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ABSTRACT

Objective: The modern concept of corporate social responsibility (CSR) is increas-
ingly becoming integrated into the practices of organizations. One of the dis-
tinctive individual competencies in CSR is the ability to work in a multicultural 
environment. This study proposes a suitable empirical measurement tool that 
facilitates understanding organizational citizenship behaviors focused on cultural 
diversity (OCBCs).

Methodology: To validate the OCBC measure, 980 participants completed 
the questionnaire (n = 980). An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted 
on one part of the sample as a prerequisite to a confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) on the other part of the sample.

Finding: This tool enabled the identification of two main types of OCBCs: cultural 
initiative and cultural helping. These actions enhance organizational practices for 
integrating cultural diversity and promoting diverse cultural values.

Value Added: This study furthers the understanding of OCBCs and the role of 
individuals in culturally diverse contexts. This study contributes to international 
human resource management research and practice by developing an instrument 
for use in expatriate contexts or in those associated with organizational cultural 
diversity. It provides a deeper look at OCBs and contributes to the scientific lit-
erature on the role of human resources in promoting sustainable development 
in organizations.

Recommendations: The OCBCs measurement tool could assist human resource 
managers seeking to encourage and facilitate the performance of appropriate 
OCBCs in the workplace. This performance will allow OCBCs to facilitate informal 
learning.

Key words: organizational citizenship behaviors, measurement scale, cultural 
diversity, cultural initiative, cultural helping, ethical behavior.
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Introduction

International recruitment is an attractive option for organizations facing staff-
ing shortages or a lack of skilled labor (Morence et al., 2020; Han et al., 2022). 
The world currently has a growing number of expatriates (Han et al., 2022), 
estimated at approximately 57 million (Han et al., 2022; Ireland, 2021). Growth 
is expected to continue over the next few years at a compound annual rate of 
roughly 5% (Ireland, 2021). International assignments require expatriates to 
adapt to complex work and non-work contexts, generating many challenges 
(Chen et al., 2010; Lee & Nguyen, 2019). Expatriates are expected to interact 
effectively with people from different cultural backgrounds, which also gener-
ates significant challenges (Grobelna, 2015; Zhang et al., 2022). These assign-
ments are regularly associated with low adaptation (Coughlan et al., 2019) and 
high financial costs (Bader et al., 2021). On average, international organizations 
have an estimated yearly cost of expatriate failure ranging from US$200,000 to 
US$1.2 million (Lee et al., 2019). The failure rate and costs of failure do not differ 
between the different types of international organizations (Iorgulescu & Răvar, 
2014). Therefore, many organizations rely on new employee training to develop 
cultural competency, foster adaptability, improve individual performance, and 
limit expatriate failure (Morris & Robie, 2001; Phanphairoj & Piromsombat, 2019). 
Over the past two decades, however, research findings have instead shown 
that 70–90% of organizational learning occurs continuously yet informally in 
the workplace (Cerasoli et al., 2018). This type of learning leads employees to 
identify or create learning opportunities outside of traditional training contexts 
(e.g., cultural discovery, awareness activities, and mentoring programs for skill 
development) (Bell, 2017; Ford et al., 2018).

One form of informal practice in organizations are organizational citizenship 
behaviors (OCBs). These behaviors are voluntary, not prescribed by the organ-
ization, and can help improve the company’s effectiveness and efficiency in 
the context of cultural diversity (e.g., Kadam et al., 2021; Kumari et al, 2022; Ng 
et al., 2019; Popescu et al., 2018). This study responds to the invitation from 
Ng et al. (2019) to further the understanding of OCBs and the role of individ-
uals in cultural contexts. Previous studies have primarily focused on OCBs in 
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general, without considering behaviors associated with cultural diversity (Kadam 
et al., 2021). Therefore, the main objective of this study is to propose a suita-
ble measurement instrument that facilitates the understanding and analysis of 
organizational citizenship behaviors focused on cultural diversity (OCBCs).

This research is a component of the modern Corporate Social Responsibility 
(CSR) standpoint that aims to construct a suitable empirical assessment instru-
ment to enhance the comprehension of OCBCs. This goal aligns with modern 
CSR’s anticipations of inclusivity and regard for diversity. Organizations recog-
nize CSR as a managerial approach that enhances business efficacy by balancing 
financial gain and societal welfare. They acknowledge it as an essential element 
of their development strategy (Carroll, 2021; Coelho et al., 2023). The world-
wide dedication to sustainable development has progressed from a limited and 
frequently sidelined notion to an intricate and multi-faceted concept, progres-
sively pivotal in corporate determinations (Cochran, 2007; Barauskaite & Strei-
mikiene, 2021). Consequently, this investigation endeavors to enhance our insight 
into OCBCs and the role of individuals in culturally diverse settings, presenting 
opportunities for cultivating an all-encompassing, cooperative, and considerate 
workplace ambiance.

General scales for assessing OCBs must be more specific to capture essential 
facets of OCBs (Chiaburu et al., 2015). This study provides two main potential 
contributions and two managerial implications. First, this study contributes to 
international human resource management research and practice by develop-
ing an instrument for use in expatriate contexts or in those associated with 
organizational cultural diversity. Second, it provides a deeper look at OCBs and 
contributes to the scientific literature on the role of human resources in pro-
moting sustainable development in organizations (Macke & Genari, 2018; Amru-
tha & Geetha, 2020).

The remainder of this article is divided into four sections. The first section 
introduces the model, the main concepts associated with OCBs, and their poten-
tial applications in diversity management. The second section proposes a meas-
urement instrument for OCBCs and explains the study’s methodology. The third 
section presents the analyses of the results, and the last section presents the dis-
cussion, limitations, and conclusions of the study.
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OCBs

OCBs have received increasing attention from organizational behavior research-
ers (e.g., Bolino et al., 2013; Dekas et al., 2013; de Geus et al., 2020; Hafeez 
et al., 2022; Podsakoff et al., 2009). They are defined as “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, 1988, p. 4). OCBs are grounded in organizational studies and the human 
relations tradition of cooperation and collaboration (Organ, 2015; Tran & Choi, 
2019).

The concept of OCBs is based on Barnard’s (1968) and Katz’s (1964) earlier 
distinctions between in- and out-of-role behaviors. Moreover, the roots of almost 
all forms of OCBs can be traced back to Katz’s (1964) framework. Eventually, 
Smith et al. (1983) introduced OCBs, which Organ (e.g., 1988, 1994, 1997, 2006, 
2013, 2015, and 2018) and many other researchers (e.g., Hafeez et al., 2022; 
Podsakoff et al., 2000, 2009; Ying et al., 2015; Zhang & Xu, 2019) used with 
increasing precision.

In a critical review of the theoretical and empirical literature on OCBs, Pod-
sakoff et al. (2000) identified 30 potential OCB dimensions. Based on their defi-
nitions, the authors reported a lot of conceptual overlap between the concepts. 
This review led Organ et al. (2006) to organize the dimensions into seven com-
mon themes: (a) helping, (b) sportsmanship, (c) organizational loyalty, (d) organ-
izational compliance, (e) individual initiative, (f) civic virtue, and (g) self-develop-
ment. Helping behavior is defined as “behavior [that] voluntarily involves helping 
others with, or preventing the occurrence of, work-related problems” (Organ 
et al., 2006, p. 308). People with sportsmanship “Not only do not complain when 
they are inconvenienced by others but also who maintain a positive attitude 
even when things do not go their way, are not offended when others do not 
follow their suggestions, are willing to sacrifice their interest for the good of 
the work group, and do not take the rejection of their ideas personally” (Organ 
et al., 2006, p. 308).

Organizational loyalty involves “promoting the organization to outsiders, 
protecting and defending it against external threats, and remaining committed 
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to it even under adverse conditions” (Organ et al., 2006, p. 309). Organizational 
compliance is defined as the “internalization and acceptance of the organiza-
tion’s rules, regulations, and procedures, which results in a scrupulous adher-
ence to them, even when no one observes or monitors compliance” (Organ 
et al., 2006, p. 309). Additionally, individual initiatives are defined as “voluntary 
acts of creativity and innovation designed to improve one’s task or the organi-
zation’s performance, persisting with extra enthusiasm and effort to accomplish 
one’s job, volunteering to take on extra responsibilities, and encouraging others 
in the organization to do the same” (Organ et al., 2006, p. 309).

Civic virtue, on the other hand, is defined as “a macro-level interest in, or 
commitment to, the organization. This mindset is shown by a willingness to par-
ticipate actively in its governance (e.g., to attend meetings, engage in policy 
debates, express one’s opinion about what strategy the organization ought to 
follow, and so on), to monitor its environment for threats and opportunities (e.g., 
to keep up with changes in the industry that might affect the organization), and to 
look out for its best interests (e.g., to report fire hazards or suspicious activities, 
lock doors, and so on) even at great personal cost” (Organ et al. 2006, p. 310).

Moreover, personal development is defined as “voluntary behaviors employ-
ees engage in to improve their knowledge, skills, and abilities” (Organ et al., 2006, 
p. 310). Thus, the many types of OCBs previously identified in the literature fit 
into one of the seven categories mentioned above.

There is a strong link between OCBs and several desirable outcomes, such 
as individual or organizational performance quality (Lee et al., 2013; Ang & Van 
Dyne, 2015) and contextual performance (Ocampo et al., 2018). OCBs enable 
the analysis of performance contingencies and a more precise and complex 
measurement of organizational cooperation than when analyzing the relationship 
between individual performance efforts and outcomes (Tagliabue et al., 2020). 
Discretionary effort can thus be effectively operationalized by measuring the 
concept of willingness to cooperate (Podsakoff et al., 2000).

OCBs are considered ethical work behaviors that facilitate cooperation and help 
the collective function in the organization (Koo & Lee, 2022; Sguera et al., 2018; 
Chiu & Hackett, 2017). OCBs assume that employees care about their employer and 
do their best for the organization only if they feel financial and socio-psychological 
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appreciation from their employer (Mousa et al., 2020). In other words, employees 
care more about their organization when they perceive that their organization 
values them (Blau, 2017; Aryee et al., 2002). Social exchange theory suggests that 
employees engage in OCBs to respond to the favorable treatment and feedback 
they receive from their organization (Deckop et al., 2003; Koo & Lee, 2022). For 
instance, OCBs can occur when employees receive positive feedback for doing 
their best, regardless of expected performance thresholds (Miller et al., 2014). 
These unregulated behaviors are, therefore, non-reprehensible and have posi-
tive, shared results between individuals and organizations (Tagliabue et al., 2020; 
Wang et al., 2020). Podsakoff et al. (2009) showed a strong link between OCBs 
and low employee turnover and absenteeism and high productivity and efficiency. 
Other research has identified predictors such as satisfaction (e.g., Chan & Lai, 
2017; Batra & Kaur, 2021), motivation (e.g., Joo & Jo, 2017; Somech & Khotaba, 
2017), productivity (e.g., Ismael et al., 2022; Kataria & Adhikari, 2022), auton-
omy (e.g., Akram et al., 2017), quality of work (Osman et al., 2021); and commit-
ment (e.g., Hu et al., 2017). OCBs also contribute to the creation of a psychologically 
healthy work environment by (a) stimulating the development of interpersonal 
relationships, (b) avoiding creating difficult situations for others, (c) demonstrat-
ing a high tolerance to adverse situations (e.g., a lack of respect and fairness), 
(d) agreeing to abide by the rules and laws governing the organization’s activity, 
and (e) voluntarily getting involved in the informal social and cultural events at 
the organization (Osman et al., 2021; Popescu et al., 2018).

Finally, organizations are always looking for ways to improve their performance 
and are increasingly considering using OCBs for this task (e.g., Yang et al., 2016; Hart 
et al., 2016). This need has led other researchers to adapt the concept of OCBs and 
these measurement scales to different contexts, such as higher education in Viet-
nam (Phuong, 2021), and different types of behaviors, such as environmental OCBs 
(Boiral, 2009; Ostertag, 2023) or community citizenship behaviors (Wu et al., 2022).

OCBs and cultural diversity in the organization

To our knowledge, the concept of OCBs was recently introduced into cultural 
diversity management research (Bizri, 2018). Although widely studied in various 
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industries, it seems that no research has yet examined OCBs associated with 
cultural diversity behaviors in organizations. Moreover, no OCB scale has been 
developed for this context.

In contexts characterized by cultural diversity, OCBs acquire particular impor-
tance, serving as drivers for fostering cultural diversity within the organizational 
setting (Kuknor et al., 2023). Acknowledging and appreciating cultural distinc-
tions and individuals’ capacity to adjust and engage effectively within an inter-
cultural environment underpin the correlation between cultural diversity and 
OCBs (Kadam et al., 2021). Components such as conscientiousness, altruism, 
courtesy, team spirit, and civic virtue are pivotal (Haass et al., 2023). OCBs can 
manifest in various forms within culturally diverse settings, including involve-
ment in cross-cultural mentoring initiatives, advocacy for cultural sensitivity, 
or active engagement in endeavors to nurture diversity and inclusion (Douglas, 
2018; Naqshbandi et al., 2024). Several fundamental principles, such as intercul-
tural sensitivity, intercultural communication, and diversity management, under-
pin OCBCs (Dahl, 2019). Intercultural sensitivity denotes individuals’ capability 
to acknowledge, respect, and value cultural disparities, fostering an inclusive 
organizational atmosphere that encourages collaboration among individuals from 
diverse cultural backgrounds (Kuknor et al., 2023). Interpersonal communication 
across cultures is equally crucial, facilitating the sharing of ideas and resolving 
challenges within multicultural milieus (Dahl, 2019). Meanwhile, diversity man-
agement revolves around implementing organizational strategies and protocols 
that support integration and equal opportunities for all personnel, irrespective 
of their cultural heritage (Deepak & Perwez, 2023). By supporting such initiatives, 
organizations can foster a more inclusive culture and positive work environment 
and strengthen their social responsibility as proponents for promoting diversity 
(Paolillo et al., 2021; Ruiz-Palomino et al., 2023).

For the present study, the concept of environmental OCBs and its measure-
ment scale (Boiral & Paillé, 2012) will be adapted into OCBCs aimed at identifying 
behaviors specific to managing diversity in the organization. The environmental 
OCBs categories – eco-initiatives, eco-civic engagement, and eco-helping – are 
easily oriented toward cultural diversity considerations that benefit the organi-
zations, their employees, and society in general.
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This adaptation leads us to propose the following definition of OCBCs; indi-
vidual and discretionary social behaviors that are not explicitly recognized by 
the formal reward system and contribute to more effective management of 
cultural diversity in the organization. The first form of OCBC is cultural helping, 
which includes behaviors related to altruism. Some examples of cultural help-
ing are encouraging other employees to act in a culturally competent manner, 
helping individuals solve problems associated with diversity, and collaboration 
among people of diverse cultures within an organization.

The second form of OCBC is cultural civic engagement in which people 
support diversity management policies, participate in cultural events involving 
the organization, and ensure a positive representation of diversity management. 
In this way, individuals help to develop information that can improve all cultural 
groups’ meaningful integration within the organization or the development of 
cultural competencies in the cognitive, metacognitive, behavioral, and motiva-
tional dimensions.

The third form of OCBC are cultural initiatives, which are based on internal 
involvement and participation in activities. Some examples of cultural initiatives 
include making suggestions for improving diversity management, sharing infor-
mation on cultural differences, and seeking to reduce social stigmas associated 
with cultural differences. Table 1 describes the main categories of OCBCs.
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Table 1. Main OCBC categories

Main OCBC Definition adapted 
to OCBC Possible cultural applications

Cultural helping

Discretionary 
behavior and 
suggestions for 
improving cross-
cultural practices 
or performance.

Behavior to encourage other employees to 
address these concerns;

Efforts to avoid conflicts associated with cultural 
differences;

Collaboration to promote diversity;

Acceptance and positive attitudes toward 
inconvenience and additional workloads 
that may result from cultural practices (e.g., 
cross-cultural training, language barriers, 
implementation of cultural procedures, etc.);

Cultural 
engagement

Voluntary 
participation in 
an organization’s 
intercultural 
programs and 
activities.

Adherence to cultural policies and objectives;

Promotion of the organization’s cross-cultural 
concerns to stakeholders;

Development of knowledge, skills, and personal 
values to better understand and integrate 
diversity concerns into the organization and 
acquisition of information related to different 
cultures: religions, values, socio-political trends, 
food, etc.;

Participation in cross-cultural training programs; 
Acquisition of information related to different 
cultures: religions, values, socio-political trends, 
food, etc.;

Cultural initiatives

Voluntarily help 
colleagues to 
better integrate 
cross-cultural 
concerns and 
cultural differences 
in the workplace.

Participation in intercultural activities;

Sharing knowledge, information, and 
suggestions on stigma prevention;

Initiating new projects and integration activities;

Openly questioning practices that may hinder 
cultural openness, adaptation, integration, etc.

Source: Adapted from Boiral and Paillé (2012, p. 436).
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Methodology

This study tests and validates a measurement instrument for key dimensions 
of OCBCs. The study’s methodological approach was chosen based on a vali-
dated methodology (e.g., Hall & Van Ryzin, 2018; Boiral & Paillé, 2012; Boateng 
et al., 2018). To ensure correspondence between a variable’s construct (its con-
ceptual definition) and the operational procedure for measuring it, the devel-
opment and validation of the scale involved three steps: (a) adapting the items, 
(b) testing them, and (c) validating them.

Measure

The first step was to develop and evaluate a set of items built on the three 
dimensions of environmental OCBs (eco-initiatives, eco-civic engagement, and 
eco-helping). These dimensions were oriented toward diversity considerations. 
The list of items was developed based on the definition of these categories as 
they apply to OCBCs. This list includes thirteen items, of which four assess self-
help behaviors, another four evaluate civic engagement, and five assess individual 
initiatives. To avoid estimation errors with negatively worded items, all items were 
positively worded (Henderson et al., 2020). The list of randomly ordered items 
was submitted to five bilingual researchers. The researchers were asked to form 
clusters of similar items and relate these clusters to the original environmen-
tal OCBs core categories. To facilitate this process, the categories were clearly 
defined. The five researchers also ensured that the two versions of the scale 
(English and French) corresponded with each other.

Table 1 presents the items of the OCBC measurement questionnaire adapted 
from Boiral and Paillé (2012). Although the items in the proposed questionnaire 
may seem generic, they encompass a wide range of OCBCs and can be applied to 
various contexts, organizations, and work activities. However, the more specific 
the OCBC items are, the more likely they are to apply only to specific organiza-
tions, industries, occupations, or circumstances (Boiral & Paillé, 2012). The appli-
cation and generalization of these elements can, therefore, be problematic. For 
the same reason, most OCB measures developed and used in the literature remain 
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relatively general and unspecific (Organ et al., 2006; Boiral & Paillé, 2012). There-
fore, the list of items regarding OCBCs used in this study (Table 2) is in line with 
the literature on OCBs. This list of items (Table 2) was presented in random order 
to respondents, who then indicated how much they agreed or disagreed with each 
item using a Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree).

Table 2. OCBC list items

Main OCBC 
categories OCBC# Suggested items

Cultural helping

OCBC 1
I spontaneously give my time to help my 
colleagues be culturally sensitive in everything 
they do at work.

OCBC 2 I encourage my colleagues to adopt more 
diversity-conscious behavior.

OCBC 3 I encourage my colleagues to express their ideas 
and opinions about cultural issues.

OCBC 4
I willingly share my expertise with other 
colleagues to help them better understand 
cultural differences.

Cultural civic 
engagement

OCBC 5 I stay informed of my organization’s cultural 
efforts.

OCBC 6 I actively participate in cultural activities or 
programs organized by my company.

OCBC 7 I make gestures of openness to diversity that 
contribute positively to my organization’s image.

OCBC 8 I volunteer for projects or activities that address 
cultural issues in my organization.

Cultural initiatives

OCBC 9 I weigh my actions before doing something that 
could affect colleagues from another culture.

OCBC 10 I voluntarily carry out cultural actions and 
initiatives in my daily work activities.

OCBC 11 I make suggestions about ways to promote 
cultural integration.

OCBC 12
I suggest new practices that could improve my 
organization’s performance in different cultural 
situations.

OCBC 13 I am willing to take the time to share information 
about cultural issues with my colleagues.

Source: Adapted from Boiral and Paillé (2012, p. 436).
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Participants

The questionnaires were distributed electronically to expatriates around the world. 
This mode of administration was chosen due to the scarcity of and difficult access 
to the target population (Bujold et al., 2022). One of the main advantages of 
online surveys is the openness and flexibility for addressing a wide range of issues. 
The online questionnaire also overcame the geographic distance and other restric-
tions associated with COVID-19. Potential participants were contacted via private 
Facebook groups. A total of 100 private expatriate groups out of the 175 groups 
contacted agreed to distribute the link to the questionnaire in electronic format.

The groups were identified with the keywords “abroad”, “working abroad”, or 
“expatriate” on Facebook, and invitations were sent to join the groups. Expatriates 
were invited to participate after reviewing the general objectives of the study 
and the consent form. The consent form summarized the ethical guidelines and 
objectives of the study. This approach resulted in the recruitment of 980 partic-
ipants (n = 980) randomly assigned to two groups.

Group 1 (Study 1, exploratory factor analysis)

For Group 1, the survey questionnaires were completed by 333 expatriate workers 
who could express themselves in French (n = 242) or English (n = 91). A total of 277 
women and 56 men returned completed questionnaires. The average age range of 
the respondents in the sample was 35–44 years (SD = 1.15), while the average total 
duration of expatriation was 64 months (SD = 68.76). We exceeded the minimum 
requirement of 130 participants (13 questions x 10) proposed by Hair et al. (2019).

Group 2 (Study 2, confirmatory factor analysis)

For Group 2, the survey questionnaires were completed by 647 expatriate workers 
who could express themselves in French (n = 313) or English (n = 334). A total 
of 516 women and 131 men returned completed questionnaires. The average 
age range of the sample was 35–44 years (SD = 1.19), while the average total 
duration of expatriation was 68 months (SD = 78.47). Therefore, the final sample 
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consisted of 647 expatriates at the time of the study. As shown in Table 1, they 
were predominantly white women, mostly between the ages of 25 and 44, and 
highly educated. The participants were mostly employed in the private sector. 
Table 3 presents the characteristics of this final sample.

Table 3. Sample characteristics (N = 647)

Gender

Women 80.5%

Men 19.5%

Age

18–24 4.2%

25–34 29.9%

35–44 29.7%

45–54 22.4%

55–64 9.6%

over 65 4.2%

Sector

Public 25%

Private 75%

Level of education

High school 6.4%

Undergraduate degree 28.3%

Graduate degree (and more) 65.3%

Number of years working abroad

Less than one year 4.2%

1 to 5 years 27.6%

5 to 10 years 26.4%

Over 10 years 43.8%

Ethnicity

White 84%

Asian 4%

Black 3%

Hispanic 2%

Native 1%

Other 6%

Source: Own elaboration.
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Data analyses

The data analyses were conducted in two stages. The first stage tested the OCBC 
items on a sample of expatriates. This step focused on exploratory factor anal-
ysis (EFA) of the set of items to identify a compact and reliable subset of items 
to constitute the scale. Following Berger’s (2021) recommendation, an EFA was 
conducted on one portion of the sample as a precursor to confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA) on the other portion of the sample. The main objective of the CFA 
was to explore the underlying factor structure of the OCBCs. The second stage val-
idated the scale with a new sample of expatriates. This step focused on exploring 
theoretically expected relationships with other variables and aimed to examine 
and confirm the factor structure the EFA revealed. These two stages of analysis 
are described in more detail in the next subsection.

Exploratory Factor Analysis

Following Watkins’ (2018) recommendations, CFA was used to conduct the EFA. 
Most methodologists recommend that CFA be employed when the goal is to 
identify latent constructs responsible for dissimilarity in measured variables (e.g., 
Berger, 2021; Gaskin & Happell, 2014; Norman & Streiner, 2014; Price, 2017). This 
approach involves factor rotation to improve the interpretability of factor load-
ings. Due to the nature of the constructs, it was assumed that the factors would 
be correlated. Therefore, an oblimin rotation was used to identify the number 
of salient OCBC forms (Watkins, 2018). This approach allows for the fact that 
almost everything measured in the social sciences is correlated to some degree 
(Meehl, 1990; Berger, 2021). Therefore, this type of rotation allows for the identi-
fication of intercorrelations between factors (Brown, 2015; Price, 2017; Watkins, 
2018). This method simplifies the factors by minimizing the cross-products of 
the saturations (Berger, 2021). Moreover, following the method developed by 
Roesch & Rowley (2005), items were retained if the primary loadings exceeded 
0.50 and all secondary loadings were less than 0.35.
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Stata v. 16.0 was used for the CFA based on the maximum likelihood method for 
parameter estimation. The CFA requires the use of several fit indices. The χ2 sta-
tistic was used to interpret the results. By current standards, the lower the value 
of χ2, the better the fit. The Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), the Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI), and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) were also used 
to refine the analysis. Some researchers recommend TLI and CFI values greater 
than 0.90 (Kline, 2015, p. 140), while others recommend values greater than 0.95 
(Hu & Bentler, 1999, p. 1). For the RMSEA, values between 0.05 and 0.08 are 
considered desirable (Kline, 2015, p. 139). Alternative models were also tested 
to ensure that the chosen model was the best fit for the study data.

Results

Results of the exploratory factor analysis (EFA; part 1 of the samples)

The result of the Bartlett test [χ2 (78) = 1435.320; p < 0.000] suggests a depend-
ence between the sample and the base population, indicating that the data are 
generalizable. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test yielded a value of 0.897, indicating 
that the data were amenable to factor analysis. An initial two-factor solution 
explained 54.64% of the variance in the solution. However, several problems 
arose when evaluating factor loadings for five items (OCBC4, OCBC7, OCBC9, 
OCBC11, and OCBC13). Items were retained if the primary loadings exceeded.50 
and all secondary loadings were less than.35 (Roesch & Rowley, 2005). The CPE 
was rerun without the five problematic items.

Table 4 shows the CPE solution after rerunning the analysis excluding the five 
items. The final factor analysis of the remaining eight items resulted in a two-fac-
tor solution (59.86% of the variance).
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Table 4. Final factor analysis after the exclusion of five items (N = 264)

Old item New item label Mean SD Factor

Factor 1 Factor 2

OCBC1 Cultural helping 1 3.92 0.99 0.02 0.80

OCBC2 Cultural helping 2 4.05 0.90 0.04 0.81

OCBC3 Cultural helping 3 3.73 1.04 -0.03 0.76

OCBC6 Cultural initiatives 1 3.66 1.16 0.83 -0.16

OCBC8 Cultural initiatives 2 3.47 1.15 0.79 0.07

OCBC10 Cultural initiatives 3 3.38 1.14 0.78 0.06

OCBC12 Cultural initiatives 4 3.38 1.12 0.66 0.15

OCBC5 Cultural initiatives 5 3.71 1.07 0.73 0.0003

Cronbach’s a 0.84 0.72

Factor 1 1.0

Factor 2 0.47 1.0

Eigenvalue 3.93 1.08

% of variance 0.49 0.14

% of cumulative variance 0.49 0.63

The bolded numbers represent the eight relevant items after the analyses

Source: Own elaboration.

Factor 1 (variance explained: 49.13%; Eigenvalue: 3.93) was designated as 
cultural initiatives, as it includes items related to individual cultural initiatives 
and cultural and civic engagement in the workplace. OCBCs classified as cultural 
initiatives can be defined as discretionary behaviors or suggestions that are not 
recognized by the formal reward system and contribute to improving the organ-
ization’s performance or cultural practices.

Factor 1 includes the following five items: OCBC 5 (I stay informed of my 
organization’s cultural efforts); OCBC 6 (I actively participate in cultural activities 
or programs organized by my company); OCBC 8 (I volunteer for projects or activ-
ities that address cultural issues in my organization); OCBC 10 (I voluntarily carry 
out cultural actions and initiatives in my daily work activities); and OCBC 12 (I sug-
gest new practices that could improve my organization’s performance in different 
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cultural situations). These items have been renamed cultural initiatives 1, cultural 
initiatives 2, cultural initiatives 3, cultural initiatives 4, and cultural initiatives 5, 
respectively. Altogether, these items demonstrate the individual’s autonomous 
ability to take charge, take calculated risks, anticipate the company’s needs and 
demands, and positively evolve diversity within the organization.

Factor 2 (variance explained: 13.52%; Eigenvalue: 1.08) was designated as 
cultural helping because it includes items related to individual cultural support 
in the workplace. OCBCs classified as cultural helping were defined as voluntary, 
unrewarded behaviors aimed at helping co-workers better integrate solutions to 
cultural concerns in the workplace. Factor 2 includes the following three items: 
OCBC 1 (I spontaneously give my time to help my colleagues be culturally sensi-
tive in everything they do at work); OCBC 2 (I encourage my colleagues to adopt 
more diversity-conscious behavior); and OCBC 3 (I encourage my colleagues 
to express their ideas and opinions about cultural issues). Common to these 
elements is the idea of building more relationships and interactions between 
individuals and developing new knowledge. The important thing is that everyone 
feels that they benefit when helping each other. In particular, the person who is 
helped gradually gains confidence in themselves and their abilities, colleagues, 
and organization. These items have been renamed cultural helping 1, cultural 
helping 2, and cultural helping 3, respectively.

To summarize, the EFA suggested a two-factor solution with eight items 
(OCBC 1, OCBC 2, OCBC 3, OCBC 5, OCBC 6, OCBC 8, OCBC 10, and OCBC 12). 
These factors reflect several aspects of OCBC and were defined as cultural ini-
tiatives (Factor 1) and cultural helping (Factor 2). This underlying structure was 
used as the basis for the CFA.

Results of the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA; part 2 of the sample)

The results indicate that the two-factor structure fits the data well [χ2(19, N = 518), 
98.752; p < 0.000; CFI = 0.949; TLI = 0.925; SRMR = 0.040; and RMSEA = 0.09]. 
We find that both CFI (0.941) and TLI (0.925) are > 0.9, and thus are consid-
ered acceptable (Pituch & Stevens, 2016). An SRMR (0.040) under 0.05 is con-
sidered a well-fitting model (Pituch & Stevens, 2016). A close examination of 
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the modification indicators provided by Stata suggests that adding several corre-
lations between error terms would provide a better fit of the model to the data. 
The model was, therefore, rerun with these modifications, resulting in a better 
model estimate [χ2(15, n = 518), 63.78; p = 0.000; CFI = 0.97; TLI = 0.94; SRMR 
= 0.03; and RMSEA = 0.07].

Table 5 shows the factor loadings, composite reliability (CR), average var-
iance extracted (AVE), and, for each construct, two internal consistency reli-
ability indicators: Cronbach’s alpha and Jöreskog’s p-index. The CR estimates 
how much a set of latent construct indicators shares its measure of a construct. 
Conversely, the AVE represents the total variance ratio due to the latent vari-
able (Boiral & Paillé, 2012) and assesses discriminant validity. Hair et al. (2019) 
recommended thresholds of 0.70 for CR and 0.50 for AVE. The AVE values for 
cultural helping (0.538) and cultural initiative (0.528) are greater than 0.5 and 
the value of the squared correlation (0.439). Therefore, there is no problem with 
discriminant validity or convergent validity.

Moreover, the internal consistency and reliability coefficients were calcu-
lated using Cronbach’s alpha (cultural helping 0.74 and cultural initiative 0.84), 
and Jöreskog’s p-index (cultural helping 0.86 and cultural initiative 0.94) yielded 
values higher than the 0.70 cut-off usually recommended in the literature (Nun-
nally & Bernstein, 1994). Jöreskog’s p-index is considered more reliable than 
Cronbach’s alpha because it is less sensitive to the number of items in the scale 
(Jöreskog, 1971). Because the calculated values exceeded the recommended 
thresholds, it was concluded that the model provided evidence of the measures’ 
reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity.
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics and pairwise correlations

Variables
Fa

ct
or

 
lo

ad
in

g

M
ea

n

SD CR AV
E a p 1 2 3 5 7 8 9 10

Cultural 
helping - 3.82 0.78 0.776 0.54 0.74 0.86

Cultural 
initiatives - 3.45 0.87 0.848 0.53 0.84 0.94

Cultural 
helping 1 0.80 3.79 0.99 1.00

Cultural 
helping 2 0.75 3.93 0.94 0.60 1.00

Cultural 
helping 3 0.63 3.69 0.97 0.42 0.49 1.00

Cultural 
initiatives 1 0.74 3.55 1.10 0.30 0.28 0.32 1.00

Cultural 
initiatives 2 0.77 3.33 1.16 0.40 0.36 0.35 0.63 1.00

Cultural 
initiatives 3 0.71 3.38 1.09 0.43 0.37 0.31 0.47 0.57 1.00

Cultural 
initiatives 4 0.77 3.37 1.07 0.45 0.44 0.32 0.43 0.53 0.59 1.00

Cultural 
initiatives 5 0.63 3.66 1.03 0.30 0.33 0.29 0.50 0.47 0.45 0.47 1.00

All correlations are significant at p > 0.01 

SD = standard deviation; CR = composite reliability; AVE = average variance extracted; 

p = Jökesreg’s index; a = Cronbach’s a

Source: Own elaboration.

Alternative model

Two other competing models were compared to eliminate the possibility of one 
or more nested models that might have shown a better fit and led to the rejection 
of the two-factor model (Crede & Harms, 2019). Table 6 shows that the two-factor 
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model fit the data better than a one-factor model that grouped the cultural initia-
tive and cultural helping items as a single factor [X2 diff (20) = 250.37, p < 0.001].

The results indicate that participants distinguished between two types of 
OCBCs: cultural initiatives and cultural helping. The failure to examine the ade-
quacy of plausible alternative models or the tendency to ignore conflicting evi-
dence could be considered questionable research practices (Crede & Harms, 
2019).

Table 6. Comparison of competing models

Competing 
models x2 Df x2/Df RMSEA CFI TLI

Null-factor 1594.307 28 56.94 _ _ _

One-factor 250.37 20 12.52 0.149 0.853 0.794

Two-factors 98.752 19 5.20 0.090 0.941 0.925

Two-factors 
(measurement 
model)

63.79 15 4.25 0.07 0.969 0.942

Source: Own elaboration.

Discussion	and	conclusion

The main objective of this study was to develop a tool to measure OCBCs in 
the workplace. This tool identified two main types of OCBCs: cultural initiatives 
and cultural helping. Behaviors associated with cultural initiatives are related 
to employee-led pro-cultural diversity initiatives that result in culturally appro-
priate actions in the workplace. These actions enhance organizational practices 
for integrating cultural diversity and promoting diverse cultural values (Holmes 
et al., 2021). Since cultural initiatives address practices, it can be assumed that 
they contribute to improved performance (Boiral & Paillé, 2012). Cultural initi-
atives also result in culturally sensitive suggestions and voluntary initiatives to 
reduce bias (Mousa et al., 2020). These voluntary initiatives are a key aspect of 
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OCBCs as they involve practical actions or recommendations to improve the effec-
tive functioning and performance of the organization (Organ et al., 2006). This first 
type of OCBC is similar to the concept of individual initiatives (Organ et al., 2006), 
involving communications with others in the workplace that “improve individual 
and collective performance” (Moorman & Blakely, 1995, p. 130).

Conversely, cultural helping behaviors assist organizations in identifying 
and resolving sources of cross-cultural conflict or mitigating prejudice (Yamini 
et al., 2023). They also facilitate the communication of cultural integration pro-
cedures to new employees. However, these actions require an interdisciplinary 
approach that promotes employee dialogue and voluntarily sharing knowledge 
and expertise (Ramus & Killmer, 2007). The behaviors associated with cultural 
helping are related to shared supportive behaviors regarding cultural diversity 
in the organization. For instance, cultural helping can manifest as having serious 
concerns about cultural issues, mutual cultural support among colleagues, and 
more respectful behavior toward one another (Matschke, 2022). Table 7 sum-
marizes the main characteristics of the two categories of OCBCs identified in this 
research, and Table 8 groups the final eight items of this scale.
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Table 7. The two main types of OCBCs explored

Cultural Initiatives Cultural Helping

Definition

Voluntarily helping 
colleagues to better 
integrate cross-cultural 
concerns and cultural 
differences in the workplace

Discretionary behavior and 
suggestions for improving 
cross-cultural practices or 
performance

Main focus Personal initiatives in 
the workplace

Mutual support between 
employees

Relevance and usefulness

Improving internal practices 
for integrating diversity

Promoting discussion, 
cooperation, and resolution 
of complex problems

Reducing prejudice Empowering new employees 
to deal with diversity

Promoting diversity within 
the organization and 
different cultural values.

Examples

Makes suggestions for 
reducing bias related to 
colleagues’ backgrounds

Assists the human resources 
department in identifying 
sources of cross-cultural 
conflict

Improves equity and 
inclusion

Explains cultural integration 
procedures to new 
employees

Implements a cultural 
exchange and discovery 
program

Asks colleagues to get 
involved in a new diversity 
committee

Helps colleagues resolve 
cultural conflicts or mitigate 
prejudices

Limitations

Motivation can drop if 
integrative initiatives are 
ignored by the organization

Presupposes a climate 
of mutual support and 
the existence of inclusive 
practices.

Depends on 
the organizational context, 
such as corporate culture, 
management attitudes, 
telecommuting, geographic 
distance

Some colleagues may show 
a lack of awareness or 
openness to diversity

Source: Own elaboration.
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Table 8. OCBC items

Categories Items

Cultural helping 1 I spontaneously give my time to help my colleagues be 
culturally sensitive in everything they do at work.

Cultural helping 2 I encourage my colleagues to adopt more diversity-
conscious behavior.

Cultural helping 3 I encourage my colleagues to express their ideas and 
opinions about cultural issues.

Cultural initiatives 1 I actively participate in cultural activities or programs 
organized by my company.

Cultural initiatives 2 I volunteer for projects or activities that address cultural 
issues in my organization.

Cultural initiatives 3 I voluntarily carry out cultural actions and initiatives in my 
daily work activities.

Cultural initiatives 4
I suggest new practices that could improve my 
organization’s performance in different cultural 
situations.

Cultural initiatives 5 I am willing to take the time to share information about 
cultural issues with my colleagues.

Source: Own elaboration.

Contributions	and	managerial	implications

This research falls within two research areas: strategic human resource manage-
ment and the relationships between the various social actors in the organization. 
These research areas are important elements of the social dimension of sustain-
able development. Notably, this study makes two main contributions. First, it 
contributes to international human resource management research and practice 
in several ways. As organizations around the world increasingly demand and 
value behaviors that go beyond formal role requirements, interest in identifying 
OCBCs is becoming increasingly significant (Kadam et al., 2021). However, a lot of 
the research on OCBs has relied on instruments that are not dedicated to identi-
fying OCBCs. Chiaburu et al. (2015) explained that a general OCB instrument may 
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fail to capture important facets of OCBs. This study is the first investigation into 
developing an instrument for use in an expatriate context or in that associated 
with cultural diversity in organizations. The OCBCs instrument developed in this 
study captures aspects of the contemporary world of work (Dekas et al., 2013; 
Rurkkhum & Bartlett, 2018), where traditional management practices are noted as 
changing (Hoffman & Dilchert, 2012). This view could have several positive effects 
on companies, including improving workplace well-being, promoting employee 
development of OCBCs, fostering informal learning, and engaging employees to 
achieve the organization’s social and economic goals. Second, this study provides 
a deeper look into OCBs and contributes to the scientific literature on the role of 
human resources in promoting sustainable development in organizations (e.g., 
Macke & Genari, 2018; Amrutha & Geetha, 2020). Ultimately, cultural diversity 
is highly valuable to individuals and organizations. Thus, protecting, promoting, 
and maintaining it is essential for sustainable development that benefits present 
and future generations. Notably, other studies have highlighted the complexity, 
uncertainties, and risks associated with working with unconventional stakeholders 
(Boiral et al., 2019, 2020). Human, social, and psychological dimensions of organ-
izations are typically overlooked in corporate sustainability and the need to align 
organizational commitments with global Sustainable Development Goal priorities 
(Boiral et al., 2018). The clarifications provided by this new scale enable a better 
description and focus of OCBCs relating to the reality of multicultural organiza-
tions and voluntary behaviors that promote the inclusion of cultural diversity.

The findings of the present research have two managerial implications. First, 
this scale can help human resource practitioners identify OCBCs in their organ-
izations. Managers need to adjust to the new human resources approach that 
welcomes diversity (Yu et al., 2022; Baeza et al., 2022). Despite the importance 
of OCBs to organizational effectiveness, encouraging employee expressions of 
OCBs remains a challenge for HR managers (Rurkkhum & Bartlett, 2018, p. 108). 
The results from the scale could provide insights for practitioners, especially for 
human resource practitioners, on how to effectively generate and ensure the use 
of OCBCs in various organizations and teams, such as in multicultural teams.

The second implication is that the OCBCs measurement tool could assist 
human resource managers seeking to encourage and facilitate the performance 
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of appropriate OCBCs in the workplace. This performance will allow OCBCs to 
facilitate informal learning, thus improving employee skills and knowledge at a 
low cost (Moore & Klein, 2020). For example, organizational management should 
strategically implement informal learning in the workplace by creating a cli-
mate conducive to learning and further developing the OCBCs (Zia et al., 2022). 
The dynamic nature of knowledge acquisition in organizations may suggest that 
more than individual development is needed. Employees must also learn from 
others and encourage others to develop. This continuous form of development 
of the self and others highlights the importance of OCBs in helping organizations 
remain competitive (Dekas et al., 2013; Rurkkhum & Bartlett, 2018). Similarly, 
Nurjanah et al. (2020) asserted that OCBs exhibited by employees are essen-
tial for leaders to achieve their shared targets and goals. Therefore, develop-
ing behaviors such as OCBCs, which promote informal learning, is critical for 
culturally diverse organizations. Practitioners will then be able to evaluate the 
interventions they employ as change agents and motivate employees to engage 
in OCBCs by encouraging them to view their work roles more broadly.

Limitations	and	avenues	for	future	research

Although the OCBCs instrument developed and validated in this study demon-
strated acceptable psychometric and statistical results, there are several impor-
tant limitations. First, the data were obtained from self-reported measurement 
scales. Therefore, social desirability bias could lead to errors. Future research 
could ensure that OCBC measures are obtained from supervisors or peers. Other 
procedural remedies, such as a multi-method perspective, could also be used to 
assess OCBCs (e.g., structured and semi-structured interviews). A multi-method 
approach would measure aspects of OCBCs that are not captured by single con-
ventional methods, such as self-report studies (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Future 
research could also combine measurement methods, such as surveys, scaling, 
and qualitative research. However, consistent with how OCBs measures have 
been applied in more recent research (e.g., Li & Thatcher, 2015; Henderson 
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et al., 2020), OCBs measurement should not be reported by the supervisor or 
a third party. Indeed, LePine et al. (2002) argued that the conceptual framework 
should determine the source of OCBs assessments.

Second, the use of convenience sampling limits the study’s generalizability. 
Therefore, future research could further examine this instrument with a proba-
bility sampling strategy. The main limitation of convenience sampling is its lack 
of representativeness, leading to selection bias and possibly reduced external 
and internal validity (Etikan et al., 2016). Still, convenience sampling was cho-
sen because it is a strategy recognized for its vital role in locating, accessing, 
and engaging hard-to-reach populations, such as employees at private com-
panies (Cohen & Arieli, 2011). Future research could use probability sampling. 
Finally, future research may also focus on how OCBCs may change over time 
(Organ, 2018).
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