, leaders must possess extensive knowledge, innovative thinking, strategic 

vision, and leadership capabilities. Such leaders can drive organizational innovation, altering 

organizational structures, management styles, and processes to improve organizational efficiency, 

flexibility, and innovative capacity, thereby propelling overall business development and 

competitiveness [3]. 

From the perspective of volunteer management, traditional methods of using motivation and 

satisfaction to predict volunteers’ organizational commitment are due for a change. Warner, 

Newland, & Green applied the Kano method developed in the early 1980s to improve volunteer 

systems. They argue that merely measuring motivation and satisfaction might not provide sufficient 

insights to enhance volunteer systems. While understanding volunteers’ levels of motivation and 

satisfaction is important, these metrics may not predict key outcomes such as commitment to the 

organization, willingness to volunteer again, or encourage others to volunteer [4]. Zievinger & Swint 

suggest that to in-crease volunteer motivation and retention, organizations need to implement 

different methods and strategies. This includes providing appropriate training, recognition, and 

feedback, enhancing communication, offering support and assistance, and creating a positive 

working environment [5]. 

These studies demonstrate that exploring factors to enhance volunteer organizational 

commitment is feasible. Psychological ownership is an intriguing element in the organizational 

domain. Kim & So’s research highlights that psychological ownership is a concept that has attracted 

extensive attention in the business sector, significantly impacting organizational and individual 

behavior and outcomes. From the early theoretical foundations of psychological ownership to 

contemporary research on its application and impact within organizations, the concept of 

psychological ownership has been extensively explored and developed. Studies indicate that 

fostering a sense of psychological ownership can enhance employee engagement, teamwork, 

innovation capabilities, satisfaction, and loyalty, thereby improving organizational performance and 

competitive advantage. Therefore, organizations should recognize the importance of psychological 

ownership and incorporate it into their management strategies to achieve better performance and 

employee satisfaction [6]. 

However, research on the application of psychological ownership to volunteer organizational 

commitment is scant. Therefore, this study aims to discuss the impact of volunteers’ psychological 

ownership and functional motivation on organizational commitment, bringing a new perspective on 

psychological ownership to volunteer managers to enhance innovative thinking in promoting 

volunteer organizational commitment. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Volunteer Motivation 

From 1927 to 1932, George Elton Mayo, a psychology professor at Harvard University, 

developed the theory of the Hawthorne Effect, which paved the way for various motivation theories. 

Clary et al. (1988) introduced the Volunteer Functions Inventory (VFI), a tool for assessing volunteer 

motivations, identifying six volunteer functions: enhancement, understanding, protective, social, 

value, and career. These dimensions have become essential scales in volunteer research and heavily 

relied upon as a survey tool [7]. 

Suandi highlighted that most studies on motivation utilize factor analysis or content analysis to 

categorize volunteer motivations into: (1) egoism, which refers to motivations for enhancing personal 

benefits; (2) altruism, which describes the behavior of helping others without expecting rewards; and 

(3) social obligation, where volunteers feel a duty to ‘give back to society,’ which inspires their 

participation [8]. 

Newton et al. noted the increasing dependency on volunteers in Australia, emphasizing learning 

and development opportunities (LDOs) as a means to retain volunteers. They revealed that LDOs 

play a significant role in retaining volunteers, particularly those volunteering to build self-esteem 

(enhancement motivation), who are most likely to re-main and show higher organizational 

commitment and intent to stay. Conversely, those volunteering for career purposes, once they gain 
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the desired skills, often transition to paid positions. Social motivations were not predictive of 

volunteer retention [9]. 

Chaddha & Rai synthesized various studies to develop a conceptual model of volunteer 

motivation, acknowledging that volunteer service is a multifaceted structure. Factors include 

recognition, social interaction, reciprocity, responsiveness, self-esteem, societal involvement, values, 

understanding, protection, and career development, aligning closely with the VFI [10]. 

Zievinger & Swint studied volunteers at festival events in the hospitality industry, identifying 

factors affecting volunteer retention such as lack of recognition and feedback, inadequate training, 

insufficient communication, and lack of support. They stressed the importance of volunteer 

management, ensuring that organizations provide adequate support, training, communication, and 

recognition to maintain volunteers’ enthusiasm and participation [4]. 

Kim, Kim, & Lee assessed altruistic and egoistic motivations through value and enhancement 

motivations respectively, exploring their relationship with volunteer motivation, value 

internalization, and retention. They found that altruistic motivation negatively correlated with 

participation rates, whereas egoistic motivation showed a positive correlation. Value internalization 

also positively explained participation rates. The study suggests that recruitment should consider the 

alignment between volunteer motivations and the nature of the volunteer activities, and that 

enhancing value internalization during training can improve volunteer engagement and retention 

rates [11]. 

Merrilees, Miller, and Yakimova pointed out key determinants for volunteer retention, including 

job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and altruistic motivations. The importance of these 

factors may vary at different stages of a volunteer’s lifecycle, but altruistic motivation plays a 

significant role in the later stages of continued involvement [12]. 

Zhou & Kodama conducted a meta-analysis using the Volunteer Functions Inventory to examine 

the predictors of volunteer satisfaction, commitment, and behavior. Their findings indicate that 

different volunteer motivations significantly influence commitment, with all six motivations 

predicting positive outcomes, among which values emerged as the strongest predictor [13]. 

2.2. Organizational Commitment 

The concept of organizational commitment originated from Whyte’s “The Organization Man,” 

which portrayed organizational members not merely as employees but as individuals whose ultimate 

personal need is ‘belonging to the organization’—a notion that involves an emotional attachment and 

a sense of belonging [14]. Grusky in “Career Mobility and Organizational Commitment” initiated the 

trend of applying the concept of organizational commitment in practice. His research indicated that 

organizational commitment is closely related to the concepts of identification, centripetal force, and 

loyalty, and is intricately linked to organizational development; additionally, he noted that re-wards 

provided by organizations significantly enhance commitment [15]. 

Mowday and colleagues expanded the concept of organizational commitment, turning it into a 

significant subject within the field of management science and a crucial direction for organizational 

behavior studies [16]. The theoretical development of the concept aimed to explain the phenomenon 

of participation in social organizations [17–19], with factors influencing organizational commitment 

including motivation. Al-Madi et al. con-firmed that employee motivation significantly impacts 

affective and continuance commitments within an organization [20]. Altindis also established a 

positive relationship between the level of organizational commitment and work motivation among 

healthcare professionals [21]. 

Studies on organizational commitment have also extended into organizational psychology and 

behavior [22]. Employee commitment is vital as it necessitates the alignment of employees’ interests, 

goals, and needs with those of the organization to facilitate efficient work [23]. Pi, Chiu, & Lin 

investigated the impact of job stress, job satisfaction, and work values on organizational commitment 

among employees of different job types in an airline, finding divergent perspectives among employee 

categories on job satisfaction, work values, and organizational commitment. Employees with higher 
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job accomplishment and self-fulfillment or those who experience professional knowledge tend to 

exhibit stronger organizational commitment [24]. 

Asaloei et al. found significant positive correlations between job stress, emotional exhaustion, 

and job satisfaction with organizational commitment among healthcare workers, indicating a 

substantial impact on their commitment to the organization [25]. In discussing organizational 

behavior, it is essential to consider non-profit organizations (NPOs), which play a crucial role in the 

modern economic system, especially as governance in NPOs has increasingly become a focus of 

organizational studies. Cornforth [26] noted that few studies focus on key stakeholders in NPOs such 

as donors, funders, beneficiaries, and volunteers. The governance relationship between NPOs and 

internal stake-holders, such as volunteers, particularly regarding the role volunteers might play in 

implementing sustainable and effective strategies, has been underexplored [27,28]. 

Van Vuuren et al. compared paid and unpaid workers in non-profit organizations, finding that 

volunteers exhibited significantly higher levels of emotional commitment but lower levels of 

continuance commitment. Volunteers also demonstrated higher levels of normative commitment 

compared to paid workers [29]. A study on volunteers from Filipino educational partners elucidated 

the stages experienced in addressing their commitment to organizational services, resulting in the 

development of a selfless theory, concluding that organizational commitment involves an 

individual’s psychological attachment, participation, and identification [30]. 

Engelberg et al. studied three commitment targets among volunteers at a sports center: the 

organization (sports center), the volunteer work team, and the volunteer role, using Mowday et al.‘s 

conceptualization of the organizational commitment inventory. Data indicated that affective items 

had higher loadings than normative items from other structures, suggesting that sports volunteers 

are perceived as strongly committed to both sports and a type of community involvement [31].  

Juaneda-Ayensa et al. examined the human and organizational commitment: internal customer 

connections within non-profit organizations, analyzing the nature of the links between individuals 

and organizations from an organizational psychology perspective. Evidence highlighted distinctions 

between a sense of identity and the connections arising from a sense of pride [32]. 

Harmon-Darrow & Xu compared predictive variables of burnout, exploring strategies to retain 

volunteer mediators. They discovered that enhancing lateral associations among mediators could be 

an effective and pragmatic management strategy, serving well the participants, volunteer mediators, 

and programs, and preventing job burnout [33]. 

2.3. Psychological Ownership 

The exploration of psychological ownership dates back to early studies, such as those by Kline 

& France, who investigated the origins and nature of instincts and motivations in the process of 

property accumulation. They further attempted to thoroughly describe the psychopathologies 

triggered by the awareness of possession, highlighting the role of property in mental development 

[34]. Pierce, Rubenfeld, and Morgan defined psychological ownership as a psychological state where 

employees feel that specific targets within the organization, such as items, the organization itself, 

jobs, or technology, are ‘Mine’ or ‘Ours’ [35]. 

Dawkins et al. reviewed 40 studies focusing on employee psychological ownership, synthesizing 

theoretical trends and distinguishing between organization-based and job-based psychological 

ownership. They discussed the premises of psychological ownership and its moderating effects [36]. 

Liu et al. found that employees’ power distance mediated by organization-based psychological 

ownership, can lessen the impact of participative decision-making and a self-managing team 

atmosphere on job outcomes, based on organizational esteem and effective organizational 

commitment [37]. 

Muhammad and Rashid explored how employees’ psychological ownership of their jobs affects 

their organizational commitment. The findings indicate a correlation between psychological 

ownership and organizational commitment, with employees’ psychological ownership influencing 

their level of commitment to the organization. They recommended that managers should employ 

strategies to motivate employees, emphasize collective roles, and implement reward systems to 
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enhance employees’ sense of psychological ownership, which in turn affects their organizational 

commitment [38]. 

Boonsiritomachai et al., focusing on employees of a state-owned telecommunications company, 

found that psychological ownership had a significant impact on organizational commitment, 

primarily through ‘sense of belonging’ and ‘sense of job responsibility’. The study indicated that an 

employee’s sense of belonging to the organization and responsibility towards their job significantly 

influences the enhancement of organizational commitment [39]. 

From a psychological and spiritual perspective, research on psychological ownership has 

expanded from the individual to the societal level, starting from ‘home’ to ‘organization’; from 

psychological motives to behaviors; from management to marketing, forming an important research 

orientation across disciplines. Renz and Posthuma provided a comprehensive review of the 

development of psychological ownership theory, emphasizing the evolution over the past 30 years, 

including: individual psychological ownership and its formative and influencing factors on 

organizations or jobs. The impact of psycho-logical ownership at team and organizational levels, how 

to manage and promote its perception, psychological ownership feelings across different cultural 

backgrounds, international comparisons, and how leaders and managers can influence employees’ 

feelings of psychological ownership and apply the theory in management practices [40].  

While psychological ownership has established its significance in studies of employee 

organizations, its exploration in the critically impactful domain of volunteerism is sparse. Ainsworth 

shifted focus towards organizational volunteers, attempting to under-stand the relationship between 

feelings of ownership and volunteer service, examining how the ownership consciousness of 

providers in non-profit organizations affects volunteers’ attitudes and motivations. The study 

suggested that psychological ownership is a factor in retaining volunteers in community-based non-

profit organizations. Results indicated that volunteer service indeed increases the feeling of 

ownership, and volunteers’ sense of ownership positively affects volunteer behavior. However, time 

pressure is a significant moderator in these relationships, with different volunteer behaviors 

observable among volunteers under high and low time pressures [41]. 

3. Research Hypotheses and Methods 

3.1. Research Hypotheses 

Volunteer utilization is now a crucial aspect of organizational management. Based on the 

literature, this study focuses on volunteers at national primary schools, examining the relationship 

between psychological ownership and volunteer motivation, and organizational commitment. The 

hypotheses are set as follows:  

H1. Psychological ownership has a positive significant effect on volunteer motivation.  

H2. Volunteer motivation has a positive significant effect on organizational commitment.  

H3. Psychological ownership has a positive significant effect on organizational commitment. 

H4. Psychological ownership significantly positively influences organizational commitment through 

volunteer motivation. 
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Figure 1. Research framework. 

3.2. Questionnaire Development 

The scale for psychological ownership in this study is based on a 16-item measure developed by 

Avey et al. [42], adapted into Chinese after semantic verification by CHEN, HUI, & XI [43]. Given the 

target population of volunteers, four items related to the dimension of Territoriality, which are less 

applicable to volunteers, were omitted. Volunteer motivation was measured using the Volunteer 

Functions Inventory (VFI), which comprises 30 items across six indices developed by Clary et al. [6], 

and translated into Chinese by Ho et al. [44], referencing Lee’s [45] questionnaire used in studies on 

volunteers in Hong Kong. Organizational commitment was based on the concepts of Buchanan [46]; 

Mowday [47], and Meyer & Allen [48], covering three dimensions: value commitment, retention 

commitment, and effort commitment, with an 18-item scale developed in Chinese for this study. 

3.3. Sample 

Surveys were distributed among volunteer service management units at 13 primary schools in 

Taichung City, randomly administered to the schools’ volunteers. A total of 227 questionnaires were 

collected, with 212 valid responses used for data analysis. 

3.4. Instruments 

3.4.1. Reliability and Convergent Validity 

All constructs demonstrated robust composite reliability and average variance extracted (AVE), 

meeting the recommended standards [49–51]. Please refer to Table 1, which details the standard 

deviations and composite reliabilities ranging from 0.724 to 0.982. These results confirm the 

acceptable convergent validity as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Means, S.D, CR, AVE of each construct. 

Construct Item Mean  Std Dev  Std. CR  AVE  

POSE POSE01 5.58 1.11 0.917 0.937  0.833  

 POSE02 5.50 1.20 0.931   

 POSE03 5.24 1.21 0.890   

POA POA01 4.09 1.75 0.726 0.884  0.720  

 POA02 4.75 1.54 0.947   

 POA03 4.85 1.49 0.858   

POSP POSP01 5.27 1.36 0.915 0.853  0.664  

 POSP02 5.15 1.34 0.847   

 POSP03 5.72 1.17 0.661   
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POSI POSI01 5.50 1.30 0.886 0.914  0.779  

 POSI02 5.41 1.33 0.924   

 POSI03 5.48 1.24 0.836   

MC MC01 5.45 1.41 0.728 0.724  0.568  

 MC19 5.49 1.42 0.778   

MS MS02 4.59 1.58 0.553 0.757  0.518  

 MS04 4.72 1.64 0.688   

 MS06 5.43 1.35 0.880   

MV MV03 5.52 1.23 0.737 0.894  0.681  

 MV08 6.03 1.18 0.858   

 MV13 5.60 1.41 0.799   

 MV15 6.06 1.18 0.897   

ME ME05 5.34 1.42 0.883 0.918  0.737  

 ME11 5.35 1.41 0.824   

 ME18 5.45 1.43 0.885   

 ME20 5.81 1.29 0.840   

 MP07 5.64 1.37 0.839 0.880  0.648  

MP MP09 5.53 1.43 0.834   

 MP10 5.25 1.57 0.835   

 MP16 5.11 1.56 0.703   

MU MU12 5.78 1.20 0.901 0.909  0.715  

 MU14 5.85 1.21 0.897   

 MU17 5.87 1.18 0.869   

 MU21 5.31 1.43 0.699   

OCV OCV01 5.68 1.31 0.917 0.969  0.819  

 OCV02 5.73 1.28 0.923   

 OCV03 5.78 1.27 0.951   

 OCV04 5.70 1.30 0.919   

 OCV05 5.33 1.48 0.746   

 OCV06 5.70 1.26 0.940   

 OCV07 5.93 1.24 0.922   

OCS OCS01 5.88 1.24 0.948 0.982  0.889  

 OCS02 5.92 1.23 0.960   

 OCS03 5.87 1.28 0.940   

 OCS04 6.03 1.22 0.956   

 OCS05 6.09 1.23 0.958   

 OCS06 5.97 1.26 0.909   

 OCS07 5.91 1.26 0.927   

OCE OCE01 5.93 1.21 0.966 0.919  0.743  

 OCE02 5.82 1.26 0.916   

 OCE03 5.02 1.79 0.623   

 OCE04 5.87 1.34 0.902   

PO POSE 5.44 1.11 0.663 0.872  0.634  

 POA 4.56 1.42 0.701   

 POSP 5.38 1.13 0.908   

 POSI 5.46 1.19 0.884   

MO MC 5.47 1.25 0.851 0.948  0.754  

 MS 4.91 1.26 0.696   

 MV 5.80 1.08 0.895   

 ME 5.49 1.24 0.930   

 MP 5.38 1.27 0.881   

 MU 5.70 1.10 0.935   
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OC OCV 5.69 1.19 0.969 0.969  0.912  

 OCS 5.95 1.18 0.962   

 OCE 5.66 1.24 0.934   

Note1: Std., Standardized factor loadings; CR, Composite Reliability; AVE, Average Variance Extracted. Note2: 

POSE, Psychological Ownership Self-Efficacy; POA, Psychological Ownership Accountability; POSP, 

Psychological Ownership Sense of Place or Belongingness; POSI, Psychological Ownership Self-Idfntity; MC, 

Motivation Career; MS, Motivation Social; MV, Motivation Values; ME, Motivation Enhancement; MP, 

Motivation Portective; MU, Motivation Understanding; OCV, Organizational Commitment Value; OCS, 

Organizational Commitment Stay; OCE, Organizational Commitment Effort; PO, Psychological Ownership; 

MO, Motivation、VFI; OC, Organizational Commitment. 

3.4.2. Item Parceling 

In structural equation modeling, this study employs the maximum likelihood (ML) estimation 

method, which necessitates a large sample size and multivariate normal distribution of data. 

However, achieving multivariate normality is nearly impossible in latent model analysis due to 

constructs needing to be measured by multiple items, and a prerequisite is that the measurement 

items must be moderately to highly correlated with each other. Thus, Hair et al. recommend that item 

parceling has several advantages for the measurement model, including enhancing stability, 

reducing violations of the normal distribution assumption, reducing the number of estimated 

parameters, increasing the item-to-sample ratio, more stable parameter estimates, reducing 

uniqueness in measurement issues, and simplifying model interpretation. Item parceling can be 

defined as an aggregate level indicator composed of the mean (or sum) of two or more construct 

items [52]. 

With a total of 212 samples, this study qualifies as a small sample size in the context of structural 

equation modeling. To achieve stability in the survey results, the method of item parceling is used to 

simplify the research structure [53]. 

3.4.3. Discriminant Validity 

Discriminant validity was assessed following the method proposed by Fornell and Larcker [49]. 

The results show that the square root of most AVEs exceeds the correlation coefficients (see Table 2), 

except for the square root of AVE for MO, which is slightly less than the correlation coefficient 

between MO and OC. Given that the discrepancy is less than 0.1, this difference is considered 

negligible [54], hence the model still possesses adequate discriminant validity. 

Table 2. Results of discriminant validity by AVE. 

 AVE PO MO OC 

PO 0.634 0.796   

MO 0.754 0.709 0.868  

OC 0.912 0.737 0.885 0.955 

Note1: The items on the diagonal on bold represent the square roots of the AVE; off-diagonal elements are the 

correlation estimates. Note2: PO, Psychological Ownership; MO, Motivation; OC, Organizational Commitment. 

4. Results 

4.1. Sample profile 

The research encompasses a sample size of 212 individuals. The sample a majority of female 

(94.3%). Most of the academic qualifications are from college or university (67.5%). Most of the 

marriages are married with spouse (85.4%). Half of the participants in volunteer training participate 

occasionally (50.5%). About half of the respondents have no religious affiliation. More than 70% of 

people decide to volunteer on their own (70.3%), as shown in the Table 3. 
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Table 3. Sample profile. 

Variable Value Label Frequency Valid Percent 

Gender 

1. male 11 5.2 

2. female 200 94.3 

missing 1 0.5 

Education 

1. Elementary school or below 1 0.5 

2. Junior high school 8 3.8 

3. Senior high school or vocational school 35 16.5 

4. College or university 143 67.5 

5. Graduate studies or above 23 10.8 

missing 2 0.9 

Marriage 

1. Unmarried 10 4.7 

2. Married with spouse 181 85.4 

3. Widowed 11 5.2 

4. Divorced or separated 7 3.3 

missing 3 1.4 

Training tensity 

1. Never participated 28 13.2 

2. Occasionally participate 107 50.5 

3. Frequently participate 52 24.5 

4. Always participate 17 8.0 

missing 8 3.8 

religion 1. No religious belief 91 42.9 

 2. Have religious belief 121 57.1 

Reasons of 
volunteering 

1. Religion 2 0.9 

2. Organizations committed to service 25 11.8 

3. Family 36 17.0 

4. Personal decision 149 70.3 

 Total 212 100.0 

The research encompasses a sample size of 212 individuals. The average values of age is 48.59. 

The average values of seniority is 92.07. The average values of working hours per week is 6.396, as 

shown in the Table 4. 

Table 4. Sample profile of Descriptive Statistics. 

Variable N Mean ± Std. Dev. 

Age 194 48.59 ± 9.78 

Seniority  211 92.07 ± 88.43 

Hours/week 201 6.396 ± 33.77 

4.2. Model Fit 

Tiffany and Schumacker recommend reporting nine widely accepted fit indices to assess model 

fit. A good model fit is typically indicated by a chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio less than 3 [55]. 

Additionally, Hu and Bentler suggest independently evaluating each fit index while using stricter 

model fit criteria for control, such as Comparative Fit Index (CFI) > 0.90, Standardized Root Mean 

Square Residual (SRMR) < 0.08, and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) < 0.08 [56]. 

Table 5. Model fit. 

Model fit Criteria 
Model fit of 

research model 

Model fit of 

Bollen-Stine 

χ2 The small the better 414.444 86.174 
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DF  The large the better 62 62 

Normed Chi-sqr (χ2/DF)  1<χ2/DF<3 6.685 1.390 

RMSEA  <0.08 0.164 0.043 

SRMR <0.08 0.053 0.053 

TLI (NNFI) >0.9 0.864 0.991 

CFI >0.9 0.892 0.993 

GFI >0.9 0.771 0.974 

AGFI >0.9 0.663 0.968 

4.3. Path Analysis 

As shown in Table 6, the results of the path analysis indicate significant relationships between 

the constructs. Psychological Ownership (PO) significantly affects Motivation (MO) with a coefficient 

(b = 1.032, p < 0.001), explaining 50.2% of the variance in MO. 

Table 6. Regression coefficient. 

DV IV Unstd S.E. Unstd./S.E. p-value Std. R2 

MO PO 1.032 0.122 8.45 0.000 0.709 0.502 

OC MO 0.793 0.067 11.855 0.000 0.730 0.808 

 PO 0.347 0.09 3.851 0.000 0.219  

Note: PO, Psychological Ownership; MO, Motivation; OC, Organizational Commitment. 

Both Motivation (MO) (b = 0.793, p < 0.001) and Psychological Ownership (PO) (b = 0.347, p < 

0.001) have significant effects on Organizational Commitment (OC). The combined effect of these 

values explains 80.8% of the variance in OC. 

 

Figure 2. SEM model. Note: PO, Psychological Ownership; MO, Motivation; OC, Organizational 

Commitment. 

4.4. Mediation Effects 

The most commonly employed method to assess the indirect effects of mediating variables is the 

bootstrapping method. Compared to the causal steps approach and the Sobel test, bootstrapping has 

the advantage of not requiring the assumption of normal distribution, making it suitable for 

situations with small sample sizes or skewed data distributions. Additionally, by repeatedly 

sampling randomly from the original dataset, calculating statistics, and repeating this process 1,000 
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times or more, a sampling distribution of the indirect effects can be generated. This method produces 

confidence intervals that are more robust than those generated by traditional methods [57,58]. 

The confidence intervals (C.I.) obtained through the bootstrapping method are statistically 

robust, and it is preferable to use the bias-corrected bootstrapping approach. A significant mediating 

effect is indicated when zero is not found between the lower and upper limits of the confidence 

interval [58,59]. 

As shown in Table 7, the analysis reveals that zero is not present between the confidence 

intervals, indicating a significant mediating effect. The total indirect effect demonstrates the 

mediating role of PO→MO→OC (C.I. [0.513 to 1.125]), supporting the four re-search hypotheses. 

Table 7. Mediating effects. 

Effect 
Point 

estimate 

Bootstrap 1000 times 

Bias-corrected 95% 

Lower bound Upper bound 

Total effect    

PO→OC 1.165 0.993 1.395 

Total indirect effect    

PO→MO→OC 0.818 0.513 1.125 

Direct effect    

PO→OC 0.347 0.036 0.732 

Note: PO, Psychological Ownership; MO, Motivation; OC, Organizational Commitment. 

5. Discussion and Future Research Recommendations 

5.1. Discussion and Findings 

Numerous past studies have utilized the Volunteer Functions Inventory (VFI) as a means to 

assess the motivational underpinnings of volunteer commitment, consistently finding that 

motivations influence organizational commitment [8,12]. Even when categorizing the VFI into the 

most frequently discussed altruistic and egoistic motives, it was found that altruism significantly 

impacts organizational commitment [10,11]. Studies concerning psychological ownership among 

corporate employees have also demonstrated that psychological ownership affects organizational 

commitment [35–38]. 

This study examined the relationship between psychological ownership, motivation, and 

organizational commitment among educational volunteers, also comparing the relative impact 

strengths of psychological ownership and motivation on organizational commitment. The findings 

reveal significant effects: psychological ownership significantly influences volunteer motivation; 

volunteer motivation positively impacts organization-al commitment; and psychological ownership 

positively influences organizational commitment. Psychological ownership was found to indirectly 

influence organizational commitment through volunteer motivation, demonstrating a mediating 

effect of volunteer motivation between psychological ownership and organizational commitment. 

Comparatively, the total effect of psychological ownership (1.165) was greater than its direct effect 

on organizational commitment (0.347), indicating that besides the direct impacts, psychological 

ownership also indirectly influences organizational commitment through motivational pathways. 

Moreover, the indirect effect of motivation on organizational commitment (0.818) highlights its 

mediating role between psychological ownership and organizational commitment. 

The research findings support the notion that ‘psychological ownership among volunteers is a 

significant factor influencing organizational commitment.’ This equates to recommending a new 

method to volunteer managers for enhancing volunteer organizational commitment by leveraging 

the concept of psychological ownership. Expanding the mindset and knowledge of leaders about 

fostering volunteer commitment provides the first pathway to organizational innovation: leadership 

transformation. When leadership knowledge is diversified, as Yang and Wang suggest in their 

recommendations for cross-sectoral collaboration in sustainable contexts, trust can achieve better 
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information sharing, collaboration, and problem-solving. An innovatively assembled team with di-

verse viewpoints and expertise can foster creativity and innovative solutions [3]. 

5.2. Management Implications 

Given that psychological ownership is a significant factor affecting organizational commitment, 

managers can contemplate the development of psychological ownership concepts starting from 

“property rights.” To promote organizational commitment, the objective would be to enable 

volunteers to physically possess an item, thereby stimulating innovative thinking among managers. 

This can involve incorporating new elements of psychological ownership within the organizational 

system to innovate volunteer management. 

For instance, practical measures could include providing volunteers with a designated 

workspace or rest area equipped with fixed furniture, establishing a ‘home base’ that fosters a sense 

of ownership. Alternatively, supplying volunteers with ‘uniforms’ can offer clear identification and 

symbolism during service. These tangible assets, such as the physical ‘home base’ or uniforms, can 

then be imbued with value or symbolic meaning, transitioning into ‘psychological ownership’. For 

example, empowering volunteers to personalize the home base as their ‘second home’ and conveying 

that wearing the uniform signifies sharing the organization’s honor and disgrace. Upon completing 

assigned tasks, volunteers might receive small tokens of appreciation or badges that signify their 

contributions at various stages, recognized and celebrated by other volunteers who articulate the 

value and meaning of these awards, thereby enhancing the volunteers’ perception of their own value 

and increasing their commitment to continue serving. 

In the context of educational volunteers at national schools, volunteers conceptually assist school 

staff in advancing educational work, with actual tasks including guiding students safely to and from 

school, telling moral stories during morning self-study sessions, providing after-school homework 

help for children whose parents are still at work, assisting with school recycling initiatives, and 

organizing library resources and lending. School volunteers constitute an effective operational 

system within the school: students receive education reassured by the volunteers, while teachers and 

staff gain deeper in-sights into students’ backgrounds and individual needs through interactions 

with parent volunteers. 

When a principal integrates resources, centering psychological ownership at the axis of the 

volunteer system’s operation, and merges the volunteer system with the school staff system through 

a decentralized decision-making structure, empowering the volunteer system represents an 

organizational innovation. By granting decision-making authority to more individuals, the 

organization can enhance member participation and a sense of responsibility, increase organizational 

flexibility and responsiveness, and encourage active employee engagement, new ideas, and ongoing 

innovation and improvement [60]. 

5.3. Research Limitations and Suggestions 

Although this study underscores the potential of psychological ownership as a tool to promote 

organizational commitment, it is limited by the focus on educational volunteers, necessitating further 

verification among different types of volunteers to avoid overly broad conclusions. Additionally, as 

a preliminary study using a small sample, its explanatory power is limited. Future researchers 

interested in exploring volunteer psychological ownership could expand the categories and number 

of volunteers to potentially establish more convincing conclusions. 
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