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ABSTRACT 

 Antecedents of Expatriates’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior: 

Expatriate Adjustment and Job Attitudes as Mediators  

and Cultural Similarity as the Moderator  

by 
 

Seydahmet Ercan 
 

Expatriates are important parts of transnational companies’ (TNC) foreign 

subsidiary staffing programs because TNCs heavily rely on expatriates to achieve 

coordination/control and knowledge transfer in their subsidiaries (Boyacigiller, 1990; Tan 

& Mahoney, 2006). Thus, expatriates’ job performance is an important factor directly 

contributing to the success of a subsidiary. Although research has focused on the effects 

of various dispositional and situational characteristics, job attitudes, and cross-cultural 

adjustment on expatriates’ task performance (e.g., managerial behaviors, Black & Porter, 

1991; the Big Five, Dalton & Wilson, 2000), it underexplored the effects of these 

variables on expatriates’ OCB performance. Therefore, I aimed to fill this research gap 

by exploring the effects of various distal (e.g., Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, POS) 

and proximal (e.g., job satisfaction, work adjustment, organizational commitment) 

antecedents on expatriates’ OCB performance. In addition, I investigated the possible 

mediating effects of expatriate adjustment and job attitudes and moderating effect of 

perceived similarity of host-county culture (i.e., cultural novelty) on the relationship 

between expatriates’ OCB performance and its antecedents. In the pilot study, I 

constructed the Cross-Cultural Work Similarity Scale, which measures the novelty of 

host-company work settings. In the main study, I explored the direct and indirect 

(through expatriate adjustment and job attitudes) effects of distal predictors on 



 
 

expatriates’ self- and coworker-rated OCBI (organizational citizenship behavior directed 

at individuals) and OCBO (organizational citizenship behavior directed at the 

organization) performance.  

First, the results showed that Agreeableness and collectivity orientation were 

important predictors of self-rated OCBI, whereas Conscientiousness was of self-rated 

OCBO; and interaction adjustment, host country language skills, and Agreeableness were 

important predictors of coworker-rated OCBI and Conscientiousness was of coworker-

rated OCBO performance. Second, mediation analyses based on coworker-rated OCB 

data and isolated mediation analyses based on self-rated OCB data supported the partial 

mediation effects of expatriate adjustment. Third, the results did not support the possible 

moderating effect of cultural novelty. These findings highlighted the relative importance 

of dispositional characteristics (e.g., Agreeableness, Conscientiousness) and expatriate 

adjustment in predicting expatriates’ OCB performance. Furthermore, the result 

supported Ilies, Fulmer, Spitzmuller, and Johnson’s (2009) findings regarding the 

differential validity of personality predictors of OCBI and OCBO performance. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) refers to the set of employee behaviors 

that go above and beyond the job requirements and an explicit contractual reward system 

(Organ, 1988; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983). OCBs include but are not limited to helping 

your coworkers, preventing conflicts with others (e.g., coworkers and supervisors), 

complying with company rules, attending non-mandatory organizational meetings and 

training programs, and minimizing complaints. Although such behaviors may be 

discretionary, they serve an important function in maintaining day-to-day work activities. 

Smith et al. (1983) discussed the importance of these behaviors for organizational 

efficacy by stating that OCBs lubricate “the social machinery of the organization.” OCBs 

facilitate interactions among employees and between the organization and its employees. 

These behaviors are particularly important in organizational settings characterized by 

high task interdependence (Bachrach, Powell, Bendoly, & Richey, 2006) where the 

quality of interpersonal relationships has a strong bearing on organizational success (Uhl-

Bien, Graen, & Scandura, 2000). 

OCBs are important for organizations to survive and prosper in highly 

competitive local and global marketplaces, because research consistently shows that 

OCBs have a significant positive effect on a wide range of organizational effectiveness 

indicators (Nielsen, Hrivnak, & Shaw, 2009; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 

2000; Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, & Blume, 2009) such as output quality and 

quantity (Podsakoff, Ahearne, & MacKenzie, 1997), sales performance (Podsakoff & 

MacKenzie, 1994), revenue, and customer satisfaction (Walz & Niehoff, 1996). Focusing 
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on the potential linkages between OCBs and organizational effectiveness indicators, 

Pssodsakoff et al. (2000) discussed that OCBs may enhance coworker and managerial 

productivity, reduce the amount of resources required for maintenance function and help 

organizations to channelize these resources for more productive purposes, help 

organizations to attract more qualified applicants, increase organizations’ flexibility, and 

enhance the stability of organizational performance. 

Realizing the importance of OCBs for organizational success and survival, 

researchers have focused on identifying the antecedents of OCBs by examining how a 

wide range of individual, task, and organizational characteristics, as well as leadership 

behaviors affect employees’ OCB performance. These antecedents include but are not 

limited to job satisfaction (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Williams & Anderson, 1991), 

fairness (Moorman, 1991; Moorman, Niehoff, & Organ, 1993), organizational 

commitment (Schappe, 1998; Shore & Wayne, 1993), personality (Barrick, Mount, & 

Strauss, 1992; Organ & Lingl, 1995; Penner, Midili, & Kegelmeyer, 1997), positive and 

negative affectivity (George, 1991; Williams & Shiaw, 1999), and department structure 

(i.e.,  mechanistic vs. organic; DeGroot & Brownlee, 2006). 

OCBs and expatriate performance. Although these antecedents have been well 

established for domestic employees who work for the organizations in their countries of 

origin, the relationships between OCB and its various antecedents have been 

underexplored in the expatriate population. There are two reasons why the antecedents of 

OCB may differ between domestic and expatriate employee populations: there are 

constructs (e.g., expatriate adjustment) exclusively related to expatriates’ OCB 

performance and there are constructs (e.g., perceived organizational support [POS] and 
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job satisfaction) which are relevant for both groups but may differ in their effects on 

OCB performance across the two groups. It is also possible that expatriates’ work and 

interaction adjustment, as possible proximal antecedents, mediate or partially mediate the 

relationships between OCB and some of its antecedents. Therefore, the main purpose of 

this study is to explore these antecedents of expatriates’ OCB performance and provide 

the literature with a theoretical framework regarding how the distal and proximal 

antecedents interact to affect expatriates’ OCB performance. As a secondary purpose, I 

will explore the moderating effect of cultural similarity (or novelty)—the perceived 

distance of the host culture from ones’ home culture (Black, Mendenhall, & Oddou, 

1991)—on the relationship between expatriate adjustment and OCB performance.
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CHAPTER 2 

Literature Review 

Scholars have long discussed and presented numerous theories about the best 

ways of managing people in organizations (e.g., Barnard, 1938; McGregor, 1960; Quinn, 

1988; Taylor, 1911; Thomson, 1978). For example, supporters of Classical Management 

Theory posited that members of an organization are not able to cooperate and perform the 

requirements of their positions unless they receive detailed guidelines from their 

supervisors (Massie, 1965). Taking a very similar perspective, the supporters of Theory 

X management argued that people tend to be lazy, avoid responsibility, and prefer to be 

directed (McGregor, 1960). Taking a mechanistic approach to study employee behaviors, 

these earlier theorists were not able to account for extra-role or discretionary work 

behaviors. This might be one of the reasons why constructs (e.g., OCB, prosocial 

behavior) that capture organizationally beneficial extra-role behaviors had not received 

wide attention in organizational behavior literature until the early 1980s.   

However, there were some theorists, such as Chester Barnard, who were able to 

think outside of the mainstream mechanistic approaches of their time when reflecting on 

employee behavior (see Organ, 1990). Unlike the prescription of Theory X management, 

Barnard (1938) highlighted the importance of employee motivation and argued that “the 

willingness of persons to contribute efforts to the cooperative system is indispensable” (p. 

83). Employees’ willingness to cooperate is an essential condition for organizations’ 

sustainability because formal structures in organizations are unable to anticipate all 

needed contributions (Organ, 1990). It is the employee’s willingness that causes him or 

her to perform extra-role behaviors (e.g., helping coworkers, defending organizational 
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policies, and working extra hours) when the situation demands work behaviors not 

recognized by the formal structure of an organization. Three decades after Chester 

Barnard’s writings on willingness, Katz and Kahn (1966) took the discussion a step 

forward and made a distinction between in-role behavior and “innovative and 

spontaneous behavior.” They further argued that any organization solely relying on 

formally prescribed in-role behaviors would inevitably break down. This argument was in 

line with Smith et al.’s (1983) opinion regarding the function of OCBs as a lubricant of 

the social machinery of an organization. Building on this analogy, without the lubricant 

(i.e., OCBs), an organization’s social structure would collapse, eventually causing its 

formal structure to break down.  

Although the works of Barnard (1938), Katz and Kahn (1966), and other early 

scholars (e.g., Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939; Thompson, 1967) showed that extra-role 

behaviors had long been recognized as important aspects of employee performance, the 

widespread acceptance of the significance of these workplace behaviors can be traced 

back to the seminal works by Organ and his colleagues (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith, 

et al., 1983). Bateman and Organ (1983) questioned the prior research finding that job 

satisfaction was weakly correlated with job performance and argued that the reason for 

this weak correlation might be due to the narrow definition of job performance as the 

quantity of output or quality of craftsmanship. They further argued that employee 

behaviors such as helping coworkers with job related problems, accepting orders without 

a fuss, tolerating temporary impositions without complaint, and protecting and 

conserving organizational resources were necessary for organizations to function well; 
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therefore, job performance would need to be defined more broadly and include these 

behaviors, which they labeled as citizenship behaviors.   

After considering the implications of social exchange theory (Adams, 1965; Blau, 

1964) and the findings of experiments on positive affect (Clark & Isen, 1982; Rosenhan, 

Underwood, & Moore, 1974), Bateman and Organ predicted that job satisfaction would 

be more strongly correlated with the citizenship behaviors than narrowly defined job 

performance. First, social exchange theory predicts that people seek to reciprocate those 

who have benefited them (Adams, 1965; Blau, 1964). If one of the sources of employees’ 

job satisfaction is the volitional and non-manipulative efforts of the management, 

employees may reciprocate these efforts by engaging in more citizenship behaviors. 

Employees may also try to reciprocate these efforts by increasing their task performance. 

However, unlike citizenship behaviors, task behaviors depend more heavily on factors 

(e.g., equipment and work procedure) other than employees’ volition. Therefore, satisfied 

employees are more likely to be able to reciprocate by engaging in citizenship, rather 

than task, behaviors. Second, the research on positive affect suggests that people are more 

likely to engage in prosocial gestures when they experience a mood state characterized by 

positive affect (Clark & Isen, 1982). If job satisfaction measures employees’ positive 

feelings toward their job, satisfied employees are more likely to engage in prosocial 

behaviors (e.g., citizenship behaviors). In line with this expectation, Bateman and Organ 

(1983) found that the correlation between job satisfaction and the aggregate measure of 

citizenship behavior (r = .41) was stronger than the correlation between job satisfaction 

and job performance (r = .14; Vroom, 1964). Discussing the implications of their 

findings, Bateman and Organ note that:  
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Citizenship behaviors represent a multiple-observation criterion, which not only is 

of potential value to managers and organizations but also can contribute to less 

restrictive organizational research (by expanding the number of outcome variables 

that are studied) and thereby provide for broader understanding of employee 

behavior. (p. 594). 

Considering the number of publications on OCBs (or, more generally, extra-role 

behaviors) since Bateman and Organ’s (1983) paper, it can be easily argued that 

organizational researchers have reached a consensus regarding the importance of 

studying these extra-role behaviors for a profound understanding of employee workplace 

behavior (for meta-analytic reviews, see Dalal, 2005; Hoffman, Blair, Meriac, & Woehr, 

2007; LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002;  Organ & Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff et al., 2000; 

Podsakoff et al. 2009). In the following sections of this chapter, I will define OCB by 

providing a review of the relevant constructs. Then, I will focus on the dimensions of 

OCB, discuss its antecedents and consequences, and reflect on cross-cultural issues 

related to OCB.  

What is OCB? A Review of the Relevant Constructs 

 Organizational citizenship behavior. Organ (1988) defined OCB 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” 

(p. 4). He further clarified that OCBs include not only behaviors that are enactments of 

positive gestures or contributions (e.g., helping a coworker and providing suggestions for 

improvement) but also those behaviors or attitudes marked by a willingness to endure 

inconveniences and minor frustrations (e.g., not complaining when your supervisor failed 
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to fulfill a promise; Organ, 1990). Van Dyne, Cummings, and Parks (1995) argued that 

this initial definition did not address the intent of the employee. Although Organ (1990) 

had emphasized the importance of positive intent or willingness of the employee when 

discussing OCB’s motivational basis, he and his colleagues later concluded that there 

were multiple and often overlapping motives behind OCBs, and that having information 

about these proximal motives was not essential to the definition of OCB (Organ, 

Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 2006). 

Organ et al. (2006) highlighted three key characteristics of OCB in Organ’s 

(1988) initial definition. First, performing OCBs is discretionary, which means that 

employees are not formally required to engage in any specific OCB. Van Dyne at al. 

(1995) argued that it might be difficult to differentiate between formally required (or in-

role) and non-required (or extra-role) behavior because the same behavior might be 

considered either required or not depending on (a) the perspective of the individual who 

observed the behavior, (b) the characteristics of the employee who performed the 

behavior, and (c) the time when the behavior was performed. Organ et al. clarified that by 

discretionary they meant that a specific behavior in a specific context was not a formal 

requirement of a job description. Therefore, a specific behavior does not have to be 

discretionary all the time across the contexts, the actors, and the observers to be 

considered as OCB. If it is discretionary within a specific context, it meets the first 

condition to be considered as OCB.  

Second, the definition indicates that OCB is not directly or explicitly recognized 

by the formal reward system of an organization. However, this does not necessarily mean 

that employees will not receive any benefits from performing OCBs. In the long term, 
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employees who regularly engage in various forms of OCB may get recognition from their 

coworkers and supervisors. This recognition, in turn, may lead to a salary increase or a 

promotion. Nonetheless, as Organ et al. (2006) argued, this does not change the fact that 

formal organizational policies and procedures (or job contracts between employers and 

employees) do not guarantee the delivery of such rewards. 

Third, individual behaviors identified as OCBs, in the aggregate, should facilitate 

the effective functioning of organizations. The expression of “in the aggregate” refers to 

summing single OCB episodes not only across time for a single employee but also across 

employees in a work group, department, or an organization. Although employees who 

receive help from their coworkers can easily appreciate a single episode of OCB, it is 

necessary to aggregate individual OCB episodes to notice their effects on organizational 

effectiveness. This is because a single OCB episode (e.g., not complaining about work 

load) is typically very far from having a noticeable influence on organizational 

effectiveness. Organ et al. (2006) argued that by organizational effectiveness they mean 

meeting or exceeding the reasonable expectations of different stakeholder groups (e.g., 

customers, investors or owners, and employees) affiliated with an organization. It is 

possible that some OCB episodes (e.g., helping your coworker) might have a direct effect 

on organizational effectiveness when taking the expectations of employees into 

consideration. Other OCB episodes (e.g., working late to finish a project) might have a 

direct effect on organizational effectiveness when taking the expectations of owners (or 

investors) and customers into account. 

Aside from the perspectives of individuals who observe the behavior, the 

characteristics of employees who perform the behavior, and the time when the behavior is 
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performed, there are situational factors playing important roles in addressing whether a 

behavior is in-role or OCB. These situational factors include job type, job description, 

and organizational culture. In this regard, a single act of behavior observed on a single 

occasion might be considered as in-role or OCB depending on the job and/or 

organizational culture. For example, helping orient new employees might be an in-role 

behavior for a human resource specialist whereas it might be an OCB for an accountant. 

The job description of a substitute teacher, but not of a full time teacher, might include 

helping other teachers who have been absent as in-role behavior. An organization 

emphasizing teamwork may require its employees to help their coworkers with heavy 

workloads whereas an organization emphasizing individual effort may consider helping 

coworkers as OCB. Hence, it is important to consider these nuances when classifying a 

behavior as in-role or OCB.  

OCBs as Promotive and Affiliative extra-role behaviors. Van Dyne et al. (1995) 

proposed a nomological network for extra-role behaviors (e.g., OCB and whistle 

blowing) by distinguishing these behaviors along two continuums: (1) affiliative versus 

challenging behaviors, and (2) prohibitive versus promotive behaviors. The distinction 

between affiliative and challenging extra-role behaviors was based on whether the 

behavior tended to preserve the relationships among the organizational stakeholders (e.g., 

employees and customers) or entailed the risk of damaging these relationships. Behaviors 

that tended to preserve relationships were characterized as affiliative whereas behaviors 

that tended to damage relationships were characterized as challenging. The distinction 

between promotive and prohibitive extra-role behaviors was based on whether the 

behavior tended to encourage or facilitate something to occur (e.g., initiating a new 
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project and helping your coworker) or prohibit or disallow something from occurring 

(e.g. reporting a coworker’s unethical work-behavior). Encouraging or facilitating 

behaviors were characterized as promotive whereas discouraging or disallowing 

behaviors were characterized as prohibitive. Based on these distinctions, Van Dyne et al. 

(1995) argued that extra-role behaviors could be divided into four groups: 

affiliative/promotive, affiliative/prohibitive, challenging/promotive, and 

challenging/prohibitive. Figure 1 illustrates the nomological network proposed by Van 

Dyne et al. 

 

 Organ (1997) discussed the utility of this nomological network to differentiate 

among various forms of extra-role behaviors (e.g. OCB, whistle blowing, and 

organizational dissent) and he agreed with Van Dyne et al. (1995) about categorizing 

OCBs as affiliative and promotive extra-role behaviors. Therefore, OCBs can be defined 

as discretionary behaviors which are affiliative and promotive, not explicitly recognized 

(e.g., helping coworker, 
working late to complete 
a project) 

(e.g., calling attention to 
an unjust treatment by 
providing suggestions 
how to eliminate it) 

(e.g., discouraging 
coworkers or subordinates 
from taking unsafe or 
risky short-cuts) 

(e.g., reporting a wrong-
doing and criticizing the 
status quo without 
providing suggestions for 
improvement) 

Promotive 

Affiliative Challenging 

Prohibitive 
Figure 1. The nomological network for extra-role behaviors. This nomological 
network is based on the discussion by Van Dyne, Cummings, and Parks (1995). 
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by formal reward systems; and, in the aggregate, indispensable to the effective 

functioning of organizations.  

OCB related constructs. Along with OCBs, the organizational literature has 

identified other categories of extra-role behavior. In this section, I will briefly review five 

of these extra-role behaviors: whistle blowing, principled organizational dissent, 

prosocial organizational behavior, organizational spontaneity, and contextual 

performance.  

Whistle blowing. Whistle blowing is defined as current or former employees’ 

disclosure of “illegal, immoral, or illegitimate practices that are under the control of their 

employers to persons or organizations who may be able to affect action” (Miceli & Near, 

1984, p. 689). Whistle blowing occurs only when there is an attempt to change an 

illegitimate action; voicing to change a legitimate action or disagreeing about how the 

organization should be run is not whistle blowing (Near & Miceli, 1985; Near & Miceli, 

1987). Miceli and Near (1985) argued that whistle blowers can help organizations to 

correct unsafe products and working conditions and to eliminate unethical or wasteful 

practices, which are beneficial to minimize significant adverse consequences such as 

employee injury or death, harm to customers, costly lawsuits, and negative publicity.  

Although whistle blowing has been mainly discussed as an extra-role behavior, 

there are important differences between OCBs and whistle blowing. First, whistle 

blowing can be either in- or extra-role behavior depending on the job descriptions of 

whistle-blowers (Near & Miceli, 1987), whereas OCBs include only extra-role behaviors 

(Organ et al., 2006; Van Dyne et al., 1995). Second, a whistle blower is not necessarily a 

current member of an organization; he or she may leave the organization before blowing 
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the whistle (Elliston, 1982; Near & Miceli, 1985). In contrast, OCBs are exclusively 

performed by current members of an organization. Finally, based on Van Dyne et al.’s 

(1995) nomological network, whistle blowing is characterized as prohibitive and 

challenging extra-role (and in-role) behaviors whereas OCBs are characterized as 

promotive and affiliative extra-role behaviors.  

Principled organizational dissent. Like whistle blowing, organizational dissent 

includes challenging and prohibitive in- and extra-role behaviors. Graham (1986) defined 

organizational dissent as an effort to change the organizational status quo by providing 

conscientious objections to current organizational policies and practices. Van Dyne et al. 

(1995) stressed that conscientious objection is the key element of organizational dissent, 

discriminating it from simple and blind criticism of status quo. Graham described three 

levels of organizational dissent: individual, organizational, and super-organizational. 

Individual level dissents reflect the conflict among people or units; organizational level 

dissents reflect disagreements regarding how to succeed organizational goals; and super-

organizational level dissents reflect organizational policies and practices that defy ethical 

or legal principles. After experiencing conflict, disagreement, or discontent regarding an 

issue related to at least one of these levels, employees can express their dissent in a 

variety of forms such as making constructive criticism or protesting within the 

organization, reporting to interested parties outside the organization, blocking actions, or 

resigning in protest (Graham, 1986). 

Even though both are challenging extra-role behaviors, the main distinction 

between whistle blowing and organizational dissent is that the former requires challenge 

to an illegal or immoral act or procedure, whereas the latter requires a challenge, based 
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on conscientious principles, to acts, procedures, and policies which are not necessarily 

illegal (Van Dyne et al., 1995). Therefore, conscious objections to illegal practices can be 

considered as both organizational dissent and whistle blowing. Similar to the argument 

presented, Kassing (1998) suggested that organizational dissent is rather a broader 

construct than whistle blowing; further arguing that organizational dissent is an 

antecedent to whistle blowing because whistle blowers usually voice their dissent within 

organizations initially and bring the illegal/immoral acts or procedures to the public 

attention if organizations fall short of taking steps to prevent these illegal acts or 

procedures. 

The arguments presented when comparing OCBs and whistle blowing hold true 

for the comparison of OCBs with organizational dissent. Organizational dissent includes 

challenging and prohibitive extra-role (or in-role depending on the job description) 

behaviors that can be performed by current and former organizational members, whereas 

OCBs include affiliative and promotive extra-role (and only extra-role) behaviors that 

can be solely performed by current organizational members (Van Dyne et al., 1995). 

 Prosocial organizational behavior (PSOB). Brief and Motowidlo (1986) defined 

PSOB as: 

…behavior which is (a) performed by a member of an organization, (b) directed 

toward an individual, group, or organization with whom he or she interacts while 

carrying out his or her organizational role, (c) performed with the intention of 

promoting the welfare of the individual, group, or organization toward which it is 

directed. (p. 711).  
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Brief and Motowidlo purposefully provided a broad definition to account for a wide 

range of behaviors which are intended to benefit others and have important implications 

for organizational functioning. Further, they distinguished PSOBs along three 

dimensions: (a) organizationally functional and dysfunctional prosocial behaviors, (b) in-

role and extra-role prosocial behaviors, and (c) individually and organizationally targeted 

prosocial behaviors. These distinctions, however, are not mutually exclusive: an 

employee can perform a prosocial behavior toward a coworker with the intention of 

helping the coworker and the organization simultaneously; a prosocial behavior might be 

functional for organizational efficiency in some aspects and dysfunctional in others. 

Based on these distinctions, Brief and Motowidlo identified 13 types of PSOB which 

include, but are not limited to, assisting coworkers with job related matters; assisting 

coworkers with personal matters; showing leniency in personnel decisions; complying 

with organizational values, policies, and regulations; suggesting procedural, 

administrative, or organizational improvements; and putting forth extra effort on the job 

(for a complete list see Brief & Motowidlo, 1986).    

 Based on this definition, Van Dyne et al. (1995) reasoned that PSOB 

encompasses almost all behaviors that occur in organizations and are directed toward 

others, indicating a conceptualization which includes or overlaps with OCBs, whistle-

blowing, and principled organizational dissent. Organ (1988) also considered PSOB as a 

more inclusive construct than OCB, including not only the behaviors that help 

organizations but also the behaviors that help coworkers but may hurt organizations. 

Addressing the difficulty of conducting rigorous research on extensively comprehensive 

constructs, Van Dyne et al. argued that research should drop the construct of PSOB and 
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focus on narrowly defined dimensions of extra-role behaviors (e.g., OCB and whistle 

blowing). In line with this suggestion, recent research on extra-role behaviors has put 

more emphasis on OCBs and whistle blowing. A quick search on the Web of Knowledge 

database revealed that only nine studies have been published on the topic of PSOB while 

177 studies on whistle blowing and 1135 studies on OCB since 1995.  

Comparing OCB and PSOB, the main difference lays in the broadness of their 

construct definitions. OCB only includes promotive behaviors that are functional for 

organizations whereas PSOB includes all promotive behaviors, regardless of whether or 

not these behaviors are functional for organizations (Van Dyne et al., 1995). The other 

important distinction is that PSOB can be either an in-role or an extra-role behavior, 

whereas OCB is limited to extra-role behaviors. Therefore, although helping your 

coworker is always a PSOB, it can be considered as OCB only when it is extra-role and 

functional for the organization. 

Organizational spontaneity. Building on Katz’s (1964) writing about the nature 

of behavior in organizational settings (i.e., in-role versus innovative/spontaneous 

behavior), George and Brief (1992) described organizational spontaneity as extra-role 

behaviors that are performed voluntarily and that facilitate organizational effectiveness. 

George and Brief identified five forms of organizational spontaneity: helping coworkers, 

protecting the organization, making constructive suggestions, developing oneself, and 

spreading goodwill. Helping coworkers includes behaviors such as calling a coworker’s 

attention to an error he/she made, teaching a coworker how to perform a task more 

efficiently, and assisting a coworker in completing his/her portion of a group project. 

Protecting the organization consists of behaviors aimed to reduce the risk of direct or 
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indirect damage to organizational functioning (e.g., reporting a fire hazard, calling 

attention to an unsafe work practice). Making constructive suggestions requires an active 

involvement from employees in promoting organizational effectiveness by performing 

extra-role behaviors such as exploring the possible reasons for a chronic business 

problem and making suggestions to eliminate it. Developing oneself entails voluntary 

actions of enhancing one’s knowledge, skills, and abilities to achieve a better 

performance (e.g., taking a night course at one’s own expense). Finally, spreading 

goodwill deals with how employees represent their organization to outsiders and includes 

behaviors such as telling your friends how happy you are to work for your current 

employer, encouraging potential applicants to apply for job vacancies, and 

recommending goods and services produced by your company.  

Based on the definition provided by George and Brief (1992), organizational 

spontaneity greatly overlaps with OCB. Both constructs include voluntary performance 

episodes that increase organizational effectiveness. The difference between the two is 

related to the organizational reward systems: OCB requires that the behavior not to be 

recognized by the formal reward systems whereas organizational spontaneity refrains 

from such a requirement. This means that organizational spontaneity is a much broader 

construct than OCB. George and Brief (1992) also think differently than Organ (1988) 

about which behaviors are extra-role and which behaviors are not. For example, they 

claimed that the behaviors (e.g., attendance and adherence to rules) covered by the 

conscientiousness dimension of OCB are not extra-role behaviors, but rather high levels 

of specific in-role behaviors.  
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Contextual performance. Borman and Motowidlo (1993) made a distinction 

between task and contextual performance. They argued that task performance taps two 

classes of behaviors: technical core behaviors and service and maintenance behaviors. 

Technical core behaviors include transforming raw materials into goods and services 

(e.g., operating a production machine in a manufacturing plant) and service and 

maintenance behaviors support the technical core and include such behaviors as 

supplying raw materials, distributing finished products, and providing planning, 

coordination, and supervision. Conversely, behaviors associated with contextual 

performance “do not support the technical core itself so much as they support the broader 

organizational, social, and psychological environment in which the technical core must 

function” (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993, p. 73). Based on this definition, Borman and 

Motowidlo identified five categories of contextual performance: (a) volunteering to 

perform task activities that are not part of formal job description, (b) persisting with 

eagerness when necessary to complete a task successfully, (c) helping and cooperating 

with others, (d) strictly complying with organizational rules even when it is inconvenient 

to do so, and (e) endorsing, supporting, and advocating organizational objectives. They 

also noted that these contextual behaviors are common to almost all jobs whereas task 

behaviors vary between different jobs. In addition, they addressed that volition and 

predisposition are the primary sources of variation in contextual performance whereas 

task proficiency (resulting from knowledge, skills, and abilities) is the primary source of 

variation in task performance. 

Noting the similarities between the categories of contextual behaviors and the 

dimensions of OCBs (e.g., altruism, sportsmanship, and courtesy), Organ (1997) 
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acknowledged the clear overlap between OCBs and contextual performance. This 

overlap, however, does not mean that these two constructs are the same. There are two 

important distinctions. Unlike OCBs, contextual performance does not require the 

behavior to be either extra-role or nonrewardable (Organ, 1997). Although Borman and 

Motowidlo (1993) did not make any restriction regarding if contextual behaviors are 

extra-role and nonrewardable, they pointed out that these behaviors are less likely to be 

rewarded and role-prescribed (or in-role). 

To sum up, OCBs can be differentiated from other extra-role behaviors in several 

ways. First, unlike principled organizational dissent and whistle blowing, OCBs are not 

challenging but promotive behaviors (Organ, 1997; Van Dyne et al., 1995). Although it is 

true that both organizational dissent and whistle blowing may promote organizational 

effectiveness in the long term, these extra-role behaviors may damage the psycho-social 

context of an organization in the short term. OCB, however, by its definition, promotes 

the psycho-social context; but this does not necessarily mean that each single act of 

organizational citizenship will facilitate task performance. Second, OCBs can only be 

performed by current members, whereas organizational dissent and whistle blowing can 

be performed by former as well as current members of an organization. Third, OCB is a 

narrowly defined construct when it is compared to PSOB, organizational spontaneity, and 

contextual performance. Although OCB requires behaviors to be discretionary, 

nonrewardable, and in the aggregate functional for organizational effectiveness (not 

necessarily functional for coworkers’ well-being); broadly defined constructs eliminated 

at least one of these restrictions from consideration. Organizational spontaneity includes 

both rewardable and nonrewardable extra-role behaviors. PSOB covers all promotive and 
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affiliative organizational behaviors targeted to increase organizational effectiveness as 

well as individual well-being, regardless of whether these behaviors are functional or 

dysfunctional for organizations (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986). Furthermore, PSOB and 

contextual performance do not require behaviors to be extra-role and nonrewarded. In 

summary, unlike other constructs related to extra-role behaviors, OCB includes only 

affiliative and promotive behaviors that are discretionary, not recognized by the formal 

reward systems, and that in aggregate enhance organizational functioning.   

Dimensions of OCBs 

Although OCB is a narrowly defined construct compared to the other extra-role 

behavior constructs (e.g., PSOB and contextual performance), it encompasses a wide 

range of behaviors such as helping coworkers, being punctual, accepting and adhering to 

your organization’s rules and regulations, being courteous, defending your organization’s 

policies and practices to outsiders, not taking excessive breaks, and not using work time 

for personal matters. It is possible for some employees to be helpful and cooperative 

toward their coworkers but to be hesitant to defend their organizations’ policies and 

practices to outsiders. Therefore, considering OCB as an aggregate construct and 

measuring it by averaging the frequencies of all measured citizenship behaviors can be 

problematic. When different dimensions of OCBs are aggregated, an employee who is 

high on helping behavior and low on punctuality may get a similar OCB performance 

rating with an employee who is average on both helping behavior and punctuality. 

Having a similar OCB performance rating based on the aggregate OCB construct, these 

two employees might be given similar feedback (e.g., your OCB performance is about 

average, you should try to engage in more OCBs) by their supervisor despite the fact that 
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their deficiencies are not the same and they need more specific feedback addressing these 

deficiencies. It is also important to differentiate between the possible dimensions of 

OCBs to comprehensively capture the relationships of OCBs with individual and 

organizational level predictors. For example, Agreeableness might be a weak predictor of 

aggregated OCB performance but a moderate predictor of helping coworkers. Therefore, 

some of the earliest OCB researchers conducted studies to identify the possible 

dimensions of OCB (see George & Brief, 1992; George & Jones, 1997; Konovsky & 

Organ, 1996; Organ 1988; Smith et al., 1983; Williams & Anderson, 1991). 

In one of the earliest attempts, Smith et al. (1983) interviewed managers to 

determine the job behaviors that are helpful but not absolutely required. They then asked 

supervisors to rate employees on these job behaviors. Factor analyzing these ratings, they 

concluded that OCB has at least two separate dimensions: altruism and generalized 

compliance. Altruism captures interpersonal helping behaviors targeted at other members 

of an organization. Such interpersonal behaviors include helping coworkers with heavy 

workloads, volunteering to give orientations to new coworkers, teaching fellow 

coworkers more effective ways of performing job tasks. Unlike altruism, generalized 

compliance captures impersonal behaviors conforming internalized norms that define the 

characteristics of a good employee. Such impersonal behaviors include being very 

punctual, not spending time on personal errands or phone calls, and not taking excessive 

breaks (Smith et al., 1983).  

Although altruism and generalized compliance were defined broadly and captured 

a large portion of the OCB domain, Organ (1988) identified three additional dimensions: 

sportsmanship, civic virtue, and courtesy. Sportsmanship entails whether an employee is 
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willing to accept minor frustrations or inconveniences as a result of an ongoing changes 

in, for example, physical work environment, work procedure, or work hours (Organ et al, 

2006). Sportsmanship does not necessarily imply that employees should welcome and 

embrace the changes, but that they should put their frustration aside, accept the changes, 

and continue with their work. Civic virtue addresses the positive involvements of 

employees in organizations’ political and governance process (Organ et al, 2006). 

Graham (1986) was the first to identify civic virtue dimension, but her focus was on less 

frequent but more dramatic behaviors (e.g., objections to policies and procedures 

implemented by high-rank officials). Not surprisingly, this focus was very in line with the 

perspective Graham (1986) took in her discussion of organizational dissent. Unlike 

Graham (1986), Konovsky and Organ (1996) put emphasis on mundane and ongoing 

activities in their discussion of civic virtue and argued that this dimension is 

characterized by everyday work behaviors such as reading work-related mails, attending 

non-mandatory meetings, and showing interest in what is going on in the department or 

organization. Finally, courtesy describes conscientious activities that help prevent 

problems from occurring (Organ et al., 2006). Courtesy requires a proactive approach 

such as avoiding or eliminating practices that put extra work on other individuals and, if 

such practices are unavoidable, giving them advance notice so that they will be prepared. 

In addition to these studies, a literature review by Podsakoff et al. (2000) 

identified seven common dimensions of OCB. These dimensions included helping 

behavior, sportsmanship, organizational loyalty, organizational compliance, individual 

initiative, civic virtue, and self-development. Podsakoff et al. provided a broader 

definition than Organ (1988) for helping behavior. They argued that helping behavior 
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includes voluntarily helping others with work-related problems as well as proactive 

helping to prevent the occurrence of these problems. In this regard, Podsakoff et al.’s 

helping behavior dimension covers both altruism and courtesy dimensions of Organ 

(1988). Podsakoff et al.’s definition of sportsmanship was also broad. In addition to the 

willingness to accept minor frustrations, they highlighted the importance of maintaining a 

positive attitude and sacrificing personal interests for the good of the work group.  

Organizational compliance and civic virtue were the other two common 

dimensions between Organ (1988) and Podsakoff et al. (2000). Podsakoff et al. addressed 

organizational compliance as employees’ internalization and acceptance of an 

organization’s rules, regulations, and procedures in a way that they strictly observes these 

rules and regulations even when there is no one to monitor compliance and report 

deviance. They presented civic virtue as employees’ macro-level interest in, or 

commitment to, the organization as a whole. This macro-level interest (or commitment) 

manifests itself in an employee’s willingness to actively participate in organizations’ 

governance (e.g., attend meetings), to monitor macro and micro work environments for 

threats and opportunities (e.g., recommending a new equipment), and to look after the 

organization (e.g., reporting a fire hazard).  

Podsakoff et al.’s (2000) other three dimensions (i.e., organizational loyalty, 

individual initiative, and self-development) were not explicitly defined as separate 

dimensions by Organ (1988). Among these dimensions, organizational loyalty involves 

promoting the organization to outsiders, protecting it against external threats, defending 

its objectives and goals, and staying with the organization in time of crisis. Individual 

initiative entails engaging in task-related activities well beyond the minimum required 
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level (e.g., taking extra-responsibilities, altering work-flow to increase efficiency). 

Finally, self-development concerns with employees’ engagements in voluntary behaviors 

(e.g., taking advance training courses) that enhance their knowledge, skills, and abilities 

required to perform their current jobs or (possibly) higher level jobs effectively.   

The studies discussed so far, as well as many others in the literature (e.g. 

Morrison, 1994; Van Dyne, Graham, & Dienesch, 1994), were mainly concerned with the 

behavior itself and either used factor analysis (e.g., Smith et al, 1983) or theoretical 

findings (e.g., Van Dyne et al., 1994) to identify the dimensions of OCB. Taking a 

different perspective, Williams and Anderson (1991) identified two broader OCB 

dimensions. Their classification was based on the targets of OCBs. The first dimension, 

OCBI, consists of citizenship behaviors that are aimed at other individuals in the 

workplace (e.g., helping coworkers with their work, providing orientation to a new 

employee, teaching shortcuts to a coworker). The second dimension, OCBO, consists of 

behaviors that are impersonal and aimed at organization as a whole (e.g., participating in 

voluntary activities, not spending time in idle conversation, calling attention to non-safe 

work practices).  

Williams and Anderson (1991) argued that the main reason why they took such a 

different perspective to categorize OCBs was to get rid of the implicit restrictive 

assumptions terms such as altruism and compliance were likely to contain regarding 

external rewards and punishment. They argued that altruism is considered to include 

those behaviors without any external rewards and compliance is considered to include 

those behaviors that performed because of expected rewards or performed to eliminate 

punishment. The connotations associated with these labels were far from reflecting the 
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nature of OCB. Parallel to this argument, Van Dyne et al. (1995) stated that making a 

distinction between OCBO and OCBI is a useful approach and eliminates the “excess 

baggage” that terms such as compliance, conscientiousness, and altruism are likely to 

carry. Organ (1997) also supported this distinction by pointing out the convenience of 

using these neutral labels “to guard against preconceived connotations” (p. 94).  

It is important to stress the broadness of OCBI and OCBO dimensions. These 

labels are not substitutes for altruism and generalized compliance dimensions of Organ 

(1988) or helping behavior and organizational compliance dimensions of Podsakoff et al. 

(2000). OCBI and OCBO cover all possible citizenship behaviors, including those which 

are considered as sportsmanship, civic virtue, organizational loyalty, courtesy, individual 

initiative, or self-development. For example, a civic virtue citizenship behavior can be 

classified as either OCBI or OCBO depending on whether the behavior is aimed at a 

specific person or the organization at large. 

In an attempt to assess the theoretical soundness of the approaches that had been 

taken to determine the dimensions of OCB, LePine et al. (2002) reviewed the literature 

on OCB and its dimensions. Using meta-analytic techniques, LePine et al. found not only 

that there were strong relationships among most of the dimensions of OCB but also that 

OCB dimensions had equivalent relationships with predictors such as job satisfaction, 

organizational commitment, fairness, and leader support. For example, considering 

Organ’s (1988) five dimensions, LePine et al. reported that all but two (the correlations of 

sportsmanship with civic virtue and with compliance) of the 95% confidence intervals 

regarding the corrected correlations among the dimensions included values that exceed 

.70, which is often considered as the minimum accepted value for internal consistency 
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reliability (Nunnally, 1978). In addition, LePine et al. analyzed the relationships between 

the broader dimensions (OCBO and OCBI) and the same predictors. The results, again, 

revealed that the relationships with OCBI were not significantly different from the 

relationships with OCBO for any of the predictors. Based on these results, LePine et al. 

suggested that researchers should consider OCB as a latent (or at least as an aggregate) 

construct and develop measures accordingly. Beyond this suggestion, the authors also 

pointed out that these results might be due to common method variance, inadequate 

domain of predictors or OCB criteria, and low statistical power.  

Considering the research by Organ (1988), Podsakoff et al. (2000), and other 

scholars (e.g., Coyle-Shapiro & Conway, 2005; Neuman & Kickul, 1998; Schnake, 

Dumler, & Cochran, 1993) together with the research by LePine et al. (2002), it might be 

reasonable to define OCB dimensions broadly instead of either defining the dimensions 

narrowly or defining OCB as an aggregate construct. Taking such a moderate approach 

might prove to be the most appropriate course of action. Therefore, I will use the 

classification proposed by Williams and Anderson (1991) and define OCB dimensions 

broadly as OCBI (OCB directed at individuals) and OCBO (OCB directed at the 

organization). Smith et al. (1983) also provided two broad dimensions of OCB: altruism 

and generalized compliance. The main reason why I chose OCBI and OCBO dimensions 

is that these dimensions do not stress a particular form of behavior and cover all possible 

OCBs. Second, unlike altruism and generalized compliance, OCBI and OCBO do not 

have any connotation or “excess baggage” (Van Dyne et al., 1995). Third, unlike the 

results of LePine et al.’s (2002) meta-analysis, the results of Ilies et al.’s (2009) meta-

analysis indicated that OCBI and OCBO constructs are distinct. Finally, OCB literature 
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has frequently used the broad dimensions of OCBI and OCBO when studying the 

antecedents and consequences of OCBs (Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002; Aryee & Chay, 

2001; Lavelle, Brockner, Konovsky, Price, Henley, Taneja, Vinekar, 2009; Skarlicki & 

Latham, 1996; Werner, 1994).  

Antecedents and Consequences of OCB 

 After Organ and his colleagues (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Organ, 1988; Smith et 

al., 1983) addressed that OCBs, in aggregate, enhance organizational effectiveness, 

researchers have focused on identifying antecedents and consequences of OCB 

performance. The research on the consequences of OCB, however, had not gone hand in 

hand with the research on the antecedents of OCB. Whether it is simply due to the 

soundness of the arguments presented by Organ and his colleagues or due to the 

difficulties associated with quantifying the consequences of OCB, earlier studies had 

focused on the antecedents of OCB and ignored its consequences (Podsakoff et al., 2000; 

Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Realizing the deficiency in the literature, studies later have 

begun to allocate more attention to the consequences of OCB. Next sections present the 

most frequently studied antecedents and consequences of OCB. 

 Antecedents of OCB.  In one of the earliest meta-analyses specific to antecedents 

of OCB, Organ and Ryan (1995) reviewed 55 studies that had explored the effect of 

attitudinal and dispositional characteristics on the two dimensions of OCB: altruism and 

generalized compliance. The results indicated that leader consideration (rc = .32), job 

satisfaction (rc = .28), organizational commitment (rc = .25), fairness (rc = .24), and 

Conscientiousness (rc = .22) showed moderate correlations, whereas positive affectivity 

(rc = .15) and Agreeableness (rc = .13) showed weak correlations with altruism. The 
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relationship of negative affectivity with altruism was not significant. The results were not 

very different for the generalized compliance dimension. Leader supportiveness (rc = 

.35), organizational commitment (rc = .32), Conscientiousness (rc = .30), job satisfaction 

(rc = .28), and fairness (rc = .27) showed moderate correlations, whereas Agreeableness 

(rc = .11) and negative affectivity (rc = -.12) showed weak correlations with generalized 

compliance. The relationship between positive affectivity and generalized compliance 

was not significant. Tenure and gender were related neither to altruism nor to generalized 

compliance. Seven years after, LePine et al.’s (2002) meta-analysis provided information 

supporting the results presented by Organ and Ryan. Considering OCB as an aggregate 

construct, LePine et al. reported that there were weak to moderate correlations between 

overall OCB and its attitudinal/dispositional predictors: leader support (rc = .32), job 

satisfaction (rc = .24), fairness (rc = .23), Conscientiousness (rc = .23), and organizational 

commitment (rc = .20). Taking the results of these two meta-analyses together, it can be 

concluded that leader support, job satisfaction, fairness, organizational commitment, and 

Conscientiousness are important attitudinal and dispositional antecedents of OCB.  

 An extensive meta-analysis by Podsakoff et al. (2000) identified four major 

categories of antecedents of OCB: individual (employee) characteristics, task 

characteristics, organizational characteristics, and leadership behaviors. Regarding 

individual characteristics, the results were not very different from those of Organ and 

Ryan (1995) and LePine et al. (2002). Job satisfaction, fairness, organizational 

commitment, and Conscientiousness were, again, found to be important antecedents of 

OCB. Other than these four individual characteristics, trust in leader and indifference to 

rewards showed small to moderate correlations with overall OCB or its dimensions. For 
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example, trust in leader was positively correlated with overall OCB (rc = .39), altruism (rc 

= .24), courtesy (rc = .24), and conscientiousness (or organizational compliance; rc = .26); 

and indifference to rewards was positively correlated with sportsmanship (rc = .25) and 

conscientiousness (rc = .24). The relationships of overall OCB and its dimensions with 

other individual characteristics (i.e., Agreeableness, positive affectivity, negative 

affectivity, role ambiguity and role conflict perceptions, tenure, gender, professional 

orientation, need for independence, and ability/experience) were either weak or 

nonsignificant.   

 Podsakoff et al.’s (2000) meta-analytic results further revealed that all three task 

characteristics (i.e., task feedback, task routinization, and intrinsically satisfying task) 

included in the meta-analysis had weak to moderate correlations with the dimensions of 

OCB. Task feedback positively correlated with conscientiousness (rc = .21) and courtesy 

(rc = .19); task routinization negatively correlated with civic virtue (rc = -.30), altruism (rc 

= -.25), and conscientiousness (rc = -.23); and intrinsically satisfying task positively 

correlated with altruism (rc = .27) and conscientiousness (rc = .22). Considering 

organizational characteristics, Podsakoff et al. found that cohesive group and POS were 

the two organizational characteristics having notable correlations with the dimensions of 

OCB: cohesive group positively correlated with courtesy (rc = .20), altruism (rc = .19), 

and sportsmanship (rc = .17); and POS positively correlated with altruism (rc = .31). 

Podsakoff et al. (2000) included leadership behavior as their last category and 

reviewed 14 leadership behaviors. Five of these behaviors (i.e., high performance 

expectations, contingent punishment behavior, noncontingent reward behavior, leader 

role clarification, and leader specification of procedures) showed either weak or 



30 
 

 

nonsignificant correlations with the dimensions of OCB. Regarding the remaining nine 

leadership behaviors, core transformational leadership showed the strongest correlations 

with altruism (rc = .26), courtesy (rc = .24), and conscientiousness (rc = .24); articulating 

a vision with sportsmanship (rc = .23), altruism (rc = .20), and courtesy (rc = .20); 

providing an appropriate model with courtesy (rc = .25) and altruism (rc = .24); fostering 

the acceptance of group goals with altruism (rc = .23), courtesy (rc = .21), and 

sportsmanship (rc = .21); intellectual stimulation with altruism (rc = .20); contingent 

reward behavior with altruism (rc = .26), courtesy (rc = .26), and sportsmanship (rc = .26); 

noncontingent punishment behavior with conscientiousness (rc = -.26) and altruism (rc = -

.25); supportive leader behaviors with generalized compliance (rc = .35), courtesy (rc = 

.28), and altruism (rc = .27); and leader-member exchange with altruism (rc = .36) and 

overall OCB (rc = .30). All in all, considering the 14 leadership behaviors, these results 

indicated that leader supportiveness, leader-member exchange, and contingent reward 

behavior are important antecedents of OCB performance.   

  Other than these meta-analytic studies, Dalal (2005) reported meta-analytic 

correlations between six antecedents and overall OCB. The correlations reported for 

organizational commitment (rc = .28), organizational justice (or fairness; rc = .20), 

Conscientiousness (rc = .30), and negative affectivity (rc = -.10) were comparable to the 

correlations reported in previous meta-analyses. The correlation between job satisfaction 

and overall OCB (rc = .16) was smaller, whereas the correlation between positive 

affectivity and overall OCB (rc = .34) was larger than the corresponding correlations in 

meta-analyses by Organ and Ryan (1995), Podsakoff et al. (2000), and  LePine et al. 

(2002). The reason for this inconsistency might be due to Dalal’s choice of study 



31 
 

 

samples. Unlike the other meta-analytic studies, Dalal only included studies that 

measured both OCB and counterproductive work behaviors as criteria.  

 Putting the results from these meta-analyses together, it can be stated that job 

satisfaction, fairness, and organizational commitment are important attitudinal 

antecedents of OCB. Conscientiousness and positive affectivity are significant 

dispositional antecedents; task feedback, task routinization, and intrinsically satisfying 

task are important task related antecedents; cohesive group and POS are important 

organizational level antecedents; and leader supportiveness, leader-member exchange, 

noncontingent punishment behavior, contingent reward behavior, articulating a vision, 

and transformational leadership are important leadership-related antecedents of OCB.  

Consequences of OCB. Studies that focused on the consequences of OCBs took 

two approaches (Podsakoff et al., 2000). The first approach was to explore the effects of 

OCBs on managers’ performance evaluation and other managerial decisions (e.g., pay 

raises, promotions, training, and termination; Borman, White, & Dorsey, 1995; Allen & 

Rush, 1998). The second approach was to explore the effects of OCBs on the indicators 

of organizational performance and success (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994; Podsakoff et 

al., 1997). 

Job performance ratings. Meta-analytically examining the relationships between 

OCBs and a variety of individual- and organizational-level outcomes, Podsakoff et al. 

(2009) found that OCBI (rc = .55) and OCBO (rc = .63), as well as overall OCB (rc = 

.60), were positively related to managers’ ratings of job performance. The results further 

indicated that job performance ratings were more strongly correlated with overall OCB 

than task performance. Regarding other managerial decisions, the results showed that 
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overall OCB positively related with reward allocation decisions (rc = .57), actual rewards 

(rc = .26), and reward recommendations (rc = .77). Podsakoff et al. (2009) discussed 

possible reasons why managers might rely on OCBs when conducting performance 

evaluations and making reward allocation decisions. First, as the norm of reciprocity 

suggests (Blau, 1964), if OCBs ease managers’ job and facilitate organizational 

effectiveness, managers may repay employees who frequently perform OCBs with higher 

job performance ratings. Second, having implicit theories about co-occurrence of events 

and behaviors (Berman & Kenny, 1976; Bruner & Tagiuri, 1954), managers may be 

prone to think that OCB performance and overall performance are related, giving higher 

job performance ratings to those employees who frequently engage in OCBs. Third, 

behavioral distinctiveness and accessibility play an important role when evaluating an 

employee’s performance (DeNisi, Cafferty, & Meglino, 1984). Requiring a discretionary 

effort, OCBs may be perceived as more distinctive than in-role behaviors, which make 

them easily accessible to mangers when rating an employee’s job performance (for an 

extensive list of possible reasons, see Podsakoff et al., 2000). 

Withdrawal behaviors. Studies have also focused on withdrawal behaviors (e.g., 

turnover, absenteeism) as the individual-level outcomes of OCBs (Chen, Hui, & Sego, 

1998; Mossholder, Settoon, & Henagan, 2005). Meta-analytically reviewing the studies 

that explored the effect of OCBs on withdrawal behaviors, Podsakoff et al. (2009) found 

that overall OCB was negatively related with turnover intention (rc = -.22), actual 

turnover (rc = -.14), and absenteeism (rc = -.16). Regarding OCBO and OCBI 

dimensions, turnover intensions (rc = -.20 vs. rc = -.11) and actual turnover (rc = -.18 vs. 

rc = -.11) were more strongly related to OCBO than OCBI. As the literature suggests, job 
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satisfaction is a significant predictor of OCB performance (Bateman & Organ, 1983; 

Foote & Tang, 2008; Ilies et al., 2009; Miao et al., 2011) and turnover/turnover intent 

(Lambert, Hogan, & Barton, 2001; Tett & Meyer, 1993). Therefore, it could be argued 

that the relationship between OCB and turnover/turnover intent was spurious, caused by 

job satisfaction. Podsakoff et al. (2009) tested this spurious relationship hypothesis using 

meta-analytic path model and found that both job satisfaction and OCB had negative 

significant relationships with turnover intention and actual turnover, indicating evidence 

against a total spurious relationship between OCB and turnover. 

Objective measures of unit performance. OCB, by definition, in the aggregate, 

should increase the effective functioning of an organization. Podsakoff et al. (2000) 

tested this assumption by reviewing studies (MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Ahearne, 1996; 

Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994; Podsakoff et al., 1997; Walz & Niehoff, 1996) that 

explored the effect of OCBs on objective measures of unit performance. These objective 

measures included index of sales performance, quantity produced, product quality, team 

sales quota percentage, food cost (waste), revenue, operating efficiency, customer 

complaints, customer satisfaction, and quality of performance. The results from these 

studies support that OCBs have positive effects on organizational effectiveness. Overall, 

OCBs explained about 19% of variance in performance quantity, about 18% variance in 

performance quality, about 25% of variance in financial efficiency indicators (e.g., food 

waste, revenue, and operating efficiency), and about 38% variance in customer service 

performance indicators (e.g., customer satisfaction and customer complaints).  

A more recent meta-analysis (Nielsen et al., 2009) explored the relationship 

between OCB and performance by reviewing studies that used group-level analysis. This 
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meta-analytic review reported a significant positive relationship between overall group 

OCB and group performance (rc = .29), higher level of group OCB leading to higher level 

of group performance. The same relationship held true for the six individual dimensions 

of OCB (civic virtue, sportsmanship, helping, altruism, conscientiousness, and courtesy). 

Among these six dimensions, altruism was the strongest correlate (rc = .34) and helping 

was the weakest correlate (rc = .19) of group performance. The results also revealed that 

group performance was correlated more strongly with group level measure of OCB (rc = 

.32) than individual-level measure of OCB (rc = .17), and supervisor ratings of OCB (rc = 

.39) than peer ratings of OCB (rc = .08). Furthermore, OCB was correlated more strongly 

with subjective performance ratings (rc = .34) than objective performance ratings (rc = 

.20), and the correlation was stronger when OCB and group performance were rated by 

the same source (rc = .52) than when each was rated by different sources (rc = .25). In 

addition to the results by Nielsen et al. (2009), Podsakoff et al. (2009) found that there 

was a strong positive relationship (rc = .43) between unit-level OCB and overall unit 

performance, further reporting moderate to strong correlations between unit-level OCB 

and more specific unit-level outcomes: unit productivity (rc = .37), unit efficiency (rc = 

.40), and unit cost (rc = -.52). 

To sum up, research has supported Organ and his colleagues’ statement that OCB 

positively affects organizational effectiveness. More specifically, OCB is positively 

related to product quantity and quality (Podsakoff et al., 1997), sales performance 

(MacKenzie et al, 1996; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994), revenue and customer 

satisfaction (Walz & Niehoff, 1996), and group performance (Nielsen et al., 2009; 

Podsakoff et al., 2009). In addition to these, OCB has significant effect on managerial 
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ratings of employee performance, other important managerial decisions (e.g., salary and 

reward recommendation; Allen & Rush, 1998), and withdrawal behaviors (turnover 

intention and actual turnover; Podsakoff et al., 2009). 

OCB as a Cross-Cultural Construct  

Although the research on OCB during 1980s and 1990s had provided valuable 

information about OCB regarding its nature, dimensionality, antecedents, and 

consequences, the cross-cultural generalizability of these findings was yet to be tested. 

Paine and Organ (2000) listed some of the critical questions regarding OCB and culture 

that had not been answered during 1980s and 1990s. Some of these questions included 

whether or not the term OCB had the same meaning in other cultures, how OCB was 

perceived in other cultures, were the antecedents and consequences of OCB varied across 

cultures, and were the dimensions of OCB perceived similarly across cultures. In an 

effort to provide some preliminary answers to these questions, Paine and Organ surveyed 

38 individuals from 26 countries and explored the applicability and meaningfulness of 

OCB across other cultures. Their results indicated that OCBs, as forms of altruistic 

(helping), courteous, and conscientious citizenship behaviors were observable across 

cultures but there were some cultural nuances in defining what constitutes OCB. 

In one of the earliest studies, Farh et al. (1997) explored the variations in OCB 

within Chinese culture by examining the effect of cultural characteristics (traditionality 

vs. modernity) on the relationship between OCB and organizational justice. First, they 

focused on developing a measure of OCB that was indigenous to Chinese population. 

Then, using this newly developed measure, they explored the relationship between OCB 

and justice and how modernity and traditionality affect this relationship in the Chinese 
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context. The results of their first study indicated that a five-factor model of OCB fitted 

best to their data. These five Chinese OCB factors (or dimensions) were identification 

with the company, altruism toward colleagues, conscientiousness, interpersonal harmony, 

and protecting company resources. Comparing these five dimensions with those five 

OCB dimensions identified by Organ (1988), Farh et al. found that there were similarities 

regarding three of the five dimensions. Their identification with the company, altruism 

toward colleagues, and conscientiousness dimensions were similar to Organ’s civic 

virtue, altruism, and conscientiousness dimensions, respectively. Therefore, Farh et al. 

suggested that these three were etic dimensions of OCB, whereas interpersonal harmony 

(i.e., avoiding pursuing personal power and gain with negative effects on others and 

organization) and protecting company resources (i.e., avoiding negative behaviors that 

abuse company policies and resources for personal use) were emic to Chinese culture.  

 Two years after Farh et al.’s (1997) study, Lam et al. (1999) compared the 

perspectives of supervisors and subordinates on OCB across four international samples 

from United States, Hong Kong, Japan, and Australia.  One of their research questions 

was whether there was a difference in their definition of job roles among participants of 

different nationalities. The results indicated that only two dimensions of OCB (courtesy 

and sportsmanship) were rated differently across nations. Sportsmanship behaviors were 

more likely to be perceived as in-role behaviors by Japanese and Hong Kong employees 

than Australian and U.S. employees. The same finding held true for the courtesy 

citizenship behaviors, except that U.S. employees’ perceptions of courteous behaviors 

were not significantly different from those of Japanese and Hong Kong employees. There 

were no significant differences among U.S., Australian, Japanese, and Hong Kong 
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employees in their perceptions of altruism, conscientiousness, and civic virtue citizenship 

behaviors. These results supported Farh et al.’s (1997) suggestions regarding the emic 

and etic dimensions of OCB.  

Exploring the antecedents of OCBs in expatriate context, the nature of this study 

is essentially cross-cultural. Thus, the cross-cultural findings by Paine and Organ (2000), 

Lam et al. (1999), and Farh et al (1997) have direct implications for this study and 

support the use of Williams and Anderson’s (1991) OCBI and OCBO scales to measure 

OCB performance in cross-cultural settings. Williams and Anderson’s OCBI and OCBO 

scales respectively focus on altruistic and conscientious behaviors which were identified 

as ethic OCBs by cross-cultural studies. Next chapter presents the current study and 

discussions of study hypotheses. 

Measuring OCB 

As the literature suggests, a single act of work behavior may or may not be 

considered as OCB depending on the perceiver (e.g., managers vs. employees; 

Turnipseed & Rassuli, 2005), the characteristics of the employee who performs the 

behavior, and the time when the behavior is performed (Van Dyne et al., 1995). 

Therefore, on the one hand, it is not possible in an absolute sense to determine whether a 

seemingly discretionary behavior is an OCB without having information about the 

perceptions of the actors (or observers) and the characteristics of the situations. On the 

other hand, the results of cross-sectional research on OCBs (e.g., Farh, Earley, & Lin, 

1997; Lam, Hui, & Law, 1999; Paine & Organ, 2000) support that supervisors and 

employees across different cultures have more or less a shared understanding of what 

behaviors constitute OCBs.  
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Among the dimensions of OCBs, altruistic (or helping) behaviors which indicate 

OCBs toward coworkers and conscientious behaviors which indicate OCBs toward 

organizations were found to be more generalizable across conditions. Although there are 

individual differences in perceptions of what behaviors constitute OCBs, it is reasonable, 

based on cross-sectional research, to assume that subjects on the average will consider the 

behaviors described in OCBI and OCBO measures as discretionary. Therefore, most of 

the previous studies did not ask subjects to rate if the behaviors described in OCB 

measures were discretionary (e.g., Moorman, Blakely, & Niehoff, 1998; Shore & Wayne, 

1993).   
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CHAPTER 3 

Current Study 

The purpose of the current study is twofold: (a) to identify important distal and 

proximal antecedents of expatriates’ OCB performance and (b) to explore how these 

distal and proximal antecedents interact. Expatriates are those individuals who are 

assigned to work in a foreign country on a temporary basis to complete a time-based task 

or achieve an organizational goal (Harrison, Shaffer, & Bhaskar-Shrinivas, 2004). As the 

globalization becomes a dominant factor in today’s business world, TNCs (Transnational 

Companies) increasingly open new subsidiaries in other countries to utilize the 

comparative advantages that these countries offer (e.g., lower wage, cheaper raw 

material, proximity to large local markets). The increase in the number of foreign 

subsidiaries leads to a higher demand for expatriates who are important parts of foreign 

subsidiaries’ staffing programs. 

There are two important objectives that TNCs want to achieve when designing a 

subsidiary staffing program: (a) coordination and control and (b) knowledge transfer 

(Gaur, Delios, & Singh, 2007). Research showed that parent country expatriates were 

helpful in achieving both of these objectives (Tan & Mahoney, 2006). Therefore, it can 

be argued that expatriates’ success is an important factor directly contributing to the 

success of a subsidiary. In this regard, it is worthwhile to investigate the individual and 

organizational factors influencing expatriates’ overall job performance, which includes 

in-role (task) and extra-role (e.g., OCB, contextual performance, and organizational 

dissent) performance.  
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Although previous research has explored to some extent the antecedents of 

expatriates’ task performance (Ang, Van Dyne, Koh, Ng, Templer, Tay, Chandrasekar, 

2007; Black & Porter, 1991; Dalton & Wilson, 2000; Liu & Shaffer, 2005; Shay & 

Baack, 2006; Sinangil & Ones, 2003), it underexplored the antecedents of expatriates’ 

OCB performance. Considering the effects of OCB performance on organizational 

effectiveness indicators (Podsakoff et al., 2009) and the importance of expatriates for 

subsidiaries in achieving organizational effectiveness (Boyacigiller, 1990; Tan & 

Mahoney, 2006), studying those factors effecting expatriates’ OCB performance becomes 

an important task. 

Even though cross-cultural organizational literature provides very limited 

information about the antecedents of expatriates’ OCB performance, there are studies that 

explored the antecedents and consequences of expatriates’ contextual performance 

(Caligiuri, 1997; Caligiuri & Day, 2000; Kraimer & Wayne, 2004; Kraimer, Wayne, & 

Jaworski, 2001; Shaffer, Harrison, Gregersen, Black, & Ferzandi, 2006; Shay & Baack, 

2006). These studies provided preliminary information about the effect of a wide range of 

variables (e.g., POS, leader-member exchange, expatriate adjustment, role stressors, self-

monitoring, and organizational commitment) on expatriates’ contextual performance. 

Yet, none of these studies’ primary purpose was to explore the antecedents of expatriates’ 

contextual performance. For example, Kraimer and Wayne (2004) examined the 

relationship between a multidimensional measure of POS and expatriate success, which 

included task performance, contextual performance, and intention to complete the 

assignment. Kraimer et al. (2001) examined the mediating role of expatriate adjustment 

on the relationship between three sources of expatriate support (POS, leader support, and 
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spouse support) and expatriate performance (task and contextual performance). Shaffer et 

al. (2006) examined the effect of various individual difference variables (e.g., the Big 

Five, cultural flexibility, ethnocentrism) and expatriate effectiveness (expatriate 

adjustment, task and contextual performance, and withdrawal cognition). Not being 

considered as the primary criterion, expatriates’ contextual performance was measured as 

a one-dimensional construct by these studies. More importantly, the items used to 

measure contextual performance were not covering most of its important dimensions 

(e.g., persisting with enthusiasm and extra effort, volunteering to carry out task activities 

that are not parts of formal job description; helping co-workers, following organizational 

rules and regulations; Borman & Motowidlo, 1997). Items from Kraimer and Wayne’s 

(2004) and Kraimer et al.’s (2001) studies measuring expatriates’ contextual performance 

included “interacting with host-country coworkers,” “establishing relationships with key 

host-country business contact,” “adapting to foreign facility’s business customs and 

norms,” and “interacting with co-workers.” These items were more in line with the 

operational definition of expatriate adjustment (see Black, 1988; Black & Stephens, 

1989) than that of contextual performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997; Motowidlo & 

Van Scotter, 1994). Other than these studies, Liu (2009) explored the effects of parent 

company POS, subsidiary POS, and parent company affective commitment on 

expatriates’ OCBO performance. The main limitation with Liu’s study was his choice of 

OCBO measure. He only used two items: “I defend the organization when other 

employees criticize it” and “I defend the organization when outsiders criticize it.” These 

two very similar items failed to capture the entire domain of OCBO performance, which 
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includes attendance, adherence to company rules and regulations, not taking undeserved 

break, etc.  

Measuring expatriates’ contextual (or OCB) performance as a one-dimensional 

construct and failing to include items measuring its important dimensions, these studies 

were far from providing a profound understanding of the factors affecting expatriates’ 

contextual performance, OCB performance, or extra-role performance in general. In this 

study, I will explore the effects of variables (e.g., expatriate adjustment) specific to 

expatriate population on expatriates’ OCB performance. Besides, I will explore if 

significant predictors of OCB performance (e.g., POS, Conscientiousness, job 

satisfaction, and organizational commitment) in domestic employee population are also 

significant predictors in expatriate population.  Finally, I will explore if expatriate 

adjustment, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment (as proximal antecedents) 

mediate or partially mediate the effects of distal antecedents (e.g., POS, Agreeableness) 

on expatriates’ OCB performance. Answering these questions and operationalizing OCB 

as a two dimensional construct (OCBI and OCBO), I will provide the literature with a 

more comprehensive model of expatriate OCB performance. However, before presenting 

the details of the proposed model, it is important to discuss the difference between 

expatriates’ and newly hired/transferred domestic employees’ adjustment experiences. 

This will help readers to understand why the proposed model best accounts expatriates’ 

OCB performance. 

Expatriates’ Adjustment Experience 

When domestic employees move from one organization to another or from one 

branch of their organizations to another branch in a different city within the same 
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country, they may undergo an adjustment process somewhat similar to that of expatriates. 

However, as Osland (2000) discussed, expatriate assignments differ from new domestic 

assignments in four characteristics. First, expatriate assignments entail diving into the 

unknown in a more profound way than domestic assignments. It is hard for expatriates to 

know what their life will look like in the country of their assignment until they actually 

start to experience it. This makes it hardly possible for expatriates to prepare themselves 

to cope with difficulties they are possibly going to experience during their foreign 

assignment. Second, expatriate assignment entails a greater physical and temporal (i.e., 

time difference) separation from one’s organization, extended family (even immediate 

family in some cases), and friends. That means expatriates have to face the unknown 

without the immediate support of their loved ones. Third, there is a greater uncertainty 

about the potential success of expatriates’ family members in adjusting to the new 

environment. Some expatriates may have the knowledge of local language and cross-

cultural skills to overcome adjustment related problems but their family members may 

lack this knowledge and find the experience of living in a foreign country very 

disturbing. As a result, expatriates may feel guilty relocating their families, and this 

feeling of guilt may interfere with expatriates’ adjustment. Finally, there is a subtle 

difference between the nature of a cross-cultural experience and a new domestic 

experience: a foreign assignment usually requires expatriates to reorganize their normal 

defense mechanisms and mental maps to cope with the demands of the host culture 

whereas a new domestic assignment hardly requires such subtle changes (Osland, 2000). 

In addition to above-mentioned difficulties, foreign assignments set expatriates 

face to face with paradoxes as a result of mediating between two cultures and two 
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organizations (Osland, 1995). Paradox is defined as “contradictory yet interrelated 

elements—elements that seem logical in isolation but absurd and irrational when 

appearing simultaneously” (Lewis, 2000, p. 760). Osland (2000) identified four 

categories of paradoxes experienced by expatriates: social acuity, marginality, mediation, 

and identity values. Social acuity paradoxes concern expatriates’ relationships with 

people and situations that require cultural understanding. One such paradox is feeling 

powerful and powerless at the same time. Expatriates feel powerful as a result of their 

position/role at work; however, they often depend on their host-country coworkers or 

subordinates to understand the requirements of the host culture specific situations, being 

powerful yet powerless at the same time. Marginality paradoxes are observable in 

expatriates’ relationship with the host culture as a whole. Feeling both positive regard and 

caution about the local people and feeling at ease anywhere but belonging nowhere are 

examples of marginality paradoxes. Regarding the latter paradox, fitting in another 

culture requires expatriates to sacrifice their own cultural values and way of life. 

Mediation paradoxes denote conflicting demands that expatriates often experience as a 

result of their roles as mediators between home and host cultures/organizations. One such 

paradox is being both free and not free of cultural norms. Living in another culture as a 

guest, expatriates are usually free from the norms and rules of their home cultures and 

also from some norms and rules of their host cultures; however, they need to strictly 

observe certain host culture customs to be effective in their foreign assignment. The last 

category of paradoxes discussed by Osland (2000) is related to identity values paradoxes. 

These paradoxes pertain to one’s identification and personal boundaries. Simultaneously 

relinquishing and strengthening one’s values and shifting back and forth between macro 
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and micro perspectives are examples of identity values paradoxes. Considering the latter 

paradox, for example, expatriates gain a wider perspective and become world-minded 

(i.e., macro perspective) as a result of their cross-cultural experience, yet they become 

more idiosyncratic (i.e., micro perspective) at the same time when putting together what 

they have learned and experienced in order to create their own value systems.  

The aforementioned four characteristics of expatriate assignments (e.g., diving 

into the unknown in a more profound way) and the four paradoxes expatriates experience 

(e.g., mediation paradox) fundamentally differentiate an expatriate assignment from a 

new domestic assignment. Nevertheless, these are not the only differences. The most 

important difference, perhaps, is that a newcomer to a domestic organization gradually 

gets rid of the label “newcomer” and becomes a regular member of the organization, 

whereas an expatriate remains as an expatriate (a foreigner) during his or her whole 

international career, always feeling as an outsider. This not only makes expatriates’ 

adjustment related problems more difficult to overcome, but also suggests that these 

problems more or less will last until the last day of a foreign assignment. 

Keeping the differences between a new domestic assignment and an expatriate 

assignment in mind, the part of the proposed model which includes work adjustment as 

mediator may be applicable to explain variance in new domestic employees’ OCB 

performance during the earlier stages of domestic assignments. This is especially true 

when there is a large difference between a newcomer’s current and previous 

organizations in terms of work settings and organizational culture. Nevertheless, the parts 

of the model which include interaction and general adjustment as mediators in general are 

not applicable to domestic employee population because a new domestic assignment 
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hardly requires employees to face interaction and general adjustment related problems. 

Therefore, although it may provide some preliminary information regarding the effect of 

domestic employees’ work adjustment on their OCB performance, the present model, as a 

whole, best accounts for expatriate experience and how this experience is related to 

expatriate OCB performance. Next sections discuss the proposed model and related 

hypotheses. 

OCB Antecedents Specific to the Expatriate Population 

Expatriate adjustment. When making a comparison between expatriate and 

domestic employees, the most salient difference is to be observed in employees’ 

familiarity with the work and non-work environments. Unlike domestic employees, 

expatriate employees are assigned to work in foreign countries. These countries generally 

offer a different way of living, different formal and informal rules to live within the 

community, and different work settings. That means expatriates need to undergo a 

process of learning and unlearning to adjust themselves to these new work and non-work 

environments (Oberg, 1960). Black (1990) argued that this adjustment process is 

affective in nature and defined expatriate adjustment as the degree of psychological 

comfort and familiarity of expatriates with these new experiences. 

Expatriates’ degree of success in the adjustment process has an effect on their task 

performance (Kim & Slocum, 2008; Kraimer et al., 2001) and their intention to complete 

their assignment (Richardson, von Kirchenheim, & Richardson, 2006; Takeuchi, Yun, & 

Russell, 2002). In parallel to these findings, I expect a positive relationship between 

expatriate adjustment and OCB performance. This is because expatriates who are not 

successful in their adjustment processes need to put more cognitive and emotional efforts 
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to carry out their assignments in an unfamiliar work environment. Taking Kanfer and 

Ackerman’s (1989) integrated resource allocation perspective, for example, unfamiliar 

cues in work and non-work environments (e.g., cues signaling host country coworkers’ 

non-salient expectations and help requests, cues indicating the acceptability of a certain 

behavior in a host culture) may require more attentional resource from unadjusted 

expatriates. As expatriates allocate some of their attentional resources to process these 

unfamiliar cues, less resource left available for them to allocate between their task and 

OCB performance.  

In regard to emotional resources, unadjusted expatriates are more likely to feel 

negative emotions (Haslberger, 2008). Meinhardt and Pekrun (2003) found that 

processing negative emotions interfere with task performance. Unadjusted expatriates, 

allocating some of their cognitive and psychological resources to process negative 

emotions due to low adjustment, will have left with reduced resources to allocate again 

between their task and OCB performance. Therefore, unadjusted expatriates’ OCB 

performance will suffer. This is the other reason for expecting a positive relationship 

between expatriate adjustment and OCB performance. 

Although some early research considered expatriate adjustment as a one-

dimensional construct (Ruben & Kealey, 1979; Torbiorn, 1982), a great deal of research 

(e.g., Harrison & Shaffer, 2005; Huang, Chi, & Lawler, 2005; Kraimer et al., 2001; 

Shaffer et al., 2006) has adapted the multidimensional perspective proposed by Black and 

his colleagues (Black et al., 1991; Black & Stephens, 1989). This multidimensional 

perspective argues that expatriate adjustment consists of three facets: work adjustment, 
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interaction adjustment, and general adjustment. Next, I will discuss the possible effects of 

these three dimensions of expatriate adjustment on OCB performance. 

Work adjustment. This facet indicates the degree to which expatriates feel 

comfortable in undertaking their work duties and responsibilities in host organizations 

(Black & Stephens, 1989). As expatriates become more comfortable with their work 

settings, they are less likely to encounter adjustment related problems and feel uneasy and 

stressed in the work. This will positively affect expatriates’ OCB performance. 

H1: Expatriates’ work adjustment will be positively related with their (a) OCBI 

and (b) OCBO performance. 

Interaction adjustment. This facet indicates the degree to which expatriates feel 

comfortable in interacting with host country nationals (Black & Stephens, 1989). 

Working in a foreign subsidiary, it is highly possible for expatriates to have the majority 

of their coworkers from the host country. Feeling more comfortable interacting with host 

country coworkers, expatriates with high interaction adjustment are more likely to 

establish healthy relationships with their host country coworkers and also to interact 

frequently with them (Black & Stephens, 1989). Therefore, expatriates with high 

interaction adjustment find more opportunities to help their host country coworkers 

(helping citizenship behaviors) and more likely to know how to behave appropriately to 

prevent possible inter-individual problems from occurring (courteous citizenship 

behavior). This indicates a positive relationship between interaction adjustment and 

OCBI performance; this relationship should be more salient for expatriates who have a 

high number of host-country coworkers. I will not hypothesize a relationship between 
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interaction adjustment and OCBO performance due to the lack of a direct conceptual 

linkage between these variables.  

H2: (a) Expatriates’ interaction adjustment will be positively related with their 

OCBI performance; (b) the magnitude of this relationship will depend on the 

percentage of host-country coworkers: the higher the percentage the stronger the 

relationship.   

General adjustment. This facet indicates the degree to which expatriates feel 

comfortable with everyday living conditions experienced within the non-work 

environment of a host country (Black & Stephens, 1989). It is possible that expatriates 

may experience the negative effects of general adjustment related problems when they 

are at work and these negative experiences may interfere with expatriate’s OCB 

performance. However, this is not a direct relationship. Besides, Caligiuri (1997) reported 

a nonsignificant relationship between expatriates’ general adjustment and 

contextual/prosocial performance. Therefore, although I am expecting a positive 

relationship between general adjustment and OCB performance, this relationship will be 

weaker than the relationships proposed for interaction and work adjustments.  

H3: Expatriates’ general adjustment will be positively related with their (a) OCBI 

and (b) OCBO performance; however, the effect of general adjustment will be 

weaker than the effects of work and interaction adjustment.  

Expatriate adjustment and foreign assignment purpose. Expatriate employees 

help TNCs to achieve coordination and control in subsidiaries and knowledge transfer 

from and to headquarters (Gaur et al., 2007; Tan & Mahoey, 2006) by undertaking a 

technical, functional, developmental, or strategic assignment (Caligiuri, Lazarova, & 
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Tarique, 2001). First, technical assignments are characterized as ones that require 

expatriates to do a technical job (e.g., maintaining and fixing complex machines and 

installing new machines) and return to their domestic position upon completing the 

technical assignment. Second, functional assignments are characterized as ones that 

require expatriates to undertake a specific operational job (e.g., setting up a human 

resource department) and return to their domestic positions upon completing the 

functional assignment. Third, developmental assignments are characterized as ones that 

require expatriates to develop global competencies (e.g., learning international business 

ethics and grasping local business practices). This type of assignment is usually a part of 

a long-term career plan. Finally, strategic assignments are characterized as ones that 

require expatriates to fill an executive/managerial level position. Depending on 

expatriates’ current career progress, expatriates with strategic assignments may be asked 

to focus on developing their global competencies while undertaking the responsibilities 

associated with an executive/managerial position.  

Considering these four expatriate assignment purposes, technical and functional 

assignments are both short-term relatively to developmental and strategic assignments. 

The main difference between technical and functional assignments is that the former does 

not require expatriates to develop intercultural skills to be successful (Kraimer, Shaffer, 

& Bolino, 2009). This is mainly because these expatriate technicians generally need 

minimal interactions with host country employees and minimal understanding of doing 

business in a host country. Working closely with host country coworkers or subordinates, 

expatriates with functional, developmental, or strategic assignment need to adjust to host 

country living and working conditions and develop intercultural interaction skills to be 
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successful in their assignments. Thus, expatriate adjustment becomes an important factor 

for the successful completion of these three types of expatriate assignment. Considering 

the centrality of expatriate adjustment in my proposed model, collecting data from 

expatriates with functional, developmental, or strategic assignment gains importance. 

Local language fluency: Local language fluency might be especially important 

for performing OCBI. First, OCBI consists of discretionary behaviors such as helping 

your coworkers, listening their problems, and being courteous to them. These behaviors 

mainly require face to face interaction with coworkers. Expatriates’ fluency in local 

language will facilitate their ability to interact with host country coworkers, especially in 

situations where the interpersonal interactions are informal and discretionary (Sebastian 

& Ryan, 1985). Second, White and Lee (1991) found that Americans evaluated Chinese 

subjects who were fluent in English as more potent, intelligent, and competent than 

Chinese subjects who were not fluent in English. The same results were obtained from 

Chinese evaluating Americans who speak Chinese. That means expatriates who are fluent 

in local language will be perceived potent, intelligent, and competent by host country 

coworkers. Having positive perceptions of fluent expatriates, host country coworkers are 

more likely to seek out help, information, and advice from these fluent expatriates. This 

will increase fluent expatriates’ chance of engaging in more OCBI, indicating a direct 

positive relationship between expatriates’ local language fluency and OCBI performance.  

H4: Expatriates’ local language fluency will be positively related with their OCBI 

performance 

Host-country coworkers’ OCBI toward expatriates (or Host-country 

coworkers’ interactions with expatriates; HCCI). In the expatriate context, HCCI 
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(e.g., helping and courteous citizenship behaviors) may have a significant direct effect on 

expatriates’ OCBI performance. This direct relationship can be explained by the norm of 

reciprocity (Blau, 1964) and experiential learning (Kolb, 1984). The norm of reciprocity 

suggests that we should help individuals who helped us in the past (Komorita, Parks, & 

Hulbert, 1992). Taking the reciprocity norm into consideration, it can be expected that 

expatriates who have been helped and treated with courtesy by their host country 

coworkers will be perform helping and courteous behaviors toward them.  

Other than the norm of reciprocity, HCCI may serve as a source of experiential 

learning regarding how and when to perform OCBI. Experiential leaning is defined by 

Mezirow (1991) as the processing of experience not only to acquire knowledge but also 

to change attitudes and transform the way of thinking. Not being very familiar with the 

informal and formal host cultural rules that guide interpersonal communications, 

expatriates may hesitate to offer help to their host-country coworkers when helping 

behaviors require interpersonal communications. In addition, cross-cultural differences in 

interpersonal communication styles may make it hard for expatriates to effectively read 

the situation and offer their help when needed. For example, Holtgraves (1997) found 

that Koreans were more likely to be indirect than U.S. citizens when there was 

intercultural communication. Therefore, it may be hard for an American expatriate to 

understand the request for help by his/her Korean coworker when the request is indirectly 

made. Because OCBI requires direct or indirect communications between the actor and 

the target, the more frequent the HCCI, the more likely expatriates are to learn from these 

experiences and gain confidence regarding how to interact with host-country coworkers. 

This confidence will help expatriates to overcome their hesitation to interact with host 
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country coworkers needing help. Therefore, both the norm of reciprocity and experiential 

learning suggest that HCCI will have a positive effect on expatriates’ OCBI performance. 

H5: Host country coworkers’ OCBI toward expatriates (or HCCI) will be 

positively related with expatriates’ OCBI performance. 

 

Table 1 

Hypotheses Specific to Expatriate Population 
H1.  Expatriates’ work adjustment will be positively related with their (a) OCBI and 

(b) OCBO performance. 

H2. (a) Expatriates’ interaction adjustment will be positively related with their OCBI 

performance and (b) the magnitude of this relationship will depend on the host-

country coworkers’ ratio in the work unit: the higher the ratio the stronger the 

relationship.   

H3.  Expatriates’ general adjustment will be positively related with their (a) OCBI and 

(b) OCBO performance; however, the effect of general adjustment will be weaker 

than the effects of work and interaction adjustments. 

H4. Expatriates’ local language fluency will be positively related with their OCBI 

performance.  

H5.   Host country coworkers’ OCBI toward expatriates (or HCCI) will be positively 

related with expatriates’ OCBI performance. 
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OCB Antecedents Common to the Expatriate and Domestic Employee Population 

Job attitudes. Although job attitudes cover a wide range of constructs (e.g., 

attitudes toward specific job characteristics, job satisfaction, organizational identification, 

organizational commitment, job involvement, organizational justice), job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment have been the two most frequently studied job attitudes as 

OCB antecedents in domestic employee population (see meta-analytic reviews by Dalal, 

2005; Hoffman et al., 2007; LePine et al., 2002). These two job attitudes were found to 

be significantly correlated with OCB performance and consistently included in meta-

analyses studying OCB antecedents. To be in line with these findings and to see if these 

two job attitudes are also significant predictors in the expatriate context, I will explore the 

effects of job satisfaction and organizational commitment on expatriates’ OCB 

performance. 

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction is defined as “a positive (or negative) evaluative 

judgment one makes about one’s job or job situation” (Weiss, 2002, p. 175). Although 

expecting a positive relationship between job satisfaction and job performance 

conceptually makes sense, the majority of earlier meta-analyses reported non-significant 

or relatively weak relationships (Brayfield & Crockett, 1955; Iaffaldano & Muchinsky, 

1985). In a meta-analysis, Judge, Thoresen, Bono, and Patton (2001) found that the 

correlation between job satisfaction and job performance was stronger in high-complexity 

jobs. Employees in high-complexity jobs are relatively freer from situational constraints 

and explicit behavioral demands and this indicates a weak situation. Knowing that 

attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction) have stronger effect on behaviors in weak situations 

(Barrick & Mount, 1993; Herman, 1973), a significant correlation between job 
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satisfaction and job performance in high-complexity jobs is not surprising. The standards 

set for task performance may constitute a strong situation for the employees because 

these standards are usually given in job descriptions; and the contractual agreements 

between employees and employers require employees to meet these standards. In contrast 

to task performance behaviors, OCBs are discretionary and indicate a weak situation (i.e., 

it may be up to employees to help or not help coworkers in need). Thus, job satisfaction 

should play a more determinative role in OCB performance than in task performance. In 

fact, the results of meta-analyses by Organ and Ryan (1995) and by Whitman, Van Roy, 

and Viswesvaran (2010) provided some support for this statement, job satisfaction 

correlating more strongly with OCB performance than with task performance.  

The significant positive relationship between job satisfaction and OCB 

performance that has been discussed in the literature is based only on domestic 

workforce. However, research has discussed the similarities between expatriate and 

domestic employee populations regarding the effect of job satisfaction on withdrawal 

cognitions (e.g., Naumann, 1993; Shaffer and Harrison, 1998). Parallel to this, I expect 

that the effect of job satisfaction on expatriates’ OCB performance will be similar to the 

effect observed in domestic employee population. 

H6: Expatriates’ job satisfaction will be positively related with their (a) OCBI and 

(b) OCBO performance.  

Organizational commitment. Organizational commitment is defined “as the 

relative strength of an individual’s identification with and involvement in a particular 

organization” (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982, p. 27). Individuals who are high on 

organizational commitment identify themselves with the goals of their organization and 
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wish to maintain their membership to help the organization in achieving its goals (Porter, 

Crampon, & Smith, 1976). Although earlier studies took attitudinal and behavioral 

perspectives (see Mowday et al., 1982; Salancik, 1977; Scholl, 1981) when studying 

organizational commitment, recent studies have utilized the Three-Component Model 

developed by Meyer and Allen (1991). Meyer and Allen proposed that organizational 

commitment has three dimensions: affective commitment (a desire), continuance 

commitment (a need), and normative commitment (an obligation). Affective commitment 

indicates an emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in an 

organization; continuance commitment is related to the perceived cost associated with 

leaving an organization; and normative commitment entails a feeling of obligation to stay 

with an organization (Meyer & Allen, 1991). 

Examining the role of affective organizational commitment in the relationships 

between work-related stressors (e.g. role ambiguity) and altruism, Jex, Adams, Bachrach, 

and Sorenson (2003) found that the presence of work-related stressors was negatively 

related to altruism among individuals with low organizational commitment but positively 

related to altruism among individuals with high organizational commitment. 

Accordingly, Jex et al. argued that it may be safer for individuals who are low on 

organizational commitment to withhold altruistic behaviors instead of highly monitored 

in-role behaviors as a response to negative psychological reactions evoked by work-

related stressors. They also argued that work-related stressors might preclude 

organizationally committed employees from achieving high levels of task performance; 

therefore, frequently engaging in altruistic behaviors might be an alternative way for 

those employees to help their organization. 
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 A similar kind of reasoning might be applied to the case of expatriates. On the 

one hand, it might be easy for expatriates with low organizational commitment to 

withhold both OCBO and OCBI as a response to the negative psychological reactions 

evoked by adjustment related problems and work-related stressors (e.g., role ambiguity, 

role conflict; Podsakoff et al. 2000). Withholding behaviors related to task performance is 

risky because these behaviors are formally required by the contractual agreement 

between an employee and an employer. Even if expatriates with low organizational 

commitment experience low level of work stressors and adjustment-related problems, not 

interfering with their task performance, they simply may not choose to engage in higher 

level of OCBs due to their lack of identification with their organization. On the other 

hand, expatriates with high level of organizational commitment may try to help their 

organizations by performing well on the job. If work-adjustment related problems and 

work stressors interfere with organizationally committed expatriates’ task performance, 

they may try to increase their overall performance by engaging in more OCBs. This 

indicates a positive relationship between expatriates’ organizational commitment and 

their OCB performance. 

H7: Expatriates’ overall organizational commitment will be positively related 

with their (a) OCBI and (b) OCBO performance. 

Personality. The five-factor personality traits have been studied as predictors of 

various job attitudes and job performance outcomes (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Judge, 

Heller, & Mount, 2002; Organ & Ryan, 1995). Previous meta-analytic reviews have 

identified Agreeableness and Conscientiousness as the two five-factor personality traits 

that are important in predicting OCB performance (Ilies et al., 2009; Organ & Ryan 
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1995). Thus, I will include Agreeableness and Conscientiousness as antecedents of 

expatriates’ OCB performance in this study. 

Agreeableness. Agreeable people tend to behave in an altruistic and cooperative 

way and expect that others will behave in the same manner (Costa & McCrae, 1992). A 

longitudinal study by McManus, Keeling, and Paice (2004) also showed that medical 

doctors who were more agreeable tended to have a more receptive and supportive work 

environment later. Behaving in an altruistic and cooperative way, agreeable people are 

more inclined to provide help when they are asked for it; and seeking a supportive and 

receptive work environment, they are more likely to promote courteous behaviors in the 

work. As discussed, helping and courteous behaviors are identified as OCBI (Williams & 

Anderson, 1991). Besides, a recent meta-analysis by Ilies et al. (2009) found that 

Agreeableness was more strongly related to OCBI than OCBO performance. Therefore, 

considering the personality dispositions of agreeable individuals together with Ilies et 

al.’s findings, I expect a positive relationship between Agreeableness and expatriates’ 

OCBI performance.  

H8: Expatriates’ Agreeableness will be positively related with their OCBI 

performance. 

Conscientiousness. Conscientious people tend to be organized, reliable, dutiful, 

self-disciplined, punctual, preserving, and hardworking (Costa & McCrae, 1992). These 

are important characteristics of a good and productive employee and directly related to 

the conscientious citizenship behaviors such as being punctual, not spending idle time on 

the job, and participating in organizational activities. These behaviors tend to be 

impersonal, directed at organizations, and fall in the category of OCBO. In addition, Ilies 
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et al.’s (2009) results indicated that Conscientiousness was more strongly related to 

OCBO than OCBI. Taking personality dispositions of conscientious individuals together 

with Ilies et al.’s findings, I expect that conscientious expatriates will engage in higher 

levels of OCBO. 

H9: Expatriates’ Conscientiousness will be positively related with their OCBO 

performance. 

Collectivity orientation. Individualism vs. collectivism (IC), as an important 

cultural value dimension, has been extensively studied by cross-cultural organizational 

research (Triandis, 1994). Although this cultural dimension has gained a widespread 

recognition since Hofstede’s (1980) study on international differences in work related 

values, Parsons and Shils (1951) discussed IC as an individual difference characteristic to 

differentiate between self-interested individuals who tend to focus on achieving their 

personal goals and collectivity-oriented individuals who tend to focus on collective 

interest and social system rather than themselves (Earley, 1989). Noting that a society is 

labeled collectivist (or individualist) when the majority of its people are collectivists (or 

individualists), Hui and Triandis (1986) argued that IC can be perceived as an individual 

difference variable. This is because what constitute collectivism (or individualism) in the 

micro-level are a person’s own feelings, emotions, beliefs, ideology, and actions (Hui & 

Triandis, 1986). In other words, when the majority of members in a society shares a wide 

variety of positive beliefs and emotions about collectivism (or individualism) and 

behaves accordingly, the society is labeled as collectivist (or individualist). In line with 

this perspective, Wagner III (1995) studied the effect of IC on social loafing among U.S. 
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college students and Moorman and Blakely (1995) studied the effect of IC on OCB 

among U.S. financial service organization employees.  

Although the research studied IC at both individual (e.g., Matsumoto, Weissman, 

Preston, Brown, & Kupperbusch, 1997; Moorman & Blakely, 1995; Wagner III, 1995) 

and cultural levels, cultural level studies have dominated the literature (e.g., Earley, 1993; 

Han & Shavitt, 1994; Hofstede, 1980; Kirkman, Lowe, & Gibson, 2006; Matsumoto, 

Takeuchi, Andayani, Kouznetsova, & Krupp, 1988; Morris & Peng, 1994; Smith, Dugan, 

& Trompenaars, 1996; Triandis, Bontempo, Villereal, Asai, & Lucca, 1988). Therefore, 

to differentiate individual level IC dimension from the dominant cultural level IC 

dimension, I will use “collectivity-orientation” to refer individual level collectivism 

(Parsons & Shils, 1951). 

 The relationship between collectivity orientation and OCB can be understood by 

examining the underlying common motivation behind these two constructs. People with 

collectivity orientation are motivated to pursue the common interest even that means 

sacrificing their personal goals (Parsons & Shils, 1951). The underlying motivation 

behind OCBs is to support the well-being of the collective (organization). Employees 

engage in OCBs by helping coworkers, being courteous toward coworkers, helping 

organization to cut costs (e.g., turning idle machines off), advocating the organizational 

policies and practices to outsiders, etc. These represent other-oriented (coworkers or 

organization) behaviors more than self-oriented ones (Bolino, Turnley, & Niehoff, 2004), 

expressing a concern with the well-being of the collective rather than the self. This 

suggests a positive relationship between collectivity-orientation and OCB performance. 

Such a relationship was supported by the findings of Moorman and Blakely (1995).  
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Therefore, it can be argued that expatriates with high collectivity-orientation are more 

likely to engage in OCBs. 

The moderating effect of organizational culture. Organizational culture is 

defined as “the pattern of shared values and beliefs that help individuals understand 

organizational functioning and that provide norms for behavior in the organization” 

(Deshpande, Farley, & Webster, 1993, p. 4). If host organizational culture provides 

norms for behaviors such as helping and supporting coworkers and tolerating 

insignificant or minor frustrations at work, expatriates may engage in these OCBs to fit in 

host organization. Knowing that OCBs are performed in organizational context, host 

organizational culture should have a greater impact than host national culture on 

expatriates’ OCB performance. Therefore it is important to take the culture of host 

organization into account when studying expatriate employee behavior. 

Previous studies have explored the effects of organizational cultural dimensions 

on employees’ OCB performance (Cho & Faerman, 2010; Pothukuchi, Damanpour, Choi, 

Chen, & Park, 2002; Sharoni, Tziner, Fein, Shultz, Shaul, & Zilberman, 2012; Somech & 

Ron, 2007), and individualist/collectivist has been one of the most frequently studied 

organizational cultural dimensions (Chatman & Barsade, 1995; Chatman, Polzer, 

Barsade, & Neale, 1998; Hofstede & Spangenberg, 1987; Robert & Wasti, 2002; Sarkar, 

2009). In one of these studies, Chatman and Barsade (1995) found that participants’ 

collectivistic/individualistic orientations interacted with organizational culture to predict 

participants’ cooperative behaviors and preferences, suggesting the importance of the fit 

between individual orientation and organizational culture to best predict work behaviors 

and attitudes. Furthermore, Earley (1994) found that managers achieved higher levels of 
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personal efficacy and group productivity when their personal orientations (individualistic 

versus collectivistic ethic) were in line with the organizational social system (group- 

versus individually-oriented); more specifically, managers with collectivistic orientation 

performed better in group-oriented organizational social system. Knowing that people 

succeed the greatest personal efficiency and productivity when there is congruence 

between their personal orientation and the social system (Bandura, 1998), I expect that 

expatriates with collectivity orientation will have a greater OCB performance when they 

work for a foreign subsidiary with collectivistic organizational culture.      

H10:  Expatriates’ collectivity-orientation will be positively related with their (a) 

OCBI and (b) OCBO performance and (c) organizational culture will moderate 

these relationships.
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Table 2 
 
Hypotheses Common to the Expatriate and Domestic Employee Population 
H6.  Expatriates’ job satisfaction will be positively related with their (a) OCBI and (b) 

OCBO performance. 

H7. Expatriates’ overall organizational commitment will be positively related with 

their (a) OCBI and (b) OCBO performance. 

H8.  Expatriates’ Agreeableness will be positively related with their OCBI 

performance. 

H9.  Expatriates’ Conscientiousness will be positively related with their OCBO 

performance. 

H10.  Expatriates’ collectivity-orientation will be positively related with their (a) OCBI 

and (b) OCBO performance and (c) organizational culture will moderate these 

relationships. 
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The Mediating Role of the Proximal Antecedents of Expatriates’ OCB Performance 

My proposed framework suggests that job attitudes (organizational commitment 

and job satisfaction) and expatriate adjustment are the proximal antecedents and 

personality (Agreeableness and Conscientiousness), perceived organizational support, 

host country coworkers’ OCBI toward the expatriates (HCCI), and collectivity 

orientation are the distal antecedents of expatriates’ OCB performance. Organizational 

literature has uncovered significant relationships between some of these proposed 

proximal and distal antecedents (e.g., Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, & 

Rhoades, 2001; Eisenberger, Cummings, Armeli, & Lynch, 2001; Furnham, Petrides, 

Jackson, & Cotter, 2002; Judge et al., 2002; Kraimer & Wayne, 2004; Rhoades & 

Eisenberger, 2002; Settoon, Bennett, & Liden, 1996). Focusing on these relationships, I 

will next discuss the possible indirect effects (through mediator variables: job attitudes 

and expatriate adjustment) of distal antecedents on expatriates’ OCB performance. 

The indirect effect of perceived organizational support. Perceived 

organizational support (POS) is based on the assumption that employees form beliefs 

about how much the organization they work for values their contributions and cares about 

their well-being (Eisenberger et al., 1997; Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 

1986). Once employees form positive beliefs after receiving support from an 

organization, the reciprocity norm predicts that they feel obliged to care about the 

organization’s well-being and to help the organization to reach its goals. Research on 

POS has supported this prediction, reporting a large positive correlation between POS 

and felt obligation (Eisenberger et al., 2001). This felt obligation, in return, affects 

employees’ work-related behaviors and attitudes. For example, studies showed that POS 
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had a positive effect on task performance (Hochwarter, Witt, Treadway, & Ferris, 2006; 

Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006), OCB (Daly, 1998; Greenup, 1997: Moorman et al., 

1998), organizational commitment (Cropanzano, Howes, Grandey, & Toth, 1997; Shore 

& Wayne, 1993), and job satisfaction (Eisenberger et al., 1997). 

After moving to a foreign country, expatriates may not receive much social and 

emotional support from their family members and friends due to physical and temporal 

distance. This will lead expatriates to seek support from other available sources when 

they are in the process of overcoming adjustment related problems. For expatriates, the 

organization they work for might be the only available source of support, especially, at 

the beginning of their foreign assignments. In addition, expatriates undergo the 

difficulties of being entrenched in a totally different environment and culture for the sake 

of their organization. Reciprocity norm suggests that expatriates, in return, seek a great 

deal of support from their organization. In the absence of such support, expatriates might 

feel betrayed and withhold any discretionary behavior that helps organization or even 

they may terminate their assignment earlier than scheduled. In the presence of the 

support, however, expatriates might not feel a strong obligation to repay the organization 

by engaging in OCBs or increasing their task performance. This is because relocating 

themselves and their families to a foreign country for the sake of their organizations, 

expatriates might think that they already deserve the support. Therefore, although I am 

expecting a positive correlation between expatriates’ POS and their OCB performance, 

this correlation might be weaker than the meta-analytic correlations between POS and 

OCB reported for domestic employees.  
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In addition, the meta-analytic review by Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) found 

that POS was strongly related to organizational commitment (rc = .67) and job 

satisfaction (rc = .62). When employees perceive higher levels of organizational support, 

they feel an obligation to reciprocate this support with higher levels of organizational 

commitment and job performance (Eisenberger et al., 2001). POS also positively affects 

job satisfaction by increasing the expectancies for performance-reward and signaling that 

the financial and emotional supports will be ready when needed. These increases in 

expatriates’ organizational commitment and job satisfaction consequently may facilitate 

an increase in their OCB performance, indicating mediating effects of organizational 

commitment and job satisfaction on the relationship between POS and OCB performance. 

Considering the high correlations of POS with organizational commitment and job 

satisfaction together with the expectation that the relationship between POS and OCB 

will be weaker in the expatriate population, I anticipate that the relationship between POS 

and OCB will be fully mediated by organizational commitment and job satisfaction. 

H11: The effect of POS on (a) OCBI and (b) OCBO will be fully mediated by 

organizational commitment and job satisfaction. 

The indirect effect of personality. The proposed model suggests that job 

satisfaction1 and expatriate adjustment mediate the indirect effects of personality traits on 

OCB performance. Next, I explain the mechanisms of these indirect effects.  

                                                             
1 Considering the relationship between the Big Five personality traits and organizational 
commitment, studies have reported nonsignificant to weak correlations between Agreeableness 
and organizational commitment and between Conscientiousness and organizational commitment 
(Erdheim, Wang, & Zickar, 2006; Morrison, 1997). Besides, meta-analytic reviews did not 
include the Big Five personality traits as the antecedents of organizational commitment (see 
Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002). Therefore, I will 
not discuss a mediating effect of organizational commitment on the relationship between distal 
personality antecedents and expatriates’ OCB performance. 



67 
 

 

Job satisfaction. Studies have reported that Conscientiousness had a significant 

positive effect on job satisfaction (Frunham, Eracleous, & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2009; 

Furnham et al., 2002; Judge et al., 2002; Lapierre & Hackett, 2007). For example, 

Furnham et al. (2002) reported that Conscientiousness was the most important Big Five 

predictor of the two job satisfaction dimensions: motivators (r =.27) and hygiene factors 

(r = .26). Similarly, Judge et al.’s (2002) meta-analytic review showed that 

Conscientiousness and neuroticism were the two most important Big Five predictors of 

job satisfaction. Focusing on this significant relationship between Conscientiousness and 

job satisfaction, Organ and Lingl (1995) argued that Conscientiousness represents a 

general work-involvement tendency, which leads to a greater probability of experiencing 

satisfying extrinsic (e.g., salary) and intrinsic (e.g., recognition) work-rewards. 

Conscientious expatriates’ higher levels of job satisfaction will in return lead to higher 

levels of OCB performance (Ilies et al., 2009), indicating the mediating effect of job 

satisfaction on the relationship between Conscientiousness and OCBO performance.  

Agreeable people are more cooperative and tend to have higher quality 

interpersonal interactions (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001). In addition, they tend to develop a 

more receptive and supportive work environment (McManus et al., 2004). Agreeable 

people enjoy developing pleasant and harmonious relationships with their coworkers. 

This sort of gratification is one of the most important sources of job satisfaction for 

agreeable employees (Judge et al, 2002). Meta-analytic studies supported this positive 

relationship between Agreeableness and job satisfaction (Ilies et al., 2009; Judge et al., 

2002). Agreeable expatriates, developing pleasant and harmonious relationships with 

their coworkers, will have higher levels of job satisfaction, which will in return lead to 
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higher levels of OCB performance, indicating the mediating effect of job satisfaction on 

the relationship between Agreeableness and OCBI performance. 

Expatriate adjustment. Previous research has studied the effects of Big Five 

personality traits on expatriate adjustment (Burke, Watkins, & Guzman, 2009; Caligiuri, 

2000; Downes, Varner, & Hemmasi, 2010; Huang et al., 2005; Jou & Fukada, 1996; Lee 

& Sukoco, 2007; Peltokorpi & Froese, 2012; Shaffer et al., 2006). These studies reported 

from nonsignificant to moderate correlations between the Big Five traits and expatriate 

adjustment. For example, Shaffer et al. (2006) found that Agreeableness was significantly 

related to general adjustment (r = .17) and interaction adjustment (r = .32), but not to 

work adjustment (r = .15). Their results also suggested that Conscientiousness was not 

significantly related to any dimensions of expatriate adjustment. Downes et al. (2010) 

reported that Agreeableness (r = .25) and Conscientiousness (r = .19) were significantly 

related to overall expatriate adjustment. In addition, Ramalu, Rose, Uli and Samy (2010) 

found that Conscientiousness was positively correlated with work adjustment (r = .26) 

and overall expatriate adjustment (r = .18) and Lee and Sukoco (2007) found that 

Agreeableness was positively correlated with interaction adjustment (r = .32). These 

results collectively suggest that agreeable expatriates tend to be more successful in 

adjusting to living in host countries and interacting with host country nationals, and 

conscientious expatriates tend to be more successful in adjusting to working in host 

organizations. The success in these adjustment processes will in return lead to higher 

levels of OCB performance, indicating the mediating effects of general and interaction 

adjustment on the relationship between Agreeableness and OCBI and the mediating 
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effect of work adjustment on the relationship between Conscientiousness and OCBO 

performance. 

Considering the posited mediating effects of job satisfaction and expatriate 

adjustment together, the following hypotheses are proposed:  

H12: The effect of Agreeableness on OCBI will be at least partially mediated by 

job satisfaction, interaction adjustment, and general adjustment. 

H13: The effect of Conscientiousness on OCBO will be at least partially mediated 

by job satisfaction and work adjustment.  

The indirect effect of HCCI. The effect of HCCI on expatriates’ OCBI 

performance may be at least partially mediated by expatriates’ interaction adjustment. 

Lacking a profound understanding of the formal and informal rules guiding daily 

interactions among individuals within the host culture, expatriates might be hesitant to 

interact with host country citizens. Expatriates’ host country coworkers might be a 

valuable source of information to overcome this hesitancy. As host country coworkers 

perform OCBs toward expatriates (e.g., helping expatriates with their work related 

problems), expatriates may become more confident to contact host country coworkers 

when they need help with a work or non-work related problem. With an increase in the 

frequency of these interactions, expatriates gain valuable experience regarding how to 

interact with host country nationals in general, indicating an increase in expatriates’ 

interaction adjustment. This increase consequently will have a positive effect on 

expatriates’ OCBI performance. 

H14: The effect of HCCI on OCBI performance will be at least partially mediated 

by expatriates’ interaction adjustment.  
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The indirect effect of local language fluency. Previous research found that local 

language fluency was an important predictor of cross-cultural adjustment (Caligiuri, 

2000; Kim & Slocum, 2008; Ramalu, Rose, Kumar, & Uli, 2010). This finding was 

especially true for interaction adjustment (Kim & Slocum 2008). Expatriates who have 

the ability to fluently speak the local language are less likely to experience difficulties in 

initiating and maintaining interpersonal communications with host country coworkers. 

Moreover, not having the need to worry about the technical (e.g. grammar and word 

choice) aspects of the local language, they can easily focus on understanding and 

fulfilling the informal (e.g., making eye contact while speaking) and formal (e.g., 

addressing the other person in the third person) interpersonal interaction requirements of 

host cultures. This will increase fluent expatriates’ interaction adjustment, indicating a 

mediating effect of interaction adjustment on the relationship between local language 

fluency and OCBI.   

H15: The effect of local language fluency on OCBI will be at least partially 

mediated by interaction adjustment. 

Cultural Novelty as a Moderator  

Cultural novelty has been discussed as an important situational factor influencing 

expatriate adjustment (e.g., Black & Stephens, 1989; Mendenhall & Oddou, 1985; Palthe, 

2004; Selmer & Lauring, 2009). When expatriates perceive large difference between 

home and host country cultures, their uncertainty about how to behave in host-country 

work and non-work settings tends to be intensified (Palthe, 2004). With the experience of 

intensified uncertainty, the adjustment process becomes more difficult to go through. 

That means cultural dissimilarity will hinder expatriate adjustment. Although this 
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statement seems to be intuitively reasonable, cross-cultural research has provided 

inconclusive evidence for the role of cultural novelty/similarity on cross-cultural 

adjustment. Some studies reported that there was a positive relationship between cultural 

similarity and cross-cultural adjustment (e.g., Black & Stephens, 1989; Palthe, 2004; 

Ward & Kennedy, 1993) whereas others reported that cultural similarity was equally 

difficult as cultural dissimilarity to adjust (e.g., Jun & Gentry, 2005; Selmer, 2007; 

Selmer & Lauring, 2009). Because of these inconclusive findings, I will not hypothesize 

about the direction of the possible effect of cultural novelty. Nevertheless, I will conduct 

a pure exploratory analysis and study if my proposed model (see Figure 2) holds true 

both for expatriates who are assigned to work in a culture similar to their home culture 

and for expatriates who are assigned to work in a culture dissimilar to their home culture. 

In addition, I will not only measure general cultural similarity between home and host 

cultures (Black & Stephens, 1989; Torbiorn, 1982) but also measure cross-cultural work 

similarity (the similarity between the work settings of home and host companies) to get a 

more profound understanding of cultural novelty. The current literature lacks scale to 

measure cross-cultural work similarity. Thus, I conducted a pilot study to develop a 

cross-cultural work similarity scale. I will discuss the details of this pilot study in chapter 

four. 

H16: The proposed model will hold true both for expatriates who are assigned to 

work in a culture similar to their home culture and for expatriates who are 

assigned to work in a culture dissimilar to their home culture.  
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Table 3 
 
Hypotheses Related to Mediating Effects of Job Attitudes and Expatriate Adjustment and 
Moderating Effect of Cultural Similarity 
H11. The effect of POS on (a) OCBI and (b) OCBO will be fully mediated by 

organizational commitment and job satisfaction. 

H12. The effect of Agreeableness on OCBI will be at least partially mediated by job 

satisfaction, interaction adjustment, and general adjustment. 

H13. The effect of Conscientiousness on OCBO will be at least partially mediated by 

job satisfaction and work adjustment.  

H14.  The effect of HCCI on OCBI performance will be at least partially mediated by 

expatriates’ interaction adjustment.  

H15.  The effect of local language fluency on OCBI will be at least partially mediated 

by interaction adjustment. 

H16. The proposed model will hold true both for expatriates who are assigned to work 

in a culture similar to their home culture and for expatriates who are assigned to 

work in a culture dissimilar to their home culture.  
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OCB 

Figure 2. The proposed framework for the antecedents of expatriates’ OCB performance. Solid lines indicate direct effects, dashed 
lines indicate indirect (mediating) effects, and dotted lines indicate moderating effects of perceived organizational culture and host-
country coworker ratio. In addition, bold lines indicate the relationships specific to expatriates. OCB = organizational citizenship 
behavior; POS = perceived organizational support; Language = host-country language skills; HCCI = host-country coworkers’ 
OCB toward expatriates. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Pilot Study 

 Hypothesis 16 asks if the proposed model holds true for all expatriates regardless 

of the degree of cultural novelty they experience. Cultural novelty is defined as the 

degree to which the norms of host culture differ from the norms of expatriates’ home 

culture—the greater the difference is, the greater the cultural novelty (Mendenhall & 

Wiley, 1994). Earlier researchers argued that it might be easier for expatriates to adjust to 

a host culture that is similar to their home culture than to adjust to a host culture that is 

dissimilar to their home culture (e.g., Black & Stephen, 1989; Mendenhall & Oddou, 

1985). Although this assumption intuitively makes sense, the results of the current cross-

cultural research regarding the effect of culture novelty on expatriate adjustment are not 

definite: some research reported a significant negative effect of cultural novelty on 

adjustment (e.g., Black and Stephens, 1989; Palthe, 2004), whereas others reported no 

significant effect (e.g., Selmer, 2007). The difference in operationalization of cultural 

novelty/similarity might be the reason for these inconclusive findings.  

Previous studies operationalized cultural novelty in two ways: subjective and 

objective operationalization. Subjective operationalization focused on expatriates’ 

perceptions of cultural dissimilarity and measured cultural novelty by asking expatriates 

how similar or different the conditions (e.g., climate, food, housing, leisure, and religion) 

are in the host culture, compared to their home culture. Measuring cultural novelty by 

Black and Stephens’ (1989) and Babiker, Cox, and Miller’s (1980) self-report scales, 

these studies reported a negative relationship between cultural novelty and adjustment 

(Black & Stephens, 1989; Palthe, 2004; Ward & Kennedy, 1993). Studies that used an 
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objective measure operationalized cultural novelty based on (a) the scores of home and 

host countries on Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions (e.g., Jun & Gently, 2005) or (b) 

geographical distance(Selmer & Lauring, 2009; Selmer, 2007). The results of these 

studies, on the other hand, indicated that there was no relationship between cultural 

novelty and adjustment, suggesting that adjusting to a similar culture is as hard/easy as 

adjusting to a dissimilar culture.  

There are advantages and problems associated with the use of subjective and 

objective measures in general. For example a self-report subjective measure has high face 

validity (Gopher & Braune, 1984) but may cause common method bias if the other study 

variables are also assessed by self-report measures (Podsakoff , MacKenzie, Lee, & 

Podsakoff, 2003). Although objective measures usually eliminate common method bias, 

it might be really difficult (sometimes not possible) to develop a valid objective measure 

to assess the perception, feeling, beliefs, and attitudes of people (Mehling, Gopisetty, 

Daubenmier, Price, Hecht, & Stewart, 2009).  

Aside from the general problems or advantages, there are specific problems 

associated with the measure of cultural novelty in expatriate research. Regarding 

objective measures, for example, Selmer (2007) and Selmer and Lauring (2009) used 

geographical distance (e.g., comparing the adjustment level of American expatriates in 

Canada and in Germany) as an indicator of cultural novelty. However, geographical 

proximity is not always a good indicator of cultural similarity. For instance, based on 

Hofstede’s (1980) original four cultural dimensions (i.e., power distance, individualism, 

masculinity, and uncertainty avoidance), Turkish culture is more similar to Brazilian 

culture than its neighbor Iraqi culture. Hence, measuring cultural novelty by geographical 
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distance may cause misleading results. Jun and Gentry (2005) used the two final clusters 

in Hofstede (1983), countries that are in the same cluster with Korea (the target country) 

were classified as similar whereas countries in the other cluster were classified as 

dissimilar to Korea. Although this approach is more theoretically sound than using 

geographical distance, it does not account the variance within each cluster. 

The specific problem with the studies that used self-report measure to assess 

cultural novelty is that these studies only focused the similarities/differences between the 

living conditions of home and host countries. This approach is deficient because 

expatriates need to adjust not only to the living conditions of host country but also to the 

working conditions as well as to the norms guiding interpersonal interaction. Therefore, a 

more integrated approach to measure this variable would be employing three measures, 

each designed to tap into a different dimension of expatriate adjustment. However, the 

literature lacks measures that are developed to assess expatriates’ perceptions of 

similarity/dissimilarity between their host and home country work environments and 

interpersonal interaction norms. Thus, the purpose of this pilot study is to fill some of the 

gap in the expatriate literature by developing a cross-cultural work similarity 

questionnaire.  

Method 

Participants. Participants were recruited through personal connections and two 

social networks: LinkedIn.com and Internations.org. Data from 238 subjects were 

included in the analyses. Among these 238 participants 141 were males and 96 were 

females; 157 held managerial/supervisory positions and 80 held non-managerial 

(technical or functional) positions. The average age of the participants was 39.95 years 
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(SD = 9.97). The average home country work experience was 10.20 years (SD = 7.82) 

and the average host country work experience (or tenure with the current assignment) 

was 4.67 months (SD = 5.11). 

Design and procedures. This pilot study included a survey questionnaire which 

was administered through Qualtrics, an online survey provider. I recruited subjects by (a) 

using personal connections, (b) placing an advertisement of the study on the web pages of 

expatriate groups (e.g., Expat Network Hong Kong) on LinkedIn, and (c) sending in-site 

private messages to the members of Internations (i.e., internations.org), an online social 

networking site for expatriates. Participants were informed that upon completing the 

survey they would be given an opportunity to participate in a raffle for an iPad Mini©. 

Participants were also informed that their participation was voluntary and that they were 

free to stop their participation at any point. I also assured the participants that their data 

would be confidential and their personal identifiers (e-mails) would not be shared with 

any third parties.  

After participants agreed to take the survey, they were presented with 3 screening 

questions: (1) “Are you currently working in a foreign country,” (b) “Do you have any 

work experience in your home country (the country where you are from),” (c) “I certify 

that I am over 18 years of age.” Upon completing screening questions, participants were 

presented with the cross-cultural work similarity measure, followed by measures of 

personality trait, job satisfaction, general cultural similarity, life satisfaction, and 

expatriate adjustment. Questions regarding demographics were presented at the end of the 

survey. After completing the survey, participants were asked to provide their e-mail 
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address if they wanted to participate in the iPad Mini© raffle. Two hundred and fifteen 

subjects (90%) participated in this raffle. 

Measures. There were six variables measured in this pilot study. Following 

paragraphs present information about the scales employed to measure these six variables.  

Cross-cultural work similarity. Cross-cultural Work Similarity Scale (CWSS) 

was developed to measure expatriates’ perceptions of similarity/dissimilarity between the 

work settings of their home and host countries. Initially, this scale consisted of 51 items. I 

developed these 51 items based on Hackman and Oldham’s (1974, 1975, 1976, 1980) job 

characteristics model and Hofstede’s (1980) study on cultures’ consequences. I also 

barrowed some items from the Culture Compatibility Index by Veiga, Libatkin, Calori, 

and Very (2000). Each item described a specific characteristic of work environment and 

expatriates were asked to rate on a 7-point scale (1 = much less to 7 = much more) if their 

host country work environment, compared to their home country work environment, had 

displayed more or less of that characteristic. Sample items include “The organizational 

structure is _____ hierarchical.”, “Employees participate _____ frequently in decision 

making.” and “There is _____ competition between employees.” The full list of these 51 

items is presented in Appendix A. 

Personality. I measured expatriates’ Big Five personality traits by Donnellan, 

Oswald, Baird, and Lucas’ (2006) 20-item Mini-IPIP scale. This scale is a short form of 

Goldberg’s (1999) 50-item International Personality Item Pool Scale. The scale has four 

items per Big Five trait. Sample items include “Am the life of the party,” “Sympathize 

with others’ feelings,” “Get chores done right away,” “Have frequent mood swings,” and 

“Have a vivid imagination” respectively for Extroversion, Agreeableness, 
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Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Intellect/Imagination subscales. Expatriates rated 

their agreement with each of these statements on a 7-point scale (from 1 = strongly 

disagree to 7 = strongly agree). Mini-IPIP scale has been frequently used by researchers 

who need a brief measure of the Big Five (e.g. Moran, Everhart, Davis, Wuensch, Lee, & 

Demaree, 2011; Swami, Nader, Pietschnig, Stieger, Tran, & Voracek, 2012; Wood, 

Jospeh, Lloyd, & Atkins, 2009). Donnellan et al. (2006) reported consistent and 

acceptable internal consistencies (i.e., α at or above .60) for Mini-IPIP subscales across 

five studies. The internal consistencies for Mini-IPIP subscales ranged from .69 to .76 in 

this pilot study. 

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured by Job in General Scale (JIG; 

Ironson, Smith, Brannick, Gibson, & Paul, 1989). This scale consists of 18 

words/phrases. Example words/phrases include “pleasant”, “waste of time”, and 

“worthwhile.” Expatriates were asked to choose “Yes,” if the word (or phrase) describes 

their job; “No,” if it does not describe, and “?,” if they cannot decide.  After recoding the 

answers to negative words/phrases, participants were given +3 for each “Yes”, +1 for 

each “?”, and 0 for each “No.” The average of the item scores indicated participants’ 

overall job satisfaction level. The 2009 revision of JIG included all 18 original 

adjectives/phrases except “ideal”, which is replaced by “great” (BGSU, 2009). Studies 

interested in measuring global job satisfaction frequently used JIG (e.g., Cropanzano, 

James, & Konovsky, 1993; Fisher, 2003; Gettman & Gelfand, 2007; Moody, 1996). The 

internal consistency was .90 for job satisfaction scale in this pilot study. 

General cultural similarity. Black and Stephens’ (1989) cultural novelty scale 

was used to measure expatriates’ perception of similarities/differences between the 
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general living conditions of their home and host countries. Example items include 

“everyday custom that must be followed”, “general living cost”, and “general housing 

conditions.” Expatriates were asked to rate if the conditions presented were similar 

between their home and host countries on a 6-point scale (1 = very different to 6 = very 

similar). The internal consistency was .83 for cultural novelty scale in this pilot study. 

Life satisfaction. Participants’ life satisfaction was measured by the 5-item 

Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). Sample items 

include “In most ways my life is close to my ideal” and “The conditions of my life are 

excellent.” Expatriates rated the extent to which they agreed with these five statements on 

7-point scales (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). The internal consistency was 

.85 for life satisfaction scale in this pilot study. 

Expatriate adjustment. Expatriates’ level of adjustment to life and work settings 

in the host country was measured by Black and Stephens’ (1989) Expatriate Adjustment 

Scale. This 14-item scale measures the three dimensions of expatriate adjustment: general 

(7 items), interaction (4 items), and work adjustment (3 items). Sample items for general, 

interaction, and work adjustment scales include “Living condition in general”, 

“Interacting with host nationals on a day-to-day basis”, and “Performance standards and 

expectations,” respectively. Expatriates were asked to indicate how they perceived their 

adjustment to the host country conditions on a 7-point scale (1= very maladjusted to 7 = 

very adjusted). Studies that adopted three dimensional view of expatriate adjustment 

frequently used this scale (e.g., Bruning, Sonpar, & Wang, 1986; Huang et al., 2005; 

Peltokorpi, 2008; Ramalu, Rose, Uli, et al., 2010). The internal consistencies were .83 for 

general, .91 for interaction, and .90 for work adjustment subscales in this pilot study. 
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Results and Discussion 

Data cleaning. A total of 389 people initially responded to the survey request, 32 

(8%) of them did not meet the screening criteria. They were either not currently working 

in a foreign country or did not have any work experience in their home country. Having 

work experience in the home country was crucial to make a comparison between the 

work settings of home and host countries. One hundred and thirteen (29%) of the 

remaining 357 subjects failed to answer at least half of the questions and therefore 

removed from subsequent analyses. After conducting a response pattern analysis using a 

Microsoft Excel template, I found that three (1%) participants chose the same option 

more than 80% of the time for work similarity scale. These participants were also 

removed from the data set. I next conducted an initial analysis for univariate and 

multivariate outliers; three (1%) participants identified as multivariate outliers and 

removed from the data set. Data from the remaining 238 (61%) participants from 46 

home countries working in 48 host countries were included in the subsequent analyses. 

Home and host country frequencies for the participants are presented in Table 4 (see 

Appendix B). 

Factor and reliability analyses. I performed a series of exploratory factor, 

reliability, and confirmatory factor analyses to identify a final set of items (from 51-item 

CWSS) that has good psychometric properties and well represents cross-cultural work 

similarity domain. Next three sections discuss these analyses. 

Exploratory factor analysis. Initially there were 51 items in CWSS. I first 

conducted an exploratory factor analysis using promax rotation. As an oblique rotation 

method, promax does not constrain the possible factors to be uncorrelated (Reise, Waller, 
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& Comrey, 2000). The results indicated a four-factor solution. Next I conducted a second 

factor analysis using Promax rotation where I specified a four-factor solution. There were 

three items with low factor loadings. After removing these items, I conducted another 

factor analysis by specifying, again, a four-factor solution. I examined the remaining 

items for potentially high cross-loadings, and identified 18 such. After removing these 

items, I conducted a subsequent factor analysis using the same four-factor solution: 17 

items loaded on factor 1(which I labeled organizational openness), six items loaded on 

factor 2 (organizational professionalism), four items loaded on factor 3 (employee 

solidarity), and two items loaded on factor 4 (organizational diversity). Organizational 

openness entailed the degree to which organizations allowed employees to express their 

ideas and participate in decision making process. Organizational professionalism entailed 

the degree to which emphasis was placed on timeliness and company rules/regulations. 

Employee solidarity entailed the degree of harmonious relationship among employees 

and organizational diversity entailed the degree to which organization was culturally and 

ethnically diverse.  

Reliability analysis. After identifying items with loadings of .45 or higher on each 

factor, I conducted a series of reliability analyses. There were 17 items loaded on factor 

1, after a series of reliability analyses, four of these items were removed based on if-item-

deleted statistics and one item was deleted because of content dissimilarity. Another six 

items were deleted because their contents were similar to the contents of the items that 

were retained. Therefore, final organizational openness subscale included six items. For 

professionalism subscale, initially there were 6 items. One item was removed due to 

content dissimilarity and another one was removed due to content similarity with one of 
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the retained items. The remaining four items constituted professionalism subscale. There 

were four items initially loaded on employee solidarity subscale and two items on 

organizational diversity subscale; all of these items were retained.  

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and model fit. After identifying the best 16 

items for CWSS, I conducted a series of confirmatory factor analysis using Amos 20. 

First, I split the data into two equal groups. Then I conducted CFA on the first set of data. 

The results of the first CFA indicated a poor fit, X2 (98, N = 119) = 174.48, p < .01. The 

other model fit indices were also below the acceptable levels: goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 

= .845, comparative fit index (CFI) = .929, and root mean square error of approximation 

(RMSEA) = .082. Examining the covariance between errors that were on the same factor, 

the error term for item 15 was highly covariated with the error terms for item 34 and item 

4. Removing item 15 resulted in improved fit indices to a small extent. Further examining 

covariances between errors indicated no problems for the remaining items. Next, I 

examined standardized residual covariances. These covariances specify the number of 

standard deviations the observed residuals are from the zero residual that is to be 

observed if the model fit was perfect (Byrne, 2009). Joreskog and Sorbom (1988) 

suggested that standardized residual covariances larger than 2.58 were problematic. There 

were four covariances larger than 2.58 for item 8; therefore, I removed this item. After 

removing item 8, the results still indicated a poor fit, X2 (71, N = 119) = 103.32, p < .01, 

but fit indices were acceptable, GFI = .89, CFI = .96, and RMSEA = .06.  

I used Akaike information criterion (AIC) to make a comparison between the 

three non-nested models: 16-item, 15-item, and 14-item models. The AIC values were 

250.48, 210.04, and 171.32 respectively for 16-item, 15-item, and 14-item models. As 
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discussed by Brown (2006), lower AIC and RMSEA and higher GFI and CFI values 

indicated a better model fit for 14-item model. 

As a next step, I conducted the same analysis on the second set of data. The result 

indicated a poor model fit for 14-item model, X2 (71, N = 119) = 138.42, p < .01, GFI = 

.87, CFI = .92, and RMSEA = .09. Examining again the covariance between errors, the 

error term for item 12 was highly covariated with the error terms for item 34 and item 14. 

Although removing item 12 resulted in improved fit indices, RMSEA value was still high 

(GFI = .89, CFI = .94, and RMSEA = .08). Further examining covariances between errors 

indicated no problems for the remaining items however standardized residual covariances 

indicated potential problems with two items: item 26 and item 38. Professionalism 

subscale had only three items and deleting item 38 would reduce it to two-item subscale; 

thus, I deleted item 26 and rerun the analysis. The results still indicated a significant Chi-

square, X2 (48, N = 119) = 79.24, p < .01, but model fit indices were improved: GFI = 

.91, CFI = .95, and RMSEA = .07.  

I examined AIC values again to make a comparison between the three non-nested 

models: 14-item, 13-item, and 12-item models. The AIC values were 206.42, 166.29, and 

139.24 respectively for 14-item, 13-item, and 12-item models. Therefore, the results of 

CFA analyses on the second data set indicated a better model fit for 12-item model with 

comparably lower AIC and RMSEA and higher GFI and CFI values. 

The last two steps were testing 12-item model on the first and complete data sets. 

The CFA results for the first data set indicated a good model fit for 12-item model with 

non-significant Chi-square, X2 (48, N = 119) = 62.82, p > .05. Other model fit indices 

also indicated a good fit, GFI = .93, CFI = .98, and RMSEA = .05. The model fit indices 
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for the complete data set (N = 238) also indicated a good model fit, GFI = .95, CFI = .98, 

and RMSEA = .05. Table 5 presents final 12-item scale with internal consistencies and 

lambdas (λ) from the final CFA on the complete data set. 

Table 5.  

The 12 CWSS Items and Their Factor Loadings 
Factor 1 Organizational openness Cronbach’s α = .86 
Item no.  λ 
4 Employees participate ______ frequently in decision-making. .74 
14 Employees are expected to be ______ outspoken. .80 
34 Employees are given ______ encouragement to express their 

ideas. 
.91 

   
Factor 2 Organizational professionalism Cronbach’s α = .67 
Item no  λ 
18 ______ emphasis is placed on punctuality. .65 
30 ______ emphasis is placed on company rules and regulations. .52 
38 ______ emphasis is placed on meeting deadlines. .74 
   
Factor 3 Employee solidarity Cronbach’s α = .85 
Item no  λ 
19 There is ______ cooperation between employees. .80 
32 Employees are ______ considerate of each other. .80 
37 Employees are ______ likely to help each other. .85 
42 Employees treat each other with ______ respect. .63 
   
Factor 4 Organizational diversity Cronbach’s α = .93 
Item no  λ 
47 The organization is ______ ethnically diverse. .90 
50 The organization is ______ culturally diverse. .97 
Note. CWSS = Cross-cultural Work Similarity Scale. Cronbach’s α = .78 for overall CWSS. 

Calculating work similarity score. CWSS items ask subjects if specific work 

conditions are more or less characteristics of the host organization/country, compared to 

the home organization/country. Considering CWSS subscales, averaging individual item 

scores to get subscale scores is meaningful. For example, high scores on organizational 

openness indicate that host organization is more open than home organization. 

Conversely, averaging individual item scores to get an overall cultural similarity score is 
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not meaningful because the items do not ask about how similar conditions are between 

home and host organization. If, for instance, half of the conditions are much less (a score 

of one) and the other half are much more (a score of seven) characteristics of a host 

company, averaging these scores will result in an uninterpretable score of four. Thus, I 

used raw scores (i.e., 1 = much less, 2 = less; 3= somewhat less, 4= equal, 5= somewhat 

more, 6= more, and 7 = much more) to calculate the four work similarity subscale scores. 

To make overall work similarity scores interpretable, I recoded answers onto a 4 point 

scale (1 = dissimilar, 2 = somewhat dissimilar, 3 = somewhat similar, and 4 = similar). 

Answers from 1 to 4 were not changed, 7 was recoded as 1, 6 as 2, and 5 as 3. This 

ensured that host organization, regardless of the direction of the difference, received 1 

(dissimilar) if a described condition was much less or much more characteristic of it. 

Convergent and discriminant validity. Assessing convergent and discriminant 

validity of new scales is an important step in scale development, providing information 

on scales’ construct validity. If the pattern of correlations of the newly measured 

construct with the measures of other constructs is lined up with theoretical expectations, 

this provides evidence for construct validity (Campbell, Trapnell, Heine, Katz, Lavallee, 

& Lehman, 1996). Therefore, I examined the correlations of CWSS (and its subscales) 

with theoretically related (e.g., job satisfaction, work adjustment) and unrelated 

constructs (e.g., personality). Table 6 provides these correlations.  

 Convergent validity. Job satisfaction and work adjustment are the two variables 

that are theoretically most related to CWSS. If the work conditions of host and home 

companies are similar, expatriates should find it easier to adjust to host company work 

conditions. Working in a similar environment may also reduce some work related 
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problems that otherwise are inevitable when employees are assigned to work in a 

different work environment. This should have a positive effect on expatriates’ job 

satisfaction. The significant positive correlations between CWSS and work adjustment (r 

= .22) and between CWSS and job satisfaction (r = .18) supported these expectations. 

Considering the relationships of CWSS subscales with work adjustment and job 

satisfaction, work adjustment was positively correlated with organizational openness (r = 

.23) and job satisfaction was positively correlated with organizational openness (r = .25), 

employee solidarity (r = .21), and organizational diversity (r = .17). These results 

suggested that expatriates more easily adjusted to work conditions in open organizations 

and were more likely to enjoy working in organizations with high openness, employee 

solidarity, and diversity. 

 Discriminant validity. There were no theoretically expected relationships between 

the Big Five and CWSS. The results mainly supported this expectation, indicating 

insignificant relationships between CWSS and four Big Five traits: Extroversion, 

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Neuroticism. Openness was negatively correlated 

with CWSS (r = -.17). That means, expatriates high on openness perceived less similarity 

between home and host companies. Further examining the relationships between 

Openness and CWSS subscales, Openness was significantly correlated only with 

organizational openness subscale (r = -.19), expatriates high on Openness perceiving host 

company less open. Another significant correlation (r = -.14) was observed between 

Conscientiousness and professionalism subscale. All other 22 correlations of the Big Five 

with CWSS and its subscales were not significant.  
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Organizational openness entails the degree to which employees are encouraged to 

express their opinions and participate in decision making process. Having an active 

imagination and intellectual curiosity (Costa & McCrae, 1992), expatriates high on 

Openness are more likely to have opinions and ideas to share. When a less open 

organization does not allow them to share their opinions and ideas, expatriates high on 

Openness may perceive a large difference between home and host organization in terms 

of organizational openness. This could be the reason for the significant negative 

relationship between Openness and organizational openness. Knowing that the current 

sample mainly consists of expatriates from western countries (e.g., United States and 

Germany) working in eastern countries (e.g., South Korea, Singapore, and Malaysia), this 

negative relationship is not surprising. This is because eastern countries scored high on 

power distance which concerns with employees’ fear of disagreeing with superiors and 

their decision making style (Hofstede, 1980). High power distance indicates high fear of 

disagreement, which suggests less organizational openness. If organizational openness is 

comparably more important for expatriates high on Openness, then these expatriates are 

more likely to notice the difference and rate host organizations less open. The same 

argument may apply to the relationship between Conscientiousness and organizational 

professionalism. Conscientious people are responsible and dutiful (Hopwood, Morey, 

Ansell, Grilo, Sanislow, McGlashan, …, & Skodol, 2009) and items (e.g., emphasis 

placed on meeting deadlines) that measure organizational professionalism put an 

emphasis on responsibility and dutifulness. Therefore expatriates high on 

Conscientiousness might be more likely to notice the dissimilarity and rate host 

organization less professional if the host organization is happen to be less professional.  
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Overall, these results provided some preliminary evidence regarding the validity 

of CWSS. However subsequent research is needed to support the four-factor model of 

CWSS and to get more in-depth information about its validity. 
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Table 6. 
 
Correlations of CWSS Subscales with other Study Variables. 
 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
1. Extroversion 4.56 1.15 .76                
2. Agreeableness 5.67 .80 .19* .73               
3. Conscientiousness 5.41 1.02 .07 .21* .70              
4. Neuroticism 3.36 1.15 -.08 -.04 -.22* .72             
5. Openness  5.42 1.04 .21* .17* .01 -.06 .69            
6. Job satisfaction 2.37 .64 .03 .06 .05 -.07 .01 .90           
7. Life satisfaction 4.87 1.16 .10 .17* .07 -.26* .10 .38* .85          
8. General adjustment 5.31 1.06 .12 -.00 .09 -.07 .04 .10 .13♦ .83         
9. Interaction adjustment 5.37 1.28 .18* .02 .15♦ -.16♦ .00 .17♦ .17♦ .47* .91        
10. Work adjustment 5.40 1.27 .04 .04 .28* -.17* -.11 .40* .18* .33* .41* .90       
11. GCS 2.30 .80 -.11 -.00 -.05 .04 -.03 -.00 .04 .15♦ .02 .03 .83      
12. CWSS 2.66 .54 -.03 -.06 -.07 -.13 -.17* .18* .00 .04 .14♦ .22* .25* .78     
13. CWSS: Org. openness 3.28 1.45 .03 -.00 -.02 .04 -.19* .25* -.10 -.03 .03 .23* .05 .32* .91    
14. CWSS: Professionalism 4.11 1.34 .06 .02 -.14♦ .02 -.00 .00 -.05 .21* .02 .01 .02 -.05 .11 .74   
15. CWSS: Employee solidarity 4.00 1.09 .07 -.06 -.09 .12 .10 .21* -.02 .02 .07 .13 -.04 -.00 .40* .26* .85  
16. CWSS: Org. Diversity 3.82 2.04 .11 -.06 .04 -.07 .-07 .17* -.01 -.05 -.03 .04 -.05 .16♦ .44* .01 .15♦ .93 
 Note. N= 238; GCS = General Cultural Similarity; CWSS = Cross-cultural Work Similarity Scale. Values on the diagonal are internal consistency 
reliabilities. ♦ indicates significant correlation at p < .05 and * indicates significant correlation at p < .01. 
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CHAPTER 5 

Method 

Participants 

 I recruited expatriate subjects using two sources. First, I contacted Turkish 

expatriates working in the greater Houston area and asked them if they could participate 

in my survey and contact other expatriates who could also participate in the survey. 

Second, I posted advertisements to professional expatriate groups on social networking 

websites (i.e., LinkedIn, www.linkedin.com; Internations, www.internations.org) and sent 

personal messages to the members of Internations who worked for a Fortune 200 

company. I sent more than 23,000 personal in-site messages on Internations. 

Approximately more than 90% of the subjects were recruited via these personal in-site 

messages. 

 One thousand two hundred twenty three expatriates initially responded to the 

survey requests. Among these, 347 (28%) subjects were removed because they either did 

not answer any questions or only answered screening questions. In addition, 69 (6%) 

subjects were removed because they were not currently on international assignment. A 

response time analysis revealed that 3 of the remaining subjects spent less than 50% of 

the median response time (21 minutes) to answer the survey (one subject completed the 

164-question survey within 8 minutes and two subjects completed it within 7 minutes). 

These three subjects were removed. Among remaining 804 subjects, 3 were removed 

because they selected the same option more than 80% of the time.  

I next conducted an initial analysis for univariate and multivariate outliers; two 

participants identified as multivariate outliers but not removed from the dataset because 
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their response patterns did not appear unusual and their Mahalanobis distance scores did 

not differ much from the next participant who marginally identified as non-outlier. Three 

additional subjects were removed based on the results of missing data analyses (see 

missing data analysis section on page 105). Therefore, 798 subjects were retained for the 

SEM analyses.  

Sample descriptive statistics. Study participants retained for the subsequent 

analyses were 798 expatriates (aged 22-65; M = 37.62, SD = 9.02; based on N = 509) 

who were currently on an international assignment at the time they answered the survey. 

Regarding participants who reported their gender (N = 512), 65.2% were male (n = 334) 

and 34.8% were female (n = 178). Almost half of the participants who reported marital 

status were married or living with a significant other (48.6%; n = 249) and almost the 

other half were single (49.4%, n = 253), whereas 10 were divorced (1.3%). Participants’ 

tenures with their current international assignments ranged from one month to 397 

months (M = 47.8, SD = 57.39; based on N = 510). More than half of the participants who 

reported their educational level (N = 512) held a Master’s degree (58%), 29.5% held a 

Bachelor’s degree, 7.2% held a Doctorate degree, 3.1% held an Associate degree, and 

2.1% held a high school degree. Regarding previous international assignment, 36.3% had 

no previous international assignment, 23.7% had one, 17% had two, 9.7% had three, and 

remaining 13.3% had more than three previous international assignments (M = 1.57, SD 

= 1.87; based on N = 465). The number of years spent in the previous international 

assignments ranged from zero to 45 years (M = 3.67, SD = 5.11; based on N = 456). 

Table 7 presents the descriptive characteristics of the study sample.  
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Table 7 
Descriptive Statistics for the Study Sample 
Age   
 N 509  
 Mean  37.62  
 SD 9.02  
Gender   
 N 512  
 Male 334 (65.2%)  
 Female  178 (34.8%)  
Marital status   
 N 512  
 Married or living with a significant other 249 (48.6%)  
 Single 253 (49.4%)  
 Divorced 10 (1.3%)  
Tenure with current assignment in years   
 N 510  
 Mean 3.98  
 SD 4.78  
Education   
 N 512  
 Doctorate degree 37 (7.2%)  
 Master’s degree 298 (58%)  
 Bachelor’s degree 151 (29.5%)  
 Associate degree 16 (3.1%)  
 High school degree 10 (2%)  
Previous international assignments   
 N  465  
 None 169 (36.3%)  
 One assignment 110 (23.7%)  
 Two assignments 79 (17%)  
 Three assignments 45 (9.7%)  
 More than three assignments 62 (13.3%)  
Years spent in previous international assignments   
 N 456  
 Mean 3.67  
 SD 5.11  
Number of host and home countries represented in the study   
 N 505  
 Number of host countries  79  
 Number of home countries 73  
Note. N indicates the number of subjects who provided the corresponding demographic 
information. SD = standard deviation.  
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Design  

 The design of the study was correlational. Expatriate subjects were asked to 

complete a 25-minute online survey which included demographic questions and scales 

measuring the variables of interest (e.g., Agreeableness, POS, expatriate adjustment). 

Expatriates were also asked to rate their own OCBO and OCBI performance. At the end 

of the survey, subjects were asked to provide contact information (name and e-mail) for 

up to four of their coworkers. One hundred and fifty-seven expatriates provided contact 

information for at least one coworker (34 subjects provided contact information for four 

coworkers, 13 for three coworkers, 35 for two coworkers, and 74 for one coworker); 39 

expatriates did not initially provide their coworker information but agreed to be contacted 

later for that information. The remaining 605 expatriates neither provided their 

coworkers’ e-mails nor indicated their agreement to be contacted later. I sent e-mails to 

these coworkers approximately one week after receiving their contact information. 

Coworkers were asked to rate the OCB performance of the expatriate targets that 

participated in the self-report survey. I sent up to four reminder e-mails (at a 10-day 

interval) to coworkers who did not answered the first, second, and third e-mail. If a 

coworker did not provide OCB performance rating after the fourth e-mail, I did not 

contact them again. I used the same procedure for expatriates who were agreed to be 

contacted later. I sent them an e-mail that included the link for the coworker survey and 

asked them to share this link with their coworkers. Again, I sent these 39 expatriates up to 

four e-mails (at a 10-day interval).  

Although a majority of the expatriates neither provided their coworkers’ contact 

information nor agreed to be contacted later for that information, they provided their e-
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mail addresses to be contacted later if the researcher had any follow up questions. 

Therefore, I sent these expatriates an e-mail explaining the importance of the 

performance ratings from coworkers for my study and asked their help. The e-mail 

included the link for the coworker survey and a request to share it with their coworkers. 

Regarding this latter category, I only sent up to two e-mails.  

Three hundred and seventy two coworkers initially responded to the coworker 

survey request. Among these, 72 (19%) did not answer any questions and one coworker 

failed to provide his/her e-mail address/name - as well as the name/e-mail of the 

expatriate. These subjects were removed from the coworker data set. Among the 

remaining 299 participating coworkers, data from 19 (5%) coworkers could not be 

matched to any expatriate participants, which reduced the number of useable coworker 

ratings to 280 (75%). These 280 ratings belonged to 200 expatriates (the coworker data 

set included four coworker ratings for three expatriates, three for 17 expatriates, two for 

37 expatriates, and one for 143 expatriates). One hundred and seventy two (57.9%) 

coworkers were male, and their ages ranged from 22 to 71 (M = 38.38, SD = 9.36). One 

hundred and forty six (52%) of these coworkers were themselves expatriates, whereas 

134 (48%) coworkers were host country nationals. The coworkers had known the 

expatriates they rated for at least 2 months (M = 3.37 years, SD = 4.56 years).   

Measures 

Tenure on the current assignment. Adjusting to a new environment requires 

time, and previous research has discussed the positive effect of time-in-assignment (or 

length of stay) on expatriate adjustment (Hechanova, Beehr, & Christiansen, 2003; Stroh, 

Dennis, & Cramer, 1994).  Therefore, tenure on the current international assignment was 
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measured in months and used as a control variable to partial out the effect of length of 

stay on expatriates’ adjustment (cf. Rubin, Watt, & Ramelli, 2012).  

Purpose of foreign assignment. I collected information from expatriate subjects 

about the purpose of their assignment. Based on the information from 502 expatriate 

subjects who reported their assignment purpose, 12.9% (n = 65) held technical, 32.3% (n 

= 162) held functional, 18.5% (n = 93) held developmental, and 36.3% (n = 182) held 

strategic assignments. That means that final sample mainly included expatriate subjects 

with an assignment purpose requiring cross-cultural adjustment, a crucial variable in the 

proposed model. 

Number of coworker and number of host country coworker in the work unit. 

Subjects were asked to report the number of total coworkers and the number of host 

country coworkers in their work unit. Of those 487 subjects who reported the numbers of 

both overall and host country coworkers, 27 subjects mistakenly reported that they had 

more host country coworkers than all coworkers in their work unit. Therefore, host 

country coworker ratio in the work unit was only calculated for 460 subjects by dividing 

the number of host country coworkers by the number of all coworkers in the work unit. 

Host country coworker ratio in the work unit ranged from 0 (indicating that all coworker 

in the work units were expatriates) to 1.0 (indicating that all coworkers in the work unit 

were host country nationals) with an average ratio of .55 (SD = .36). 

Local language fluency. Expatriates’ local language fluency was measured by a 

single item that asked “Which of the following best describes your host-country language 

skills?” Subjects rated their host country language skills on a five-point Likert scale from 

beginner (1) to fluent (5). 
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Perceived organizational support (POS). Expatriates’ POS was measured by 

Kraimer and Wayne’s (2004) 12-item expatriate-specific perceived organizational 

support scale. The scale measures financial support (e.g., “I have received generous 

financial support from the company”), career support (e.g., “The company keeps me 

informed about career opportunities available within the company”), and adjustment 

support (e.g., “The company has provided me with many opportunities to ease the 

transition to the foreign country”). The scale includes four items per type of support. 

Subjects rated their agreement with each of these statements on a 5-point Likert scale (1 

= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The internal consistency was .92 (inter-item r 

= .47) for the overall 12-item scale. 

Personality. Donnellan et al.’s (2006) Mini IPIP was used to assess expatriates’ 

Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. Subjects rated their agreement with each 

personality items on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). 

The internal consistencies  were .68 (inter-item r = .35) for Agreeableness and .57 (inter-

item r = .25) for Conscientiousness. 

 Host country coworkers’ citizenship behaviors toward expatriates (HCCI). I 

measure HCCI by revising items from William and Anderson’s (1991) OCBI scale. 

Sample items from the original scale include “Helps others who have heavy workloads” 

and “Takes time to listen to coworkers’ problems and worries.” The actor of the 

behaviors described in these items is the subject and the targets are other employees. I 

revised these items by assigning other employees (host country coworkers) as actors and 

the subject (expatriate) as the target. Sample items from the revised scale included “My 

host country coworkers help me when I have heavy workloads,” and “My host country 
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coworkers take time to listen my problems and worries.” Subjects were asked to rate their 

agreement with these statements on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = 

strongly agree). The internal consistency was .86 (inter-item r = .51) for this measure of 

HCCI.  

Job attitudes. I measured expatriates’ global job satisfaction by Ironson et al.’s 

(1989) revised 18-item Job in General (JIG) scale—the same measure used in the pilot 

study. The internal consistency was .89 (inter-item r = .32) for the JIG. 

I measured organizational commitment by 12 items from Meyer, Allen, and 

Smith’s (1993) 18-item organizational commitment scale. Meyer et al.’s (1993) 18-item 

scale is a revised version of Meyer and Allen’s (1991) 24-item scale and measures the 

three dimensions of organizational commitment: affective, continuance, and normative. 

There are 6 items per dimensions. Similar to Turner and Chelladurai (2005) and Rocha 

and Turner (2008), I used the four items with the highest loadings on each organizational 

commitment dimension to keep survey length manageable. Sample items from this 

measure include “This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me,” “I feel 

that I have too few options to consider leaving this organization,” and “I would feel guilty 

if I left my organization now,” respectively for affective, continuance, and normative 

subscales. Subjects were asked to rate their agreement with these statements on a 5-point 

scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The internal consistency was .75 

(inter-item r = .21) for the overall 12-item organizational commitment scale. 

Expatriate adjustment. Black and Stephens’ (1989) Expatriate Adjustment Scale 

was used to assess expatriates’ adjustment. The same measure was also used in the pilot 

study. Subjects rated their adjustments to the host-country living and working conditions 
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(e.g., housing conditions, interacting with host-country nationals, and work 

responsibilities) on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = very less to 5 = very much). The internal 

consistencies were .81 (inter-item r = .37) for general adjustment, .90 (inter-item r = .69) 

for interaction adjustment, and .88 (inter-item r = .70) for work adjustment. 

Collectivity-orientation. Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, and Gelfand’s (1995) 

horizontal collectivism scale was used to measure expatriates’ collectivity orientation. 

This scale asked participants to indicate if items described them on a 5-point Likert scale 

(1 = does not describe me at all to 5 = describes me well). Higher scores indicated 

stronger collectivism. Sample items included “It is important to maintain harmony within 

my group” and “The well-being of my coworkers is important to me.” The internal 

consistency was .66 (inter-item r = .21). 

Organizational collectivism. Seven items from Robert and Wasti’s (2002) 13-

item organizational culture scale was used to measure organizational collectivism. Robert 

and Wasti’s scale measures organizational collectivism (seven items) and individualism 

(six items). Sample items from organizational collectivism subscale included “Employees 

are taken care of like members of a family” and “Management and supervisors are 

protective of and generous to loyal workers.” Subjects were asked to rate their agreement 

with these statements on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 

agree). The internal consistecny was .85 (inter-item r = .44) for the organizational 

collectivism subscale. 

Organizational citizenship behavior. I measured expatriates’ OCB performance 

using Turnley, Bolino, Lester, and Bloodgood’s (2003) 12-item revision of the OCB 

scale originally developed by Williams and Anderson (1991). Six items from this 12-item 
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scale measure OCBI and the remaining six items measure OCBO. Sample OCBI items 

include “This employee generally helps others who have been absent” and “This 

employee takes a personal interest in the well-being of other employees.” Sample OCBO 

items include “This employee adheres to informal organizational rules devised to 

maintain order” and “This employee sometimes takes undeserved or extended work 

breaks.” Expatriates were asked to indicate on a 5-point scale if these statements were 

true of them (1 = not at all true of me to 5 = very true of me). Turnely et al. (2003) 

reported internal consistencies of .83 and .88 for the six-item OCBO and six-item OCBI 

scales, respectively. The internal consistencies were comparably small in this study: .68 

(inter-item r = .27) for OCBI scale and .48 (inter-item r = .13) for OCBO scale. 

OCB ratings from coworkers. I collected performance data (i.e., OCBI and 

OCBO) from both expatriates and their coworkers to reduce the effect of common 

method bias. To collect performance rating from expatriates’ coworkers, the items in the 

coworker OCB scale were revised accordingly. For example the item “I generally help 

others who have been absent” was revised as “Helps others who have been absent” in the 

coworker scale. The internal consistencies were .70 (inter-item r = .31) for coworker-

rated OCBI and .72 (inter-item r = .31) for coworker rated OCBO scales. 

Cultural similarity. Cultural similarity between home and host cultures was 

measured in two ways: subjective and objective2 similarity. Subjective similarity 

concerned expatriates’ own experience regarding the host country living and working 

conditions whereas objective similarity concerned the difference between home and host 

countries on Hofstede’s (1980, 1991) cultural dimensions.  
                                                             
2 Objective similarity does not necessarily indicate an absolute objectivity in this cultural 
similarity measure. This label was used to clearly differentiate cultural similarity scores based on 
Hofstede’s dimensions from the subjective similarity scores based on self-ratings of expatriates.  
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Subjective cultural similarity. Subjective similarities between home and host 

countries’ living and working conditions were measured by two different scales: the 8-

item Culture Novelty Scale by Black and Stephens (1989; adopted form Torbiorn, 1982) 

was employed to measure the perception of cultural similarity in living conditions and 

12-item Cross-Cultural Work Similarity Scale (CWSS) was used to measure the 

perception of cultural similarity in working conditions (detailed information regarding 

CWSS was provided in the pilot study chapter). Sample items from Culture Novelty 

Scale included “General living conditions” and “General housing conditions.” Expatriates 

were asked to indicate how similar the conditions in their country of assignment to the 

conditions in their home country on a 6-point Likert scale (1 = very different to 6 = very 

similar). Sample items from CWSS included “Employees participate frequently in 

decision making,” “Emphasis is placed on meeting deadlines,” “Employees are likely to 

help each other,” and “The organization is ethnically diverse.” Expatriates were asked to 

compare the conditions of host company to the conditions of home company and indicate 

on a 7-point scale (1= much less to 7= much more) if these conditions were much or less 

characteristics of the host company. Again, to make interpretation of overall work 

similarity scores possible, I recoded answers onto a 4-point scale (1 = dissimilar to 4 = 

similar): answers from 1 to 4 were not changed, 7 was recoded as 1, 6 as 2, and 5 as 3 

(see calculating work similarity score section in pilot study chapter for more 

information). The internal consistencies were .88 (inter-item r = .49) and .86 (inter-item r 

= .35) for the Culture Novelty Scale and for the CWSS, respectively. 

Objective cultural similarity. I used the data regarding the names of expatriates’ 

home country and host country to measure objective cultural similarity. Hofstede (1980, 
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1991) and his colleagues (Bond, 1988; Hofstede, Hofstede, Minkov, 2010; Minkov, 

2009) compared three ethno-geographic locations (i.e., East Africa, West Africa, and 

Arab countries) and 100 countries on six cultural dimensions: power distance, uncertainty 

avoidance, individualism vs. collectivism, masculinity vs. femininity, long-term vs. short 

term orientation, and indulgence vs. restraint. Five hundred and two subjects provided the 

names of both their home and host countries. Table 8 provides home and host country 

frequencies for the main study sample (see Appendix C).  

I used the formula proposed by Kogut and Singh (1988) to calculate the objective 

cultural similarity score based on the home and host country scores on Hofstede’s six 

cultural dimensions. Researchers have frequently used this formula to measure cultural 

difference (e.g., see Holopainen & Bjorkman, 2005; Rosenzweig & Nohria, 1994). The 

formula is:  

퐶퐷 . = ( . . ) /푥                                [1] 

where: CDHome.Host is the cultural distance between a home and a host country; Ii.home and 

Ii.host are respectively home- and host-country scores on ith cultural dimension; and Vi is 

the variance of the scores on the ith cultural dimension; and x varies based on available 

pairs of cultural dimension scores for a home- and host-country pair. I was able to 

calculate objective cultural similarity scores for 491 expatriate subjects. It was not 

possible to calculate this score for nine expatriates because cultural dimension scores 

were not available for either their home-country (e.g., Bolivia) or host-country (e.g., 

Kazakhstan).  One of the objective cultural similarity scores was based on home- and 

host-country scores on a single dimension (i.e., indulgence vs. restraint), nine were based 

on two dimensions (i.e., long-term vs. short-short term orientation and indulgence vs. 
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restraint), 30 were based on the original four dimensions (i.e., power distance, uncertainty 

avoidance, individualism vs. collectivism, masculinity vs. femininity), and 451 were 

based on all six dimensions.   

Self-report Measures and Common Method Bias.  

All predictors in the model were measured by self-report scales and this would 

potentially cause common method bias. To minimize the effect of common method bias, 

I took the following measures as suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003): 

Proximal/methodological/psychological separation of scales. There were 11 

scales in the survey. Ten of these scales measured predictor variables and one scale 

measured criterion variable (OCB). Among ten scales measuring predictor variables, two 

(Mini IPIP and Individualism vs. Collectivism) asked expatriates about themselves, three 

(Job in General, Organizational Commitment, and Expatriate Adjustment) asked 

expatriates about their feeling/experiences toward a target, another two (Perceived 

Organizational Support and Host Country Coworkers OCBs toward expatriates) 

considered expatriates as targets and ask expatriates about their organizations’ attitudes 

and coworkers’ behaviors toward them,  and the last three (Organizational Culture, 

General Cultural Similarity, and Work Similarity) asked expatriates to evaluate targets in 

general. I arranged the order of predictor measures in a way that maximize the temporal 

and spatial separation of the measures that stimulated a similar psychological experience. 

The survey flow is given below. 

a. Organizational citizenship behavior (presented last before the demographics 

for the half of the subjects) 

b. Mini-IPIP 



104 
 

 

c. Organizational commitment 

d. Expatriate adjustment 

e. Cultural Novelty Scale 

f. Job in General 

g. Perceived organizational support 

h. Collectivity orientation 

i. Host country coworkers’ OCBI toward expatriates (HCCI) 

j. Cross-Cultural Work Similarity Scale 

k. Organizational Culture Scale 

l. Demographics 

Second, I used different labels for rating points on different scales to create 

dissimilar psychological experiences. For example, I used the labels from “not at all true 

of me” to “very true of me” for OCB Scale, from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” 

for Organizational Commitment Scale, from “very less adjusted” to “very much adjusted” 

for Expatriate Adjustment Scale, from “does not describe me at all” to “describes me 

very well” for Collectivism Scale, etc. This might help responded to feel dissimilar 

experiences when rating different scale; therefore, ameliorating the effect of common 

method bias. 

Counterbalancing measurement order. Podsakoff et al. (2003) also discussed 

the importance of counterbalancing the order of predictor and criteria scales as a remedy 

to reduce common method bias. Therefore, I presented the criterion (OCB) scale first for 

the half of the subjects and last for the other half. 
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Data Analysis 

This section describes the analyses (e.g., missing data analysis and item parceling) 

performed to prepare the data for SEM analysis.. 

Missing data analysis. An initial missing value analysis revealed that 31% of 

subjects failed to provide an answer for at least one of the 11 measures (e.g., Mini IPIP). 

Structural equation modeling (SEM) requires complete data set and there were two 

options: listwise deletion of the incomplete data or using advanced statistical techniques 

(i.e., full information maximum likelihood, multiple imputations) to make use of all 

available data points. Enders (2010) argued that listwise deletion requires missing 

completely at random (MCAR); if the missing data patter is not MCAR, listwise deletion 

may result in distorted parameter estimates.  

The analyses regarding the missing data patterns were performed separately for 

the subjects who completed OCB questionnaire first and for the subjects who completed 

OCB questionnaire last. The results indicated that the data sets would have monotone 

missing pattern if three subjects with non-monotone missing data pattern were removed 

from the data set. These subjects were removed, which reduced final sample size to 798. 

Table 9 and 10 presents information on missing data pattern and Table 11 presents 

information on missing data percentages for each variable included in the proposed 

model (see Appendix D). Monotone missingness suggests missing at random (MAR), 

indicating that the use of listwise deletion would not provide optimal solution for the 

analysis of this data (Enders, 2010). Therefore, multiple imputation analysis was 

performed to deal with missing data. 
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Research has suggested the use of a sequential regression approach, such as that 

implemented in the SPSS software package (Enders, 2010), to impute data when the 

missing data pattern is monotone (van Bureen, 2012; Mehrotra, Li, Liu, & Lu, 2012; 

Schafer, 1997). Hence, I imputed five complete data sets in SPSS. Analyses were 

performed on these data sets and the results were averaged to obtain final model fit 

indices and regression weights. I used the formulas provided in IBM SPSS Amos User’s 

Guide (Arbuckle, 2011: p. 471) to compute the significance levels for the average 

unstandardized and standardized regression weights.    

Common method bias analysis. Podsakoff et al. (2003) suggested common 

factor analysis to investigate the possible effect of common methods bias. In line with 

this suggestion, I first performed Harman’s one-factor test. The exploratory factor 

analysis of all self-report items indicated that there were 40 factors with Eigenvalues of 

1.00 and above, the largest of which accounted for 12% of the variance. Second, I 

conducted a latent method factor analysis to measure the effect of common method bias. 

This method involves adding a latent first-order factor and specifying all of the 

items/parcels as indicators of this factor (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Table 12 (Appendix E) 

provides the latent method factor analysis results (i.e., substantive factor and method 

factor loadings for each indicator in the model). Although common method variance 

tends to produce positive correlations among nomologically independent variables, it is 

not the case for the current study. As presented in Table 12, the average substantive 

factor loading was .705 and average common factor loading was -.037. That means that 

substantive factor loadings explained 52% of variance, whereas method factor loadings 

explained only 0.3% of variance. Based on these results, the common method bias was 



107 
 

 

unlikely to be a serious concern for this study. Therefore, latent method factor was 

removed from the subsequent analyses. 

Structural equation modeling. The hypothesized model was tested using 

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) via IBM SPSS Amos 20.  

Model specification. The model included 18 latent constructs, 11 of which were 

exogenous constructs and eight of which were endogenous constructs. The exogenous 

constructs included POS, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, host country language skills, 

HCCI, collectivity orientation, organizational collectivism, the interaction term between 

collectivity orientation and organizational collectivism, host-country coworker ratio in 

the work unit (HCCR), the interaction term between HCCR and interaction adjustment, 

and tenure in the current assignment (as a control variable). The endogenous constructs 

included the five mediating latent constructs (job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, interaction adjustment, work adjustment, and general adjustment) and the 

two criteria (OCBI and OCBO).  

Item parceling. Little, Cunningham, Shahar, and Widaman (2002) discussed the 

advantages and disadvantages of using parcels of items as observed variables in SEM. 

One of the main concerns discussed by Little at al. regarding using items instead of 

parcels was related to Type I error rates. Setting alpha level at .05, one out of 20 

correlations in the SEM model would be significant by chance alone. There would be 108 

observed variables (indicators) in the model if the item-level data were used. This 

indicates (108*109)/2 = 5886 unique correlations, which would correspond to about 294 

spuriously significant correlations even if there were no significant relations among these 
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indicators. By using item parceling method, I reduced the number of indicators to 51, 

which would reduce the number of spurious correlations to about 66.  

Little et al. (2002) classified two general techniques for building parcels: 

techniques for unidimensional item sets and techniques for multidimensional item sets. 

Techniques for unidimensional item sets include random assignment (i.e., randomly 

assigning items to parcels), balanced parcels, and a priori developed parcels. The goal for 

balanced parcels technique is to create parcels that are equally balanced in terms of their 

discrimination and difficulty. In addition to these post-data-collection techniques, a 

researcher can develop questionnaire items with parceling in mind (e.g., creating half of 

the items in negative direction and the other half in positive direction and pairing 

negatively worded items with positively worded items to create parcels; Little, Oettingen, 

& Baltes, 1995). Two of the techniques for multidimensional item sets include internal-

consistency and domain representative approaches. Internal consistency approach uses 

facets as grouping criteria; items measuring the same facet are grouped together. Domain 

representative approach also uses facets as grouping criteria but instead of grouping items 

measuring the same facet, this approach suggests creating parcels by grouping items from 

different facets. For example organizational commitment measure in this study had three 

facets: items a1, a2, a3, and a4 measured affective commitment, items c1, c2, c3, and c4 

measured continuance commitment, and items n1, n2, n3, and n4 measured normative 

commitment. One might create a parcel by summing or averaging a1, a2, a3, and a4 by 

using the internal consistency approach, and create a parcel by summing or averaging a1, 

c1, and n1 by using the domain representative approach.  
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To create parcels, I used the balanced parceling technique when the items 

indicated a unidimensional construct and the domain representative approach when the 

items indicated a multidimensional construct. This is because Kishton and Widaman 

(1994) found that the domain representative approach was superior to the internal-

consistency approach when the focus of interest was the general factor. For a priori 

defined multidimensional measures (i.e., organizational commitment and perceived 

organizational support), I randomly chose items from each facet and summed the item 

level scores to create parcels. Both organizational commitment and POS had three facets, 

with each facet including 4 items, resulting in  a total of four parcels per each of these 

two constructs.  

Regarding unidimensional measures, I first conducted an exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA) and examined if the results suggested a single factor solution. EFA results 

indicated a single factor for the following measures: expatriate general adjustment (7 

items), organizational collectivism (7 items), and host-country coworkers’ OCBs toward 

expatriates (6 items). I created three parcels for each of these measures using the 

balanced parceling strategy. EFA results indicated two-factor solutions for the OCBI, 

OCBO, and collectivity orientation scales, and a three-factor solution for the job 

satisfaction scale. I again used the domain representative approach to create parcel 

indicators of these four latent constructs by examining factor loadings. Agreeableness, 

Conscientiousness, and interaction adjustment were measured by 4-item scales and work 

adjustment was measured by a 3-item scale. The SEM literature has recommended at 

least three parcels/indicators per latent construct (e.g., Hau & Marsh, 2004; Marsh, Hau, 

Balla, & Grayson, 1998). Thus, I used the individual items as indicators of these four 
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constructs. The proposed model included two interaction terms to test the moderating 

effects of host-country coworker ratio in the work unit (Hypothesis 3) and organizational 

collectivity (Hypothesis 11). I used the matched-pair products strategy to create 

indicators of these interaction terms (see Marsh, Wen, & Hau, 2004). Table 13 presents 

information about the type of indicator (item level or parcel), number of items and 

parcels, and parceling strategy for each construct in the proposed model and Table 13 

(see Appendix F) presents EFA results (item factor loadings) used to create balanced or 

domain representative parcels. 
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Table 13 

Strategies Used to Create Parcels for the Latent Constructs in the Proposed Model 
Construct Indicator 

type 
Number 
of items  

Number 
of parcels 

Parceling strategy 

OCBI Parcels 6 3 Domain representative 
OCBO Parcels 6 3 Domain representative 
OCBI (Coworker) Parcels 6 3 Domain representative 
OCBO (Coworker) Parcels 6 3 Domain representative 
Agreeableness Items 4   
Conscientiousness Items 4   
HCCI  Parcels 6 3 Balanced 
Collectivity orientation Parcels 8 3 Domain representative 
Org. collectivism Parcels 7 3 Balanced 
General adjustment Parcels 7 3 Balanced 
Interaction adjustment Items 4   
Work adjustment Items 3   
Job satisfaction Parcels 18 3 Domain representative 
Org. commitment Parcels 12 4 Domain representative* 
POS Parcels 12 4 Domain representative* 
COL.int Parcels  3 Matched-pair products 
HCCR.int. Parcels  1 Matched-pair products 
Note. OCBI = organizational citizenship behavior at individuals; OCBO = organizational 
citizenship behavior at organizations; HCCI = host country coworker’s OCBI toward 
expatriates; POS = Perceived organizational support; COL.int = the interaction term 
between collectivity orientation and organizational collectivity; HCCR.int = the 
interaction term between host-country coworker ratio in the work unit and interaction 
adjustment. *Random assignment was used to create domain representative parcels for 
organizational commitment and perceived organizational support (POS) whereas the 
results of exploratory factor analysis were utilized to create domain representative or 
balanced parcels for other latent constructs. 
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Model analysis. Kline (2011) discussed one-step modeling, two-step modeling, 

and four-step modeling strategies to evaluate the proposed structural model. One-step 

modeling is not recommended because it tests measurement and structural components of 

the model at the same time. Therefore, it is not possible to identify the cause of the 

problem when the results indicate a poor fit. Because poor fit might be the result of the 

problems with measurement component, structural component, or both of these 

components. Two-step modeling separately tests these components. A researcher 

specifies the structural model as a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) measurement 

model in the first step; and if the CFA model fits the data, the researcher specifies the 

proposed structural model and examines its fit indices in the second step. Four-step 

modeling is an extended version of the two-step modeling (Kline, 2011). In this 

approach, a sequence of four or more hierarchical models is specified and tested and if 

the fit indices for the model with fewer constraints are poor, it is not recommended to 

consider alternative models with additional constraints. Kline (2011) pointed out that 

four-step modeling requires four indicators per factor in the model. Most of the latent 

factors (e.g., interaction adjustment, POS) in the proposed model had three indicators; 

therefore, two-step modeling was used to evaluate the structural equation model.  

 Mediation analyses. Hypotheses 11 thorough 15 explore the mediating effects of 

job attitudes and expatriate adjustment on the relationship between distal antecedents 

(e.g., POS, Agreeableness) and expatriates’ OCB performance. Panel B of Figure 3, 

obtained from Preacher and Hayes (2004, p. 718), illustrates a simple mediation effect. 

Distal predictor (X) has an effect on mediator (M); this effect is represented by a. M has 

an effect on the criterion (Y); this effect is represented by b. The direct effect of X on Y 
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after controlling for M is represented by c’. The total effect of X on Y, which is 

represented by c in panel A, equals the sum of c’ and a*b (i.e., indirect effect). 

  

 Baron and Kenny (1986) outlined one of the most frequently used approaches to 

test mediation effects (e.g., Block & Keller, 1995; Wood, Maltby, Stewart, Linley, & 

Joseph, 2008). This approach is straightforward. Mediation effect exists if X significantly 

predicts Y, X significantly predicts M, M significantly predict Y, and M significantly 

predicts Y after controlling for X. If one of these affects is not significant, it is concluded 

that there is no mediation effect. The main problem with this approach is that it does not 

allow testing the significance of indirect path (i.e., a*b or the effect of X on Y through M).  

 There are two ways to calculate indirect effects: (a) subtracting the partial effect 

of X on Y after controlling for M from the total effect of X on Y (i.e., c – c’; Judd & 

Kenny, 1981) and (b) multiplying the effect of X on M by the effect of M on Y after 

controlling for X (i.e., a*b; Sobel, 1982). After calculating indirect effects, the next step 

is to test if these indirect effects are significant using Sobel test (Sobel, 1982), Aroian test 

(Aroian, 1947), or Goodman test (Goodman, 1960). These approaches assume that the 

X Y 

Panel A 

Panel B 

X Y 

M 

Figure 3. Panel A: Illustration of a direct effect. X affects Y. Panel B: 
Illustration of a mediation design. X affects Y indirectly through M. 

c 

a b 

c’ 
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distributions of indirect effects (i.e., a*b or c-c’) are normal. Bollen and Stine (1990) 

questioned this assumption and argued that the distributions of indirect effects were not 

only non-normal but also asymmetric, usually positively skewed. Therefore, testing the 

significance of indirect effects under normality assumption would cause underpowered 

statistical test (Preacher & Hayes, 2004).  

 Bootstrapping has been discussed as a powerful way to test indirect effects in 

mediation models (e.g., Hayes, 2009; Preacher & Hayes, 2004; Wood, Goodman, 

Beckmann, & Cook, 2008). Bootstrapping allows for repeated sampling from the data 

and estimating an indirect effect from each sampled data. Repeating the sampling 

procedure thousands of times, researchers can obtain an approximation of the sampling 

distribution of the indirect effect. Then, confidence intervals of the indirect effect can be 

calculated based on this distribution. MacKinnon, Lockwood, and Williams (2004) 

compared three approaches to test indirect effects: (a) the z-test, which assumes 

normality, (b) the M test, which based on the frequency distribution of the product of two 

standardized normal distribution (Meeker, Cornwell, Aroian, Kennedy, & Odeh, 1981), 

and (c) the bootstrapping method. Their simulation results were in favor of bootstrapping 

method, which produced more accurate confidence limits. A study by Cheung and Lau 

(2008) reaffirmed these results, where bootstrapping methods outperformed a variety of 

alternative methods for testing mediation regardless of the sample sizes and effect sizes.  

Based on the discussion above, I applied bootstrapping method to test the 

mediation effects and used the practical recommendations by Cheung and Lau (2008). 

These recommendations included sampling at least 500 times and cross-validating the 

results by reporting both BC (bias-corrected) and percentile confidence intervals.    
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 AMOS and multiple imputed data. AMOS 20.0 software was used to test the 

proposed model. AMOS does not currently offer any options to produce pooled model fit 

indexes and regression weights for multiply imputed data sets. A separate SEM analysis 

was performed using maximum likelihood method for each of the five imputed data sets 

and the results were averaged to obtain the final values. Average model fit indices were 

examined if the model being tested fit the data, and average standardized regression 

weights were examined to test the proposed hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER 6 

Results  

Correlations with Self-rated OCBs  

Table 15 presents the matrix of listwise-deleted correlations below the diagonal 

and pooled correlations (based on five imputed data set) above the diagonal for self-rated 

OCB data. As indicated in Table 15, 22 out of 27 correlations in the proposed model were 

statistically significant for self-rated OCB data. Based on Cohen’s (1988) benchmarks of 

small (r = .10), medium (r = .30), and large (r = .50) correlations, there were strong 

positive relationships between POS and job satisfaction (r = .55, p <.001), Agreeableness 

and OCBI (r = .47, p < .001), collectivity orientation and OCBI (r = .47, p < .001), and 

POS and organizational commitment (r = .45, p < .001).  

The results indicated a moderately positive relationship between 

Conscientiousness and OCBO (r = .27, p < .001); and weak to moderate relationships 

between interaction adjustment and OCBI (r = .21, p < .001), HCCI and OCBI (r = .21, p 

< .001),  work adjustment and OCBI (r = .20, p < .001), work adjustment and OCBO (r = 

.20, p < .001), and HCCI and interaction adjustment (r = .19, p < .001).  

The remaining correlations regarding hypothesized relationships were either weak 

or non-significant. Weak positive relationships were observed between expatriates’ 

general adjustment and OCBI (r = .16, p < .01), Conscientiousness and work adjustment  

(r = .16, p < .01) , job satisfaction and OCBO (r = .14, p < .01), host country language 

skills and interaction adjustment (r = .13 p < .01), Agreeableness and interaction 

adjustment (r = .13, p < .01), collectivity orientation and OCBO (r = .12, p = .01), 

Agreeableness and general adjustment (r = .10, p = .01), organizational commitment and 
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OCBI (r = .10, p = .02), and general adjustment and OCBO (r = .08, p < .05). The 

hypothesized relationships between job satisfaction and OCBI (r = .07, p = .10), 

Agreeableness and job satisfaction (r = .06, p = .12), Conscientiousness and job 

satisfaction (r = .06, p = .11), organizational commitment and OCBO (r = .05, p < .21), 

and host-country language skills and OCBI (r = .00, p = .93) were not significant. 

The pattern of these correlations revealed two interesting findings. First, although 

the strong correlations among POS, organizational commitment, and job satisfaction 

observed in this study were in line (e.g., Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 

2002), the weak and nonsignificant correlations of these three antecedents with OCBI and 

OCBO were not in line with the previous meta-analytic results (e.g., Fassina et al., 2007; 

Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002). Second, although the correlations of 

Conscientiousness with OCBO and OCBI were comparable to, the correlations of 

Agreeableness were much stronger than the meta-analytic correlations (LePine et al., 

2002; Organ & Ryan, 1995). Note that these meta-analytic findings were mostly, if not 

entirely, based on the domestic employee population. 
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Table 15 
 
Listwise Deleted and Pooled Correlations between Variables Included in the Model for Self-rated OCB Data 
 M (SD) α 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
1. OCBI 3.92 (.48) .68  .31* .22* .10* .09 .10* .20* .43* .39* .10 .05 .15* .19* .21* .01 -.01 .01 -.03 
2. OCBO 3.93 (.43) .48 .27*  .07 .06 .17* .11*  .26* .17* .13* .14* .04 .11* .19* .14* .05 -.01 -.03 -.07 
3. HCCI 3.39 (.73) .86 .21* .06  .19* .33* .34* .08♦ .17* .23* .43* .04 .10♦ .07 .18* .06 .05 .06 .00 
4. OC 3.12 (.55) .75 .10♦ .05 .21*  .43* .43* .10* .07 .11* .40* .06 .01 .10* .01 -.03 .04 -.02 .08♦ 
5. Job Sat. 2.39 (.63) .89 .07 .14* .33* .47*  .53* .08♦ .09♦ .15* .50* .07 .09♦ .19* .13* .00 .03 .04 .00 
6. POS 3.22 (.76) .92 .10♦ .11* .36* .45* .55*  .04 .07♦ .12* .57* .13* .12* .11* .06 -.03 .07 -.02 -.03 
7. CONS 3.75 (.61) .57 .22* .27* .08♦ .10* .06 .03  .19* .15* .05 -.03 .10* .12* .11* -.02 .01 .00 .00 
8. AGREE 3.94 (.55) .68 .47* .16* .17* .07 .06 .07 .18*  .41* .08♦ .02 .10* .10♦ .13* .04 .02 .04 .04 
9. COL 3.77 (.44) .66 .42* .12* .22* .11* .12* .11* .16* .43*  .17* -.04 .10* .14* .13* -.01 .02 -.01 -.03 
10. OCOL 3.13 (.71) .85 .08 .12* .46* .43* .54* .61* .05 .09♦ .18*  .12* .07 .12* .10♦ -.03 .06 .00 -.04 
11. COL*OCOL .20 (1.10) NA .07 .08 .06 .10♦ .09♦ .17* -.03 .02 -.03 .19*  .03 .07 -.01 .02 .08♦ -.01 -.03 
12. G. Adj. 3.44 (.72) .81 .16* .08♦ .10♦ -.01 .05 .11* .10* .10* .09♦ .05 .03  .40* .37* -.05 .08♦ .09 .05 
13. W. Adj. 3.52 (.90) .88 .20* .20* .07 .10♦ .16* .10♦ .12* .10* .13* .11* .07 .41*  .28* .06 .04 .03 -.03 
14. I. Adj. 3.26 (.96) .90 .21* .14* .19* -.00 .12* .06 .11* .13* .13* .10♦ -.02 .38* .29*  .07 -.06 .12* -.02 
15. HCCR .55 (.36) NA .02 .06 .08 -.05 -.01 -.06 -.02 .04 -.03 -.05 .00 -.04 .06 .10♦  -.04 .02 -.10 
16. I.Adj*HCCR .01 (1.07) NA -.02 -.01 .06 .06 .06 .04 .08 .01 .03 .07 .08 .08 .11♦ .06 -.08  .00 -.03 
17. Language 3.18 (1.62) NA .00 -.03 .07 -.02 .06 -.03 -.01 .05 -.02 -.00 -.02 .11♦ .06 .13* .02 .02  .18* 
18. Tenure 47.8 (57.4) NA .02 -.01 .13* .09♦ .07 -.01 .02 .06 -.01 .00 -.02 .11♦ .03 .00 -.10♦ -.04 .22*  
Note. N ranged from 460 to 761 for listwise deleted correlations which are given below the diagonal. N = 798 for pooled correlations which are given above the 
diagonal. * and ♦ indicate significant correlations at alpha levels of .01 and .05, respectively. M. =  Mean; SD = standard deviation; α = internal consistency 
reliabilities; OCBI = organizational citizenship behaviors directed at the individual; OCBO = organizational citizenship behavior directed at the organization; 
HCCI = host country coworkers’ OCBI directed at expatriates; OC = organizational commitment; POS = perceived organizational support; CONS = 
Conscientiousness; AGREE = Agreeableness; COL = collectivity orientation; OCOL = organizational collectivism; COL*OCOL = Interaction term between 
organizational collectivity and collectivity orientation; G. Adj. =  general adjustment; W. Adj. = work adjustment; I. Adj. = interaction adjustment; HCCR = host-
country coworkers’ ratio in the work unit; I.Adj*HCCR = the interaction term between interaction adjustment and host-country coworkers’ ratio in the work unit; 
Language = local language skills; Tenure = tenure with the current assignment. The interaction terms (COL*OCOL and IADJ*HCCR) are computed using z-
transformed scores. 
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Correlations with Coworker-rated OCBs  

Table 16 presents the correlations of coworker-rated OCB performance with self-

rated OCB performance and other variables included in the proposed model. 

The correlation between coworker-rated and self-rated OCBI was .26 (p < .01) 

and between coworker-rated and self-rated OCBO was .17 (p < .05).  These correlations 

were similar to the previously reported meta-analytic correlations between self- and 

peer/supervisor-rated job performance. For example, Heidemeier and Moser (2009) 

reported a meta-analytic correlation of .22 between self-rated and supervisor-rated 

contextual performance and Conway and Huffcutt (1997) reported a meta-analytic 

correlation of .19 between self-rated and peer-rated overall job performance.  

Among the 15 hypothesized relationships related to OCB performance, 10 were 

significant and five were not significant based on the correlations of coworker-rated OCB 

data. The two strongest correlations of coworker-rated OCBI were with Agreeableness (r 

= .24, p <.01) and host-country language skill (r = .24, p <.01), and the two strongest 

correlations of coworker-rated OCBO were with Conscientiousness (r = .27, p <.01) and 

work adjustment (r = .27, p <.01). The results also indicated weak to moderate significant 

correlations between coworker-rated OCBI performance and general adjustment (r = .22, 

p <.01), interaction adjustment (r = .21, p <.01), HCCI (r = .19, p <.01), job satisfaction 

(r = .17, p <.05), collectivity orientation (r = .15, p <.05), and work adjustment (r = .14, p 

<.05). Although the proposed model did not hypothesize any effects for interaction 

adjustment and Agreeableness on OCBO, there were weak, yet statistically significant 

correlations between coworker-rated OCBO and interaction adjustment (r = .21, p <.05) 

and Agreeableness (r = .15, p <.05). 
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On the one hand, some of these results were consistent with those observed for 

the self-rated OCB data. For example, Agreeableness was one of the strongest correlates 

of self-rated and coworker-rated OCBI performance and Conscientiousness was one of 

the strongest correlates of self-rated and coworker-rated OCBO performance. On the 

other hand, there were noticeable discrepancies between the effects of some variables on 

self-rated and coworker-rated OCB performance. For example, host-country language 

skill was not correlated with self-rated OCBI performance (r = .00, p = .93) but 

moderately correlated with coworker-rated OCBI performance (r = .24, p <.01) and 

collectivity orientation was strongly correlated with self-rated OCBI (r = .42, p <.05) but 

weakly correlated with coworker-rated OCBI (r = .15, p <.05). 
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Table 16 
 
The Correlations of Coworker-rated OCBI and OCBO with the Variables Included in the 
Model 
   Coworker 

Rated OCBI 
Coworker  

Rated OCBO 
Mean, SD and Scale properties 
 Mean   4.09  3.93 
 SD   .46  .53 
 Internal consistency   .70  .72 
 Inter-item correlations   .28  .30 
       
Coworker-rated OCB performance  
 COCBO   .37*  - 

  
Self-rated OCB performance     
 OCBI  .26*  .10 
 OCBO  .06  .17♦ 
  
Predictor variables     
 HCCI  .19*  .11 
 Organizational commitment  .07  -.05 
 Job satisfaction  .17♦  .07 
 Perceived organizational support  .07  -.01 
 Conscientiousness  .11  .27* 
 Agreeableness  .24*  .15♦ 
 Collectivity orientation (COL)  .15♦  .14 
 Organizational collectivism (OCOL)  .09  .02 
 COL * OCOL  -.05  -.10 
 General adjustment  .21*  .12 
 Work adjustment  .22*  .27* 
 Interaction adjustment (IADJ)  .14♦  .21* 
 Host-country coworker ratio (HCCR)  .05  .12 
 IADJ * HCCR  -.13  -.14♦ 
 Host-country language skills  .24*  .05 
 Tenure with current assignment  .08  -.03 
Note. N = 200. * and ♦ indicate correlations significant at .01 and .05 levels, respectively. 
COCBI = coworker-rated organizational citizenship behavior directed at the individual; 
COCBO = coworker-rated organizational citizenship behavior directed at the organization; 
OCBI = self-rated organizational citizenship behavior directed at the individual; OCBO = 
self-rated organizational citizenship behavior directed at the organization; and HCCI = host 
country coworkers’ OCBI directed at expatriates. The interaction terms (COL * OCOL and IADJ * 
HCCR) are computed using z-transformed scores. 
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Structural Equation Models 

SEM analyses were performed to test if the proposed model fits expatriate 

employees’ self-report data. Based on Bollen’s (1989) two step rule, two-step modeling 

was utilized to assess model identification (Kline, 2011). Therefore, first, the proposed 

model was specified as a CFA measurement model. Later, as a second step, proposed 

structural regression model was run using AMOS 20.0 to test the study hypotheses. 

Researchers have developed numerous goodness-of-fit indices to evaluate model 

fit (e.g., see Bentler, 1990; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984; Mulaik, James, Van Alstine, 

Bennett, Lind, & Stilwell, 1989; Wheaton, Muthen, Alwin, & Summers, 1977). For 

example AMOS 20.0 produces more than 20 fit indices (e.g., CFI, FMIN, RMSEA, GFI, 

and PCFI) to evaluate model fit. The basic test of model fit is the model-chi square and it 

tests whether there are statistically significant discrepancies between population and 

model specified covariance matrix (Kline, 2011). Although it has been discussed as the 

basic model test, relying solely on the chi-square statistics might not be reasonable (Miles 

& Shevlin, 2007). Because chi-square tests for exact-fit, meaning whether or not the 

tested model is exactly correct in the population (MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 

1996). As Kline (2011) pointed out, scientific inquiry mainly concerns with statistical 

models closely approximating the phenomenon of interest but not with the model exactly 

representing it. Therefore, it is a common practice in SEM literature to examine 

approximate fit indexes (e.g., RMSEA) when evaluating model fit.  

Among numerous approximate fit indexes, Kline (2011) recommended reporting 

a set of four: CFI (comparative fit index; Bentler, 1990), GFI (goodness of fit index; 

Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984), RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation; Steiger & 
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Lind, 1980; Browne & Cudeck, 1993), and SRMR (standardized root mean square 

residual). CFI measures if the proposed model fits the data better than independence 

model and GFI measures the relative amount of covariance in the sample data matrix 

explained by the proposed model. CFI values range from 0 to 1.0 and GFI values usually 

range from 0 to 1.0. It is possible to observe GFI values larger than 1.0 when the model is 

just-identified or overidentified (Kline, 2011). CFI and GFI values greater than .90 

indicate adequate fit and greater than .95 indicate good fit. RMSEA measures badness of 

model fit by taking model parsimony and sample size into account and SRMR measures 

the average discrepancy between observed and predicted covariances (Jaccard & Wan, 

1996). RMSEA and SRMR values smaller than .05 indicate close model fit and values 

smaller than .08 indicate adequate model fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Hu & Bentler, 

1998, 1999). Kline (2011) also recommended examining upper bound of the confidence 

interval of RMSEA. The conclusions of close or adequate fit based on RMSEA values 

are questionable when the upper bound of RMSEA exceeds .10.    

The following two sections provide the results of CFA and structural regression 

modeling analyses. Based on the information provided in the previous paragraph, models 

with CFI and GFI values equal or larger than .90 and with RMSEA and SRMR values 

equal or smaller than .08 will be considered adequately fitting the data, whereas models 

with CFI and GFI values equal or larger than .95 and with RMSEA and SRMR values 

equal or smaller than .05 will be considered closely fitting the data (Jaccard & Wan, 

1996).  

CFA results. Table 17 presents the estimates of model fit statistics for the CFA 

measurement model for each of the five imputed data sets. All indicators of the latent 
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constructs of interest were simultaneously included in the measurement model, in which 

each indicator only loaded on its corresponding factor. Chi-squared (X2) for each of the 

imputed data sets were significant at .001 level, indicating the lack of exact-fit between 

the measurement model and the data. Examining other model fit indices, CFI and GFI 

values for each imputed data sets respectively were .92 and .90, indicating an adequate fit 

to the data. The SRMR values ranged from .043 to .045 and RMSEA values ranged from 

.038 to .040. In addition, the upper bounds of RMSEA confidence intervals ranged from 

.040 to .042, indicating close model fit to the data.  

Table 17 
 
Model Fit Statistics for CFA Measurement Modeling 
Imputation χ2 df p CFI GFI SRMR RMSEA 
1 2338.04 1042 <.001 .92 .90 .045 .040 [.037, .042] 
2 2362.40 1042 <.001 .92 .90 .045 .040 [.038, .042] 
3 2270.60 1042 <.001 .92 .90 .044 .038 [.036, .041] 
4 2309.95 1042 <.001 .92 .90 .044 .039 [.037, .041] 
5 2250.18 1042 <.001 .92 .90 .043 .038 [.036, .040] 
Note. χ2 = Chi-squared statistic; df = degrees of freedom; p = significance level of Chi-squared 
statistic; CFI = comparative fit index; GFI = goodness of fit index; SRMR = standardized root 
mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.   
 
 

Aside from these model fit indices, Table 18 (see Appendix G) presents factor 

loadings of indicators separately for each of the imputed data sets. Comrey and Lee 

(1992) recommended that all factor loadings should exceed .32 for convergent validity. 

The smallest factor loading across imputed data sets was .41, with most larger than .50. 

Furthermore, factor correlations (ranged from .00 to .66) were smaller than Tabachnick 

and Fidell’s (1996) recommended criterion of .90 to assess discriminant validity, 

supporting the validity of the measurement model. Next, I will present the SEM results 

for the self- and coworker-reported OCB data, respectively. 
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SEM results. Figure 4 presents the full SEM model. Modification indices 

indicated significant covariances among some indicator error terms. Treating the 

significant covariances between any pair of error terms as a free parameter would 

improve the model fit (Arbuckle, 2011). However, there were no substantive reasons to 

accept a significant covariance between any pair of these error terms, and treating these 

error covariances as free parameters would overfit the model to the current data and 

jeopardize the generalizability of the results. Therefore none of the pairs of indicator error 

terms were allowed to correlate freely. Regarding endogenous variables, the disturbance 

terms of the three latent adjustment constructs (general, interaction, and work adjustment) 

were set to correlate freely with one another based on the results of previous studies (e.g., 

Black & Stephens, 1989). In addition, the disturbance term of the latent OCBI construct 

was freed to correlate with the disturbance term of the latent OCBO construct, and the 

disturbance term of the latent job satisfaction construct was freed to correlate with the 

disturbance terms of the latent organizational commitment and work adjustment 

constructs based on the finding of previous studies (e.g., see Loi, Hang-Yue, & Foley, 

2006; Williams & Anderson, 1991). All exogenous latent constructs were free to covary 

with one another. 
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Table 19 and Table 20 present the model fit statistics estimates of the proposed 

structural model for the self-rated and coworker-rated OCB data, respectively. Regarding 

self-rated OCB data, Chi-squares (X2) for each imputed data sets were significant at the 

.001 level, indicating the lack of exact-fit between the proposed structural model and 

data. Examining other model fit indices, the two goodness-of-fit indices (each of the five 

CFI values equaled .92 and GFI values ranged from .89 to .90) indicated adequate model 

fit and the other two indices (SRMR values range from .047 to .049 and RMSEA values 

range from .038 to .039)indicated close model fit to the data. In addition, the upper 

bounds of RMSEA confidence intervals  ranged from .040 to .041, supporting the 

conclusion of close model fit.  

Table 19 
 
Model Fit Statistics for Proposed Structural Modeling: Self-rated OCB Data 

 
Imputation # Self-rated OCB data  
 χ2 df p CFI GFI SRMR RMSEA 
1 2494.69 1128 <.001 .92 .89 .048 .039 [.037, .041] 
2 2479.95 1128 <.001 .92 .89 .049 .039 [.037, .041] 
3 2418.36 1128 <.001 .92 .90 .048 .038 [.036, .040] 
4 2439.77 1128 <.001 .92 .89 .047 .038 [.036, .040] 
5 2394.18 1128 <.001 .92 .90 .046 .038 [.036, .040] 
Average 2445.39 1128  .92 .89 .048 .038 [.036, .040] 
Note. χ2 = Chi-squared statistic; df = degrees of freedom; p = significance level of Chi-squared 
statistic; CFI = comparative fit index; GFI = goodness of fit index; SRMR = standardized root 
mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.   
 

The Chi-square value for the coworker-rated OCB data was significant (χ2 (754) = 

1544.33, p <. 001), indicating lack of exact fit. Examining other model fit indices, 

RMSEA equaled .042 and its confidence interval upper boundary was smaller than .05, 

indicating close model fit. In addition, CFI equaled .92 and SRMR equaled .069. These 

two indices indicate adequate model fit.  GFI value was, however, smaller than .80, 
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indicating lack of model fit. Sharma, Mukherjee, Kumar, and Dillon (2005) found that 

GFI had a downward bias when there was a large degrees of freedom compared to 

sample size. The proposed structural model had 51 indicators and the sample size for 

coworker-rated OCB data was 200, indicating the possibility of downward bias for the 

GFI value of the proposed model for the coworker-rated OCB data. Therefore based on 

the values of CFI, SRMR, and RMSEA (including upper limit of its confidence interval), 

I retained the proposed model and tested study hypotheses by examining standardized 

regression weights.    

Table 20 
 
Model Fit Statistics for Proposed Structural Modeling: Coworker-rated OCB Data 
χ2 df P CFI GFI SRMR RMSEA 
1544.33 1147 <.001 .91 .78 .069 .042 [.036, 047] 
Note. χ2 = Chi-squared statistic; df = degrees of freedom; p = significance level of Chi-squared 
statistic; CFI = comparative fit index; GFI = goodness of fit index; SRMR = standardized root 
mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.   

 

Regression weight estimates for self-rated OCB data. Table 21 presents 

average unstandardized and standardized regression weight estimates of the proposed 

structural model for self-rated OCB data. These were the average of 

unstandardized/standardized regression weights across the five imputed data sets. Two tailed p 

values presented under the column p were associated with these average estimates. These p 

values were calculated by using the formula provided in IBM SPSS Amos 20 User’s Guide 

(Arbuckle, 2011; p. 471). Average standard errors for standardized regression weights were 

obtained using bootstrapping methods. Average standardized regression weight estimates with 

their corresponding p values were examined to test the study hypotheses. In addition, Figure 5 

presents the standardized regression effects of the distal and proximal predictors on self-rated 

OCBI and OCBO performance. 
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Hypotheses 1-3 were specifically related to the expatriate population, exploring 

the effect of expatriate adjustment on expatriates’ OCB.  Hypothesis 1 stated that 

expatriates’ work adjustment would be positively related with their (a) OCBI and (b) 

OCBO performance. The results supported Hypotheses 1; work adjustment was 

positively related to self-rated OCBI (훽̅ = .12, p = .007) and self-rated OCBO (훽̅ = .14, p 

= .040). The first part of Hypothesis 2 stated that expatriates’ interaction adjustment 

would be positively related with their OCBI performance. The results supported this 

hypothesis; interaction adjustment was positively related to self-rated OCBI performance 

(훽̅ = .09, p = .031). The second part of Hypothesis 2 stated that the magnitude of the 

relationship between expatriates’ interaction adjustment and OCBI performance would 

depend on the ratio of host country coworkers in the work unit. If the ratio of host 

country coworkers in the work unit was small, then having high or low adjustment to 

interact with these host country nationals would become less relevant to perform OCBIs. 

However, the results did not support the second part of the Hypothesis 2, the interaction 

term between interaction adjustment and host-country coworker ratio in the work unit 

was not related to self-rated OCBI (훽̅ = -.03, p = .417). This means that the magnitude of 

the relationship between interaction adjustment and OCBI did not depend on the ratio of 

host-country coworkers in the work unit. Hypothesis 3 stated that expatriates’ general 

adjustment would be related with their (a) OCBI and (b) OCBO performance. The results 

did not support hypothesis 3. The effects of expatriates’ general adjustment on self-rated 

OCBI (훽̅ = .00, p = .932) and self-rated OCBO (훽̅ = .05, p = .482) were not significant.  

Hypotheses 4 and 5 were the other two hypotheses specific to expatriate 

population. Hypothesis 4 stated that local language fluency would have positive effect on 



130 
 

 

expatriates’ OCBI performance. The results did not supported this hypothesis, indicating 

no effect of language fluency on self-rated OCBI (훽̅ = -.02, p = .622). Hypothesis 5 stated 

that HCCI would have a positive effect on expatriates’ OCBI performance. The results 

supported this hypothesis, indicating a direct positive effect of HCCI on self-rated OCBI 

performance (훽̅ = .15, p = .005). 
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Table 21 
 
Self-rated OCB: Average Unstandardized and Standardized Regression Weight Estimates for the 
Proposed Model 
Predicted 
construct 

 

Predictor 
construct 

Unstandardized  Standardized 
퐵 SE P 훽̅ SE* p* 

OCBO  COL .07 .069 .314  .07 .072 .350 
OCBO  COL.int .04 .057 .525  .05 .086 .584 
OCBO  CON .61 .113 .000  .49 .096 .000 
OCBO  GADJ .02 .023 .429  .05 .074 .482 
OCBO  JSAT .03 .013 .010  .19 .084 .021 
OCBO  OC -.03 .026 .180  -.10 .075 .205 
OCBO  OCOL .06 .045 .177  .11 .098 .254 
OCBO  POS -.01 .028 .663  -.04 .094 .653 
OCBO  TEN .00 .001 .083  -.09 .053 .079 
OCBO  WADJ .10 .045 .021  .14 .070 .040 
OCBI  AGR .89 .145 .000  .43 .071 .000 
OCBI  COL .40 .104 .000  .26 .074 .000 
OCBI  COL.int .06 .060 .317  .05 .061 .384 
OCBI  GADJ .00 .025 .923  .00 .053 .932 
OCBI  HCCI .10 .032 .002  .15 .054 .005 
OCBI  HCCR -.19 .100 .062  -.07 .037 .070 
OCBI  HCCR.int -.11 .123 .365  -.03 .041 .417 
OCBI  IADJ .09 .041 .034  .09 .041 .031 
OCBI  JSAT -.03 .013 .048  -.10 .055 .063 
OCBI  LANG -.01 .023 .587  -.02 .040 .622 
OCBI  OC .05 .027 .084  .09 .060 .149 
OCBI  OCOL -.09 .050 .087  -.11 .076 .150 
OCBI  POS .02 .029 .437  .05 .068 .446 
OCBI  TEN .00 .001 .111  -.06 .038 .129 
OCBI  WADJ .12 .044 .006  .12 .044 .007 
OC  POS .42 .032 .000  .51 .035 .000 
OC  TEN .00 .001 .002  .11 .032 .001 
JSAT  AGR .37 .319 .251  .05 .050 .351 
JSAT  CON .22 .312 .479  .03 .057 .584 
JSAT  POS .98 .058 .000  .58 .028 .000 
JSAT  TEN .00 .002 .532  .02 .029 .502 
IADJ  AGR .28 .094 .003  .13 .047 .005 
IADJ  HCCI .09 .026 .000  .14 .044 .001 
IADJ  LANG .06 .023 .008  .09 .036 .009 
IADJ  TEN .00 .001 .272  -.04 .034 .223 
GADJ  AGR .52 .183 .004  .13 .048 .007 
GADJ  TEN .00 .001 .184  .05 .040 .184 
WADJ  CON .23 .081 .004  .13 .050 .009 
WADJ  TEN .00 .001 .256  -.04 .037 .269 
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Note. 퐵 = average unstandardized regression weights across five imputed data sets; 훽̅ = average 
standardized regression weights across five imputed data sets; SE = standard errors associated 
with average regression weights; p = two tailed probability values associated with average 
regression weights. JSAT = job satisfaction; GADJ = general adjustment; IADJ = interaction 
adjustment; WADJ = work adjustment; OC = organizational commitment; CON = 
Conscientiousness; AGR = Agreeableness; OCBI = organizational citizenship behavior toward 
individuals; OCBO = organizational citizenship behavior toward organization; HCCI = host-
country coworker’s OCBI toward expatriates; TEN = tenure with the current international 
assignment; POS = perceived organizational support; LANG = local language skills; COL = 
collectivity orientation; OCOL = organizational collectivity; HCCR = host-country coworker 
ratio in work unit; COL.int = the interaction term between collectivity orientation and 
organizational collectivism; HCCR.int  = interaction term between interaction adjustment and 
host-country coworker ratio in work unit. * Standard errors and p values for standardized 
regression weight were obtained using bootstrapping method with 1000 sample. 
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Figure 5. Results of the proposed framework for the antecedents of expatriates’ self-rated OCB performance. POS = perceived organizational support; 
JSAT = job satisfaction; Org. Com. = organizational commitment; OCBI and OCBO are organizational citizenship behavior at individuals and 
organizations, respectively; HCCI = host-country coworkers’ OCBI at expatriates; Org. Collect. = organizational collectivity; HCCR = host country 
coworker ratio in work unit; I.Adj, G. Adj. and W. Adj. respectively are interaction, general, and work adjustment. HCCR.int = the interaction term between 
HCCR and I. Adj; and COL.int = the interaction term between Collectivity and Org. Collect. * and ♦ indicate significant regression weights at alpha levels of 
.01 and .05, respectively. 
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 Hypotheses 6 through 10 were related to the effect of job attitudes and personality 

characteristics on expatriates’ OCB performance. Hypothesis 6 stated that expatriates’ 

job satisfaction would be positively related with their (a) OCBI and (b) OCBO 

performance. The results partially supported this hypothesis. Expatriates’ job satisfaction 

was significantly related to self-rated OCBO performance (훽̅ = .19, p = .021) but not to 

self-rated OCBI performance (훽̅ = -.10, p = .063). Therefore, the results only supported 

the first part of the Hypothesis 6. Next, Hypothesis 7 stated that expatriates’ 

organizational commitment would be positively related with their (a) OCBI and (b) 

OCBO performance. The results did not support this hypothesis. Expatriates’ 

organizational commitment was neither significantly related to self-rated OCBI (훽̅ = .09, 

p = .149) nor to self-rated OCBO (훽̅ = -.10, p = .205) performance.  

Hypotheses 8 and 9 explored the effects of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness 

on expatriates’ OCB performance. Hypothesis 8 stated that Agreeableness would be 

positively related to expatriates’ OCBI performance and Hypothesis 9 stated that 

Conscientiousness would be positively related to expatriates OCBO performance. The 

results support both of these hypotheses. Agreeableness was positively related to self-

rated OCBI (훽̅ = .43, p < .001) and Conscientiousness was positively related to self-rated 

OCBO performance (훽̅ = .49, p < .001). Furthermore, the results indicated that 

Agreeableness was the strongest predictor of self-rated OCBI and Conscientiousness was 

the strongest predictor of self-rated OCBO performance in the model. 

Hypothesis 10 explored the relationship of expatriates’ collectivity orientation 

with their OCB performance and the moderating effect of organizational culture (i.e., 

organizational collectivism) on this relationship. The results indicated that expatriates’ 
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collectivity orientation was related to expatriates’ self-rated OCBI (훽̅ = .26, p < .001) but 

not to self-rated OCBO performance (훽̅ = .07, p = .350). Furthermore, the effects of the 

interaction term between collectivity orientation and organizational collectivism on self-

rated OCBI (훽̅ = .05, p = .384) and OCBO (훽̅ = .05, p = .584) performance were not 

significant, suggesting that the effect of collectivity orientation and OCB performance 

might not depend on organizational collectivism. Therefore, Hypothesis 10 was partially 

supported.  

Self-rated OCB data mediation analysis. Table 22 presents the results of 

mediation analyses for self-rated OCB data. Hypothesis 11 stated that the effect of POS 

on OCB would be fully mediated by job satisfaction and organizational commitment. 

Results did not support this hypothesis. The indirect effects of POS through job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment on self-rated OCBI (훽̅ = -.01, p = .692) and 

on self-rated OCBO (훽̅ = .06, p = .189) were not significant.  

Hypotheses 12 and 13 were related to indirect effects of personality traits. 

Hypothesis 12 stated that the effect of Agreeableness on OCBI would be at least partially 

mediated by job satisfaction, interaction adjustment, and general adjustment. The results 

did not support this hypothesis, the indirect effect of Agreeableness on self-rated OCBI 

was not significant (훽̅ = .01, p = .433).  Hypothesis 13 stated that the effect of 

Conscientiousness on OCBO would be at least partially mediated by job satisfaction and 

work adjustment. The results also did not support this hypothesis, the indirect effect of 

Conscientiousness on self-rated OCBO was not significant (훽̅ = .03, p = .136). 

The last two mediation hypotheses explored the indirect effects of HCCI and local 

language fluency on OCBI performance. Hypothesis 14 and Hypothesis 15 respectively 
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stated that the effects of HCCI and local language fluency on OCBI would be at least 

partially mediated by expatriates’ interaction adjustment. The indirect effects of HCCI on 

self-rated OCBI was marginally significant (훽̅ = .01, p = .084) but the indirect effect of 

local language fluency on self-rated OCBI was not significant (훽̅ = .01, p = .137). 

Therefore, the results marginally supported Hypothesis 14 and failed to support 

Hypothesis 15.  

Table 22 
 
Self-rated OCB: Average Standardized and Unstandardized Regression Weights 
Associated with Indirect Effects, Their Standard Errors, and 95% Confidence Intervals 
Predictor  Criterion Bootstrapping results 
   Unstandardized 
   퐵 SE p 퐵퐶  퐵퐶  푃퐶  푃퐶  
AGR  OCBI .02 .022 .444 -.024 .061 -.029 .056 
HCCI  OCBI .01 .005 .093 .001 .021 .000 .019 
LANG  OCBI .01 .003 .143 .000 .015 .000 .013 
POS  OCBI -.01 .016 .691 -.037 .026 -.038 .025 
CON  OCBO .03 .025 .190 -.006 .094 -.012 .083 
POS  OCBO .02 .015 .209 -.010 .050 -.010 .050 
          
   Standardized 
   훽̅ SE p 퐵퐶  퐵퐶  푃퐶  푃퐶  
AGR  OCBI .01 .010 .433 -.012 .029 -.014 .027 
HCCI  OCBI .01 .007 .084 .001 .031 .000 .028 
LANG  OCBI .01 .005 .137 .000 .023 .000 .021 
POS  OCBI -.01 .037 .692 -.085 .058 -.086 .057 
CON  OCBO .03 .017 .136 -.006 .066 -.011 .057 
POS  OCBO .06 .049 .189 -.032 .163 -.035 .161 
Note. BC = bias corrected confidence interval; PC = percentile confidence interval. 
Subscripts L and U correspond to lower and upper limits, respectively. The results were 
based on 1000 bootstrap samples. OCBI and OCBO are organizational citizenship 
behavior toward individual and organization, respectively; AGR = Agreeableness; HCCI 
= host-country coworkers’ OCBI toward expatriates; LANG = host-country language 
skills; POS = perceived organizational support; CON = Consceintiousness. 
 

The results of these mediation analyses did not provide support for the five 

mediation hypotheses except the marginal support regarding the indirect effect of HCCI 
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on self-rated OCBI. It was possible that some of the variables in the proposed model 

(e.g., Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and collectivity orientation) might account large 

portions of the explained variance in the mediator and/or criterion variables, therefore, 

reducing the proportion of variance that could be explained by other distal variables. This 

might be one of the reasons for the lack of support for mediation hypotheses. Thus, I also 

tested each of the mediation hypotheses in isolation by including only the variables 

provided in each hypothesis. The results of these analyses are provided in Table 23 (see 

Appendix H).  

Isolated mediation analyses results provided support for four mediation 

hypotheses and partial support for one mediation hypothesis. As predicted, job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment fully mediated the effect of POS on self-

rated OCBO (훽̅ = .14, p = .011) but only marginally mediated the effect of POS on self-

rated OCBI (훽̅ = .07, p = .070). Job satisfaction, interaction adjustment, and general 

adjustment partially mediated the effect of Agreeableness on self-rated OCBI (훽̅ = .03, p 

= .007). Job satisfaction and work adjustment partially mediated the effect of 

Conscientiousness on self-rated OCBO (훽̅ = .05, p = .004). Finally, interaction 

adjustment fully mediated the effect of host-country language skills (훽̅ = .03, p = .009) 

and partially mediated the effect of HCCI (훽̅ = .04, p = .001) on self-rated OCBI. 

Regression weight estimates for coworker-rated OCB data. Table 24 presents 

unstandardized and standardized regression weight estimates of the proposed structural 

model for coworker-rated OCB data. Standard errors for standardized regression weights 

were obtained using bootstrapping methods. Two tailed p values presented under the 

column p were associated with unstandardized regression weight estimates, under the 
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column pBC (p values associated with bias corrected confidence intervals) and pPC (p 

values associated with percentile confidence intervals) were associated with standardized 

regression weight estimates. Again, I used standardized regression weight estimates with 

their corresponding p values to test the study hypotheses. In addition, Figure 5 presents 

the standardized regression effects of the distal and proximal predictors on coworker-

rated OCBI and OCBO performance. Because coworkers rated only expatriates’ OCBI 

and OCBO performance, Figure 6 presents only the standardized effects of predictors on 

expatriates’ coworker-rated OCB performance. The standardized effects of distal 

predictors on proximal predictors were not included. 

The coworker-rated OCB data did not support Hypothesis 1a and only marginally 

supported Hypothesis 1b: expatriates’ work adjustment was not related with their 

coworker-rated OCBI (β = -.01, pBC = .923, pPC = .923) and marginally related to 

coworker-rated OCBO (β = .20, pBC = .092, pPC = .098) performance. Regarding 

Hypotheses 2 and 3, the results were in line with the results of self-rated OCB data. 

Interaction adjustment was positively related to coworker-rated OCBI performance (β = 

.20, pBC = .028, pPC = .042) but the interaction term between interaction adjustment and 

host-country coworker ratio in the work unit (HCCR) was not related to coworker-rated 

OCBI (β = .04, pBC = .508, pPC = .609). Thus, HCCR did not appear to moderate the 

effect of interaction adjustment on OCBI performance. In addition, general adjustment 

was neither significantly related to coworker-rated OCBI (β = .17, pBC = .164, pPC = 

.226) nor to coworker-rated OCBO (β = .09, pBC = .491, pPC = .479) performance. 

Therefore, regarding the effects of expatriate adjustment facets on OCB, coworker-rated 

OCB data provided support only for the positive effect of interaction adjustment on 
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OCBI (Hypothesis 2a) and marginal support for the positive effect of work adjustment 

(Hypothesis 1b) on OCBO. The effects of work adjustment on coworker-rated OCBI 

(Hypothesis 1b) and general adjustment (Hypothesis 3) on coworker-rated OCBI and 

OCBO performance, as well as, the moderating effect of HCCR (Hypothesis 2b) on the 

relationship between interaction adjustment and coworker-rated OCBI were not 

significant.  

The other two hypotheses, which were specifically related to expatriate 

population, explored the effects of host country language skills and HCCI on OCBI 

performance. Unlike self-rated OCB data, coworker-rated OCB data supported 

Hypothesis 4 but failed to support Hypothesis 5. Expatriates’ local language fluency was 

positively related to coworker-rated OCBI performance (β = .22, pBC = .009, pPC = .022) 

but HCCI was not significantly related to coworker-rated OCBI performance (β = .16, 

pBC = .326, pPC = .172). These results might suggest that expatriates’ host country 

language skills were important for host-country coworkers to establish quality 

interpersonal interactions that resulted in higher OCBI performance. 
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Table 24 
 
Coworker-rated OCB: Unstandardized and Standardized Regression Weight Estimates for the 
Proposed Model, Their Standard Errors, and Two-Tailed p Values. 
Predicted 
construct 

 

Predictor 
construct 

Unstandardized   Standardized 
B SE p Β SE* pBC* pPC* 

COCBI  AGR .37 .151 .013  .30 .151 .048 .049 
COCBI  COL .02 .152 .906  .01 .164 .983 .911 
COCBI  COL.int -.03 .074 .692  -.04 .133 .510 .970 
COCBI  GADJ .07 .050 .155  .17 .135 .164 .226 
COCBI  HCCI .08 .052 .136  .16 .128 .326 .172 
COCBI  HCCR -.30 .140 .032  -.16 .088 .058 .057 
COCBI  HCCR.int .09 .162 .571  .04 .083 .508 .609 
COCBI  IAJD .13 .060 .025  .20 .089 .028 .042 
COCBI  JSAT .04 .022 .050  .23 .135 .115 .069 
COCBI  LANG .09 .031 .004  .22 .084 .009 .022 
COCBI  OC .00 .040 .969  .00 .132 .897 .956 
COCBI  OCOL -.05 .073 .534  -.09 .215 .851 .582 
COCBI  POS -.05 .046 .253  -.18 .173 .406 .351 
COCBI  WADJ -.01 .071 .906  -.01 .094 .923 .923 
COCBO  COL .28 .183 .126  .16 .134 .269 .240 
COCBO  COL.int -.13 .104 .220  -.12 .127 .155 .300 
COCBO  CON .55 .194 .005  .29 .124 .025 .032 
COCBO  GADJ .05 .064 .413  .09 .121 .491 .479 
COCBO  JSAT .03 .031 .411  .10 .131 .542 .418 
COCBO  OC -.11 .058 .065  -.20 .110 .068 .054 
COCBO  OCOL .00 .093 .975  .00 .192 .960 .940 
COCBO  POS .01 .065 .931  .01 .150 .974 .854 
COCBO  WADJ .22 .104 .038  .20 .118 .092 .098 
GADJ  AGR .52 ♦ ♦  .18 .027 .002 .004 
GADJ  TEN .00 ♦ ♦  .06 .007 .006 .004 
IADJ  AGR .28 ♦ ♦  .15 .023 .002 .004 
IADJ  HCCI .09 ♦ ♦  .13 .012 .007 .004 
IADJ  LANG .06 ♦ ♦  .10 .006 .005 .004 
IADJ  TEN .00 ♦ ♦  -.04 .004 .005 .004 
JSAT  AGR .37 ♦ ♦  .06 .008 .002 .004 
JSAT  CON .22 ♦ ♦  .03 .005 .003 .004 
JSAT  POS .98 ♦ ♦  .63 .036 .005 .004 
JSAT  TEN .00 ♦ ♦  .02 .002 .007 .004 
OC  POS .42 ♦ ♦  .54 .042 .002 .004 
OC  TEN .00 ♦ ♦  .00 .000 ... ... 
WADJ  CON .23 ♦ ♦  .13 .020 .002 .004 
WADJ  TEN .00 ♦ ♦  -.04 .004 .003 .004 
Note. B = unstandardized regression weights; β = standardized regression weights; SE = standard 
errors associated with regression weights; p = two tailed probability values associated with 
unstandardized regression weights; pBC = p values associated with bias corrected confidence 
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intervals; pPC = p values associated with percentile confidence intervals. JSAT = job satisfaction; 
GADJ = general adjustment; IADJ = interaction adjustment; WADJ = work adjustment; OC = 
organizational commitment; CON = Conscientiousness; AGR = Agreeableness, OCBI = 
organizational citizenship behavior toward individuals; OCBO = organizational citizenship 
behavior toward organization; HCCI = host-country coworker’s OCBI toward expatriates; TEN = 
tenure with the current international assignment; POS = perceived organizational support; LANG 
= local language skills; COL = collectivity orientation; OCOL = organizational collectivity; 
HCCR = host-country coworker ratio in work unit; COL.int = the interaction term between 
collectivity orientation and organizational collectivism; HCCR.int  = interaction term between 
interaction adjustment and host-country coworker ratio in work unit. * Standard errors and p 
values for standardized regression weight were obtained using bootstrapping method with 500 
samples. ♦ These unstandardized regression weights were not estimated but fixed based on the 
values obtained from self-rated OCB data set, therefore, SE and p values regarding these 
unstandardized regression weights were not estimated. 
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Figure 6. Results of the proposed framework for the antecedents of expatriates’ coworker-rated OCB performance. POS = perceived organizational support; 
JSAT = job satisfaction; Org. Com. = organizational commitment; OCBI = organizational citizenship behavior at individual; OCBO = organizational 
citizenship behavior at the organization; HCCI = host-country coworkers’ OCBI at expatriates; Org. Collect. = organizational collectivity; HCCR = host 
country coworker ratio in work unit; I.Adj, G. Adj. and W. Adj. respectively are interaction, general, and work adjustment. CLint = organizational 
collectivism*collectivity orientation; HCRint = HCCR*I.Adj . ♦ indicates regression weights significant at .05.  

Conscientiousness 

Org. Com. 

I. Adj. 

W. Adj. 

OCBO 

OCBI 

.20 -.01 

.20♦ 

.22♦ 

.16 

.23 

.10 
-.20 

.00 

.30♦ 

.29♦ 

.01 
.16 

 

.17 
Org. Collect. 

C
Lint 

H
C

R
int 

HCCR 

.09 

-.09 
.00 

-.16 

.-.04 

-.12 

.04 



143 
 

 

Regarding the effects of job attitudes and personality characteristics on 

expatriates’ OCB performance, the results based on the coworker-rated OCB data were 

mainly in line with the results based on the self-rated OCB data. Coworker-rated OCB 

data did not support Hypotheses 6 and 7 (cf. self-rated OCB data only supported 

Hypothesis 6b). The results indicated that expatriates’ job satisfaction was neither 

positively related to coworker-rated OCBI performance (β = .23, pBC = .115, pPC = .069) 

nor to coworker-rated OCBO performance (β = .10, pBC = .542, pPC = .418) and 

expatriates’ organizational commitment was neither positively related to coworker-rated 

OCBI performance (β = .00, pBC = .897, pPC = .956) nor to coworker-rated OCBO 

performance (β = -.20, pBC = .068, pPC = .054). The marginally significant negative effect 

of organizational commitment on coworker-rated OCBO performance was of a particular 

interest because Hypothesis 7 postulated a positive effect of commitment on OCBO 

performance. Although it was not significant, this negative effect was also observed in 

self-rated OCBO performance data. I will reflect on the possible reason for this negative 

effect of organizational commitment as well as the nonsignificant to weak effects of POS 

and job satisfaction on expatriates’ OCB performance in the discussion chapter.  

The next two hypotheses explored the effects of Agreeableness (Hypothesis 8) 

and Conscientiousness (Hypothesis 9) on expatriates’ OCB performance. Agreeableness 

was positively related to coworker-rated OCBI performance (β = .30, pBC = .048, pPC = 

.049) and Conscientiousness was positively related to coworker-rated OCBO 

performance (β =.29, pBC = .025, pPC = .032). Thus, coworker-rated OCB data, in 

accordance with self-rated OCB data, supported Hypotheses 8 and 9. The results based 

on both self- and coworker-rated OCB data collectively suggested that expatriates high 
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on Agreeableness were more likely to perform OCBI and expatriates high on 

Conscientiousness were more likely to perform OCBO.  

Hypothesis 10 explored the effect of expatriates’ collectivity orientation on OCB. 

Unlike self-rated OCB data, coworker-rated OCB did not support Hypothesis 10a: there 

was no significant effect of collectivity orientation on coworker-rated OCBI (β = .01, pBC 

= .983, pPC = .911) performance. Regarding the effect of collectivity orientation on 

OCBO performance and the moderating effect of organizational collectivism on the 

relationship between collectivity orientation and OCB performance, the results were in 

line with the results from the self-rated OCB data. The effect of collectivity orientation 

on coworker-rated OCBO performance was not significant (β = .16, pBC = .269, pPC = 

.240). Moreover, organizational collectivism did not appear to moderate the effect of 

collectivity orientation on coworker-rated OCBI (β = -.04, pBC = .510, pPC = .970) and 

OCBO (β = -.12, pBC = .155, pPC = .300) performance. Therefore, coworker-rated OCB 

data did not support Hypothesis 10. 

Coworker-rated OCB data mediation analysis. Table 25 presents the results of 

the mediation analyses for coworker-rated OCB data. In contrast to self-rated OCB data, 

coworker-rated OCB data provided support for three mediation hypotheses and marginal 

support for one mediation hypothesis. The only mediation hypothesis that was not 

supported by coworker-rated OCB data was related to the indirect effect of POS on OCB 

performance (i.e., Hypothesis 11). The indirect effects of POS through job satisfaction 

and organizational commitment on coworker-rated OCBI (β = .15, pBC = .130, pPC = 

.096) and OCBO (β = -.05, pBC = .520, pPC = .608) performance were not significant.  
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Regarding the indirect effect of personality traits, coworker rated-OCB data 

supported Hypothesis 12 and marginally supported Hypotehsis13. The indirect effect of 

Agreeableness through job satisfaction, interaction adjustment, and general adjustment on 

coworker-rated OCBI was significant (β = .07, pBC = .002, pPC = .004) and the indirect 

effect of Conscientiousness through job satisfaction and work adjustment on coworker-

rated OCBO was marginally significant (β = .03, pBC = .050, pPC = .057).  Coworker-

rated OCB data also supported the last two mediation hypotheses regarding the indirect 

effects of HCCI and host-country language skills on OCBI performance. Interaction 

adjustment fully mediated the effect of HCCI (β = .03, pBC = .031, pPC = .042) and 

partially mediated the effect of local language fluency (β = .02, pBC = .031, pPC = .042) 

on coworker-rated OCBI. 
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Table 25 
 

 

Coworker-rated OCB: Results of the Mediation Analysis 
Predictor  Criterion Bootstrapping results 
   Unstandardized 
   B SE BCL BCU p PCL PCU p 
AGR  COCBI .09 .035 .033 .174 .003 .032 .133 .004 
HCCI  COCBI .01 .006 .002 .027 .028 .001 .026 .042 
LANG  COCBI .01 .004 .001 .017 .028 .000 .017 .042 
POS  COCBI .04 .029 -.017 .098 .130 -.014 .101 .096 
CON  COCBO .06 .030 -.001 .119 .054 -.003 .118 .057 
POS  COCBO -.02 .038 -.096 .056 .560 -.093 .058 .608 
           
   Standardized 
   Β SE BCL BCU pBC PCL PCU pPC 

AGR  OCBI .07 .025 .031 .132 .002 .025 .123 .004 
HCCI  OCBI .03 .012 .002 .051 .031 .001 .049 .042 
LANG  OCBI .02 .009 .002 .037 .031 .001 .036 .042 
POS  OCBI .15 .099 -.060 .341 .130 -.043 .346 .096 
CON  OCBO .03 .015 .000 .060 .050 -.001 .059 .057 
POS  OCBO -.05 .090 -.245 .122 .520 -.233 .130 .608 
Note. B = unstandardized indirect regression weights; β = standardized indirect regression 
weights; SE = standard errors associated with regression weights; BC = bias corrected confidence 
intervals; pBC = two tailed significance associated with BC confidence intervals; PC = percentile 
confidence intervals; pPC = two tailed significance associated with PC confidence intervals. 
Subscripts L and U respectively correspond to lower and upper limits of confidence intervals. 
The results are based on 500 bootstrap samples. 

 

Multi-group moderation analyses: Exploring the effect of cultural similarity. 

Hypothesis 16 asked if the proposed model held true for expatriates who were assigned to 

work in a similar culture and for expatriates who were assigned to work in a dissimilar 

culture. This was a multi-group moderation question and required a categorical variable 

(e.g., Elliott, Jung, Kim, & Chowa, 2010; van der Aa, Overbeek, Engels, Scholte, 

Meerkerk, & Van den Eijnden, 2009). Therefore, I created three categorical variables 

based on objective and subjective similarity scores: (a) high vs. low work similarity, (b) 
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high vs. low general cultural similarity, and (c) high vs. low objective cultural similarity. 

These categories were created based on a median split.  

I was planning to create on overall cultural similarity score by combining scores 

from work similarity, general cultural similarity (i.e. culture novelty), and objective 

similarity measures. However, correlations among these cultural similarity scores were 

low (r = .17 between work and general cultural similarity scores, r = .15 between general 

cultural similarity and objective cultural similarity scores, and r =.04 between work 

similarity and objective cultural similarity scores), indicating that these variables were 

not measuring something common. For that reason, I decided to explore the effect of 

objective, work, and general cultural similarity in separate analyses.   

In addition, the sample size of coworker-rated OCB data set was 200. Splitting 

this data set into subsets of high and low cultural/work similarity groups would reduce 

the sample size to 100 for each group. Testing a complex model by using a small sample 

was not a recommended practice (Kline, 2011). Therefore, I only performed multigroup 

moderation analyses on self-rated OCB data.  

I first examined if the proposed model fitted comparably well to the high and low 

similarity group data sets. I obtained model fit indices from five imputed data sets for 

each high and low similarity groups, and then calculated average model fit indices. Table 

26 presents these average model fit indices for each high and low similarity groups. The 

model fit indices of high similarity groups were very similar to the model fit indices of 

low similarity groups. For example, model fit indices of high and low general cultural 

similarity groups (χ2 =1893.64 vs. 1877.03; CFI = 91 vs. .91; GFI = .85 vs. .85; SRMR = 

.054 vs. .057; and RMSEA = .041 vs. .041) were very close to each other. Similar results 
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were present for objective high and low cultural similarity and high and low work 

similarity groups. More specifically, χ2 values rejected exact model fit whereas CFI, GFI, 

and SRMR values indicated acceptable model fit and RMSEA values indicated close 

model fit for each of the six data subsets. Therefore, these results supported Hypothesis 

16. 

Table 26 
 

       Average Model Fit Statistics Based on Multigroup Moderation Analyses 

 
휒  df P 퐶퐹퐼 퐺퐹퐼 푆푅푀푅 푅푀푆퐸퐴 

GC high similarity 1893.64 1128 <.001 .91 .85 .054 .041 [.038, .044] 
GC low similarity 1877.03 1128 <.001 .91 .85 .057 .041 [.038, .044] 

        OC high similarity 1933.10 1128 <.001 .90 .84 .058 .042 [.039, .046] 
OC low similarity 1874.99 1128 <.001 .91 .85 .056 .041 [.037, .044] 

        High work similarity 1874.44 1128 <.001 .91 .85 .054 .041 [.038, .044] 
Low work similarity 1885.18 1128 <.001 .91 .85 .059 .041 [.038, .044] 
Note. N ranges from 396 to 402. GC = general cultural, OC = objective cultural; CFI = 
comparative fit index; GFI = goodness of fit index; SRMR = standardized root mean square 
residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation. These are average model fit 
indices based on five imputed data sets 

 

 In addition to average model fit indices, I examined the difference between 

average unstandardized regression weights (퐵  ) of high and low similarity groups. 

AMOS output provides a z-value (i.e., critical ratio for difference) to test if an 

unstandardized regression weight in one group (e.g., high similarity group) is 

significantly different from the corresponding unstandardized regression weight in the 

other group (e.g., low similarity group). Critical ratio for difference statistics were not 

available for standardized regression weights. A z-value larger than 1.96 or smaller than -

1.96 means that the difference between subgroup unstandardized regression weights 

(BDIFF) is significant. Having multiply imputed data set, it was not straightforward to use 
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these z-values to test if a particular 퐵 was significant. For five BDIFF scores obtained 

from the five imputed data sets, there were five z-values. Some of these five z-values 

were significant while the others were not. For example, considering the five 

unstandardized regression weights of Conscientiousness on self-rated OCBO, all of the 

five regression weights were larger in objective low cultural similarity subgroup than in 

objective high cultural similarity subgroups. However, only three of these regression 

weights were significantly large. Therefore, it was not possible to determine if the effect 

of Conscientiousness on self-rated OCBO in objective low cultural similarity group was 

significantly stronger than the corresponding effect in objective high cultural similarity 

group. Computing 퐵DIFF scores (average BDIFF scores across five imputed data sets) and 

then exploring if these scores were significant were the required steps to make an 

informed decision.  

Arbuckle (2011, p. 417) provided the formulas to test the significance of average 

effect sizes across imputed data sets. These formulas require both a particular effect size 

and its standard error from each imputed data set. I thus first computed five BDIFF scores 

from five imputed data sets. Then, I computed standard errors of BDIFF scores by dividing 

each BDIFF score by its corresponding z-value. Substituting these values into the formulas 

by Arbuckle, I calculated the p-values associated with average unstandardized regression 

weight subgroup difference scores (or 퐵  scores). Table 27, 28, and 29 present the 

results of these analyses for general cultural similarity subgroups, objective cultural 

similarity subgroups, and work similarity subgroups, respectively. In addition, Table 30 

(Appendix I) presents, average standardized regression weights (훽̅) for general and 

objective cultural similarity and work similarity subgroups. 
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Regarding general cultural similarity subgroups (Table 27), there were only two 

marginally significant 퐵  values. The first marginally significant unstandardized 

regression weight difference was observed regarding the effect of Agreeableness on job 

satisfaction (퐵  = .79 vs. 퐵  = -.31; 퐵  = 1.091, p = .088). The other one was 

observed regarding the effect of host-country language skills on OCBI (퐵  = .03 vs. 

퐵  = -.05; 퐵  = .076, p = .086). These were the only two marginally significant 

differences out of possible 32 proposed  퐵  values (excluding 퐵  values related to 

control variable, tenure). The other 30 퐵  values were not significant. 

The results for objective cultural similarity (Table 28) and work similarity (Table 

29) subgroups were in line with the results for general cultural similarity subgroups. 

There was only one significant 퐵  value out of 32 values between objective high and 

low cultural similarity subgroups: the effect of Conscientiousness on OCBO was stronger 

in objective low cultural similarity subgroup (퐵 = .88) than it was in objective high 

cultural similarity subgroup (퐵  = .40). The difference between these average 

unstandardized regression weight was significant (퐵  = -.476, p = .042). Again, there 

was only one marginally significant 퐵  value regarding the moderating effect of work 

similarity: the effect of Conscientiousness on job satisfaction in high work similarity 

subgroup (퐵 = .74) was marginally significantly different from the corresponding 

effect in low work similarity subgroup (퐵  = -.40). The difference between these 

average unstandardized regression weight was marginally significant (퐵  = 1.138, p = 

.068). 

In summary, multigroup moderation analysis results supported Hypothesis 16. 

First, model fit indices for low similarity subgroups were very similar to those of high 
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similarity subgroups. Second, almost all of the 퐵  values were insignificant, which 

suggested that the regression weights observed in low similarity subgroups were not 

significantly different from the corresponding regression weights in high similarity 

subgroups. Therefore, the proposed model holds true for all expatriates regardless of the 

degree of cultural novelty they experience.



152 
 

 

Table 27 
Multigroup Moderation Analyses Results: Pairwise Comparison between Unstandardized 
Regression Weights of High and Low General Cultural Similarity Subgroups 
Y 

 
X 퐵  퐵  퐵  푆퐸  p 

OCBO  COL .16 -.02 .173 .162 .287 
OCBO  COL.int .10 -.05 .152 .125 .223 
OCBO  CON .50 .79 -.291 .247 .237 
OCBO  GADJ .05 .01 .042 .050 .401 
OCBO  JSAT .04 .03 .013 .028 .642 
OCBO  OC -.05 -.01 -.039 .054 .470 
OCBO  OCOL .07 .03 .036 .095 .706 
OCBO  POS .03 -.02 .053 .060 .381 
OCBO  TEN .00 .00 .000 .001 .988 
OCBO  WADJ .04 .15 -.110 .099 .266 
OCBI  AGR .87 1.03 -.160 .302 .597 
OCBI  COL .23 .48 -.250 .227 .271 
OCBI  COL.int .09 -.07 .164 .128 .200 
OCBI  GADJ -.02 .02 -.041 .050 .418 
OCBI  HCCI .12 .07 .047 .066 .478 
OCBI  HCCR -.14 -.23 .096 .195 .622 
OCBI  HCCR.int .05 -.22 .274 .243 .258 
OCBI  IADJ .01 .14 -.124 .081 .124 
OCBI  JSAT -.01 -.03 .020 .026 .457 
OCBI  LANG .03 -.05 .076 .044 .086 
OCBI  OC .02 .07 -.049 .053 .351 
OCBI  OCOL -.04 -.12 .080 .099 .418 
OCBI  POS .00 .05 -.053 .057 .345 
OCBI  TEN .00 .00 .000 .001 .775 
OCBI  WADJ .11 .14 -.032 .088 .720 
OC  POS .42 .42 .000 .066 .997 
OC  TEN .00 .00 .000 .002 .951 
JSAT  AGR .79 -.31 1.091 .639 .088 
JSAT  CON .35 .30 .054 .631 .932 
JSAT  POS 1.07 .91 .158 .117 .175 
JSAT  TEN .00 .00 -.003 .004 .355 
IADJ  AGR .27 .28 -.009 .190 .963 
IADJ  HCCI .09 .11 -.015 .052 .774 
IADJ  LANG .05 .08 -.029 .045 .515 
IADJ  TEN .00 .00 .000 .001 .702 
GADJ  AGR .42 .71 -.297 .368 .420 
GADJ  TEN .00 .00 .001 .002 .716 
WADJ  CON .32 .21 .114 .165 .491 
WADJ  TEN .00 .00 .000 .001 .886 
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Note. X = predictor variable; Y = predicted variable; 퐵  and 퐵  are average 
unstandardized regression weights respectively for high and low similarity groups; 퐵  = 
average unstandardized regression weight difference between high and low similarity groups; 
푆퐸  = standard error related to average unstandardized regression weight difference; p = two-
tailed p value related to 퐵 . JSAT = job satisfaction; GADJ = general adjustment; IADJ = 
interaction adjustment; WADJ = work adjustment; OC = organizational commitment; CON = 
Conscientiousness; AGR = Agreeableness, OCBI = organizational citizenship behavior toward 
individuals; OCBO = organizational citizenship behavior toward organization; HCCI = host-
country coworker’s OCBI toward expatriates; TEN = tenure with the current international 
assignment; POS = perceived organizational support; LANG = local language skills; COL = 
collectivity orientation; OCOL = organizational collectivity; HCCR = host-country coworker 
ratio in work unit; COL.int = the interaction term between collectivity orientation and 
organizational collectivism; HCCR.int  = the interaction term between interaction adjustment 
and host-country coworker ratio in work unit. 
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Table 28 
Multigroup Moderation Analyses Results: Pairwise Comparison between Unstandardized 
Regression Weights of High and Low Objective Cultural Similarity Subgroups 
Y 

 
X 퐵  퐵  퐵  푆퐸  p 

OCBO  COL .03 .10 -.078 .140 .578 
OCBO  COL.int .01 .10 -.093 .120 .437 
OCBO  CON .40 .88 -.476 .234 .042 
OCBO  GADJ .02 .02 .000 .043 .993 
OCBO  JSAT .02 .05 -.036 .026 .168 
OCBO  OC -.06 -.01 -.054 .050 .280 
OCBO  OCOL .09 .00 .090 .087 .304 
OCBO  POS -.01 -.01 .005 .054 .926 
OCBO  TEN .00 .00 .000 .001 .717 
OCBO  WADJ .06 .12 -.058 .085 .501 
OCBI  AGR .81 .94 -.124 .301 .680 
OCBI  COL .31 .53 -.211 .221 .340 
OCBI  COL.int .05 .12 -.070 .129 .588 
OCBI  GADJ .05 -.03 .079 .051 .118 
OCBI  HCCI .11 .05 .059 .065 .361 
OCBI  HCCR -.18 -.13 -.051 .198 .797 
OCBI  HCCR.int -.17 -.09 -.081 .246 .742 
OCBI  IADJ .05 .11 -.053 .082 .519 
OCBI  JSAT -.03 -.02 -.017 .027 .530 
OCBI  LANG -.01 -.01 .002 .043 .963 
OCBI  OC -.01 .07 -.081 .053 .126 
OCBI  OCOL -.07 -.08 .010 .099 .916 
OCBI  POS .02 .02 .002 .058 .973 
OCBI  TEN .00 .00 .001 .001 .547 
OCBI  WADJ .11 .11 .000 .087 .998 
OC  POS .42 .43 -.008 .064 .902 
OC  TEN .00 .00 .000 .002 .977 
JSAT  AGR -.03 .55 -.579 .690 .401 
JSAT  CON .30 .12 .179 .632 .777 
JSAT  POS .98 1.00 -.017 .118 .888 
JSAT  TEN .00 .00 -.004 .004 .238 
IADJ  AGR .28 .27 .011 .194 .957 
IADJ  HCCI .09 .10 -.011 .053 .836 
IADJ  LANG .07 .05 .014 .045 .753 
IADJ  TEN .00 .00 .000 .001 .736 
GADJ  AGR .69 .45 .241 .378 .523 
GADJ  TEN .00 .00 .002 .002 .524 
WADJ  CON .24 .22 .016 .163 .920 
WADJ  TEN .00 .00 .000 .001 .694 
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Note. X = predictor variable; Y = predicted variable; 퐵  and 퐵  are average 
unstandardized regression weights respectively for high and low similarity groups; 퐵  = 
average unstandardized regression weight difference between high and low similarity groups; 
푆퐸  = standard error related to average unstandardized regression weight difference; p = two-
tailed p value related to 퐵 . JSAT = job satisfaction; GADJ = general adjustment; IADJ = 
interaction adjustment; WADJ = work adjustment; OC = organizational commitment; CON = 
Conscientiousness; AGR = Agreeableness, OCBI = organizational citizenship behavior toward 
individuals; OCBO = organizational citizenship behavior toward organization; HCCI = host-
country coworker’s OCBI toward expatriates; TEN = tenure with the current international 
assignment; POS = perceived organizational support; LANG = local language skills; COL = 
collectivity orientation; OCOL = organizational collectivity; HCCR = host-country coworker 
ratio in work unit; COL.int = the interaction term between collectivity orientation and 
organizational collectivism; HCCR.int  = the interaction term between interaction adjustment 
and host-country coworker ratio in work unit. 
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Table 29 
Multigroup Moderation Analyses Results: Pairwise Comparison between Unstandardized 
Regression Weights of High and Low Work Similarity Subgroups 
Y 

 
X 퐵  퐵  퐵  푆퐸  p 

OCBO  COL -.04 .10 -.131 .147 .373 
OCBO  COL.int .14 -.04 .175 .127 .168 
OCBO  CON .73 .57 .164 .230 .476 
OCBO  GADJ .03 .01 .018 .047 .698 
OCBO  JSAT .02 .04 -.012 .028 .681 
OCBO  OC .01 -.06 .071 .053 .177 
OCBO  OCOL .20 .01 .185 .113 .102 
OCBO  POS -.04 .00 -.041 .061 .504 
OCBO  TEN .00 .00 .000 .001 .704 
OCBO  WADJ .10 .12 -.014 .092 .880 
OCBI  AGR .82 .96 -.142 .296 .632 
OCBI  COL .34 .45 -.109 .216 .615 
OCBI  COL.int .04 .09 -.044 .129 .733 
OCBI  GADJ .01 -.01 .020 .051 .693 
OCBI  HCCI .10 .11 -.007 .066 .917 
OCBI  HCCR -.23 -.09 -.140 .203 .492 
OCBI  HCCR.int .05 -.27 .324 .249 .193 
OCBI  IADJ .10 .07 .038 .083 .649 
OCBI  JSAT -.02 -.03 .015 .028 .595 
OCBI  LANG -.04 .02 -.054 .045 .237 
OCBI  OC .04 .05 -.013 .053 .813 
OCBI  OCOL -.02 -.11 .087 .111 .435 
OCBI  POS .01 .03 -.029 .060 .636 
OCBI  TEN .00 .00 .000 .001 .798 
OCBI  WADJ .14 .09 .057 .089 .524 
OC  POS .42 .42 -.003 .066 .966 
OC  TEN .00 .00 -.003 .002 .186 
JSAT  AGR .27 .44 -.170 .646 .792 
JSAT  CON .74 -.40 1.138 .624 .068 
JSAT  POS .94 .97 -.032 .117 .786 
JSAT  TEN .00 .00 -.001 .004 .814 
IADJ  AGR .15 .37 -.215 .191 .261 
IADJ  HCCI .09 .12 -.026 .053 .623 
IADJ  LANG .05 .07 -.018 .045 .686 
IADJ  TEN .00 .00 .001 .001 .552 
GADJ  AGR .43 .62 -.192 .367 .601 
GADJ  TEN .00 .00 .001 .003 .599 
WADJ  CON .18 .29 -.107 .159 .501 
WADJ  TEN .00 .00 .000 .001 .828 
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Note. X = predictor variable; Y = predicted variable; 퐵  and 퐵  are average 
unstandardized regression weights respectively for high and low similarity groups; 퐵  = 
average unstandardized regression weight difference between high and low similarity groups; 
푆퐸  = standard error related to average unstandardized regression weight difference; p = two-
tailed p value related to 퐵 . JSAT = job satisfaction; GADJ = general adjustment; IADJ = 
interaction adjustment; WADJ = work adjustment; OC = organizational commitment; CON = 
Conscientiousness; AGR = Agreeableness, OCBI = organizational citizenship behavior toward 
individuals; OCBO = organizational citizenship behavior toward organization; HCCI = host-
country coworker’s OCBI toward expatriates; TEN = tenure with the current international 
assignment; POS = perceived organizational support; LANG = local language skills; COL = 
collectivity orientation; OCOL = organizational collectivity; HCCR = host-country coworker 
ratio in work unit; COL.int = the interaction term between collectivity orientation and 
organizational collectivism; HCCR.int  = the interaction term between interaction adjustment 
and host-country coworker ratio in work unit. 
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CHAPTER 6 

Discussion 

Given the importance of the expatriate workforce in today’s globalized business 

world (Chiu, Wu, Zhuang, & Hsu, 2009; Wang, Tong, Chen, & Kim, 2009), this study 

focused on identifying important distal and proximal antecedents of expatriates’ OCB 

performance and providing a framework to understand how these distal and proximal 

antecedents interact. Although previous research has studied the effects of various 

dispositional and situational characteristics on expatriates’ contextual/OCB performance, 

there were two important limitations with the measures used in these studies. The first 

limitation was that previous research focused only on a single subdomain of contextual 

performance (e.g., expatriate specific contextual performance) and excluded other 

important subdomains (Kraimer et al., 2001; Kraimer and Wayne, 2004; Shaffer et al., 

2006). The second limitation was related to the appropriate sampling of the content 

domain of items—not including enough items to accurately measure a particular 

subdomain of contextual/OCB performance (e.g., OCBO; Liu, 2009). I addressed these 

drawbacks by employing a frequently used OCB scale (Williams & Andersons, 1991), 

which measures two broad categories of OCB (i.e., OCBI and OCBO).  

In addition, I explored the moderating effect of cultural novelty. Previous findings 

regarding the effect of cultural novelty on expatriates adjustment and performance were 

inconclusive—some studies reported a negative effect (e.g., Kraimer et al., 2001), 

whereas other studies reported no such effect (e.g., Liu & Shaffer, 2005; Selmer & 

Lauring, 2009). Along with measuring general cultural similarity (Black & Stephens, 

1989; Torbiorn, 1982) and objective cultural similarity (Hofstede, 1980; Kogut and 



159 
 

 

Singh, 1988), I also measured cross-cultural work similarity to assess the degree of 

cultural novelty expatriates experience within the work settings of host countries. To my 

knowledge, this study is the first to explore the effect of work similarity on expatriates’ 

experiences, therefore providing a more comprehensive analysis of the effects of cultural 

novelty. 

In addition to these unique contributions to the expatriate literature, I explored the 

effects of two sets of variables on expatriates’ OCB performance. The first set of 

variables, which are specific to expatriate population, included expatriate adjustment (i.e., 

general, interaction, and work adjustments), host country language skills, HCCI, and 

cultural novelty. The second set of variables, which are some of the most frequently 

studied predictors of OCB performance in domestic employee population, included POS, 

job satisfaction, organizational commitment, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, 

collectivity orientation (i.e., collectivism at individual level), and organizational 

collectivism. Next, I will discuss the findings related to these variables. 

The Effects of Variables Specific to Expatriate Population 

The proposed model revealed that two expatriate adjustment dimensions—work 

adjustment and interaction adjustment—were significant predictors of expatriates’ self- 

or/and coworker-rated OCB performance, whereas general adjustment dimension was 

not. More specifically, expatriates’ work adjustment has significantly positive effects on 

self-rated OCBI and OCBO, marginally significant positive effect on coworker rated 

OCBO, and no effect on coworker-rated OCBI performance, whereas expatriates’ 

interaction adjustment has significant effects on both self- and coworker-rated OCBI 

performance. That means, expatriates with higher levels of work adjustment reported that 
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behaviors related to OCBI and OCBO performance were truer of them than expatriates 

with lower levels of work adjustment. The self-perception related to OCBO performance 

was marginally supported by coworkers who reported that OCBO behaviors were slightly 

truer of expatriates with higher levels of work adjustment than those with lower levels of 

work adjustment. The self-perception related to OCBI performance, however, was not 

supported by coworkers who did not differentiate expatriates with higher levels of work 

adjustment from those with lower levels of work adjustment in terms of their OCBI 

performance.  

Regarding interaction adjustment, expatriates with higher levels of interaction 

adjustment reported that behaviors related to OCBI performance were truer of them than 

expatriates with lower levels of interaction adjustment. This self-perception was also 

supported by coworker ratings. As the proposed model suggested, the effects of 

interaction adjustment on self- and coworker-rated OCBO were not significant. The 

results further revealed that the effect of interaction adjustment on OCBI performance 

was not moderated by host-country coworker ratio in the work unit (HCCR). That means 

the effect of interaction adjustment on OCBI performance did not differ for expatriates 

who mainly work together with host-country coworkers and expatriates who mainly work 

together with expatriate coworkers. The marginally significant effects of HCCR on self-

rated OCBI (β = -.07, p= .070) and coworker-rated OCBI (β = -.16, pBC = .058, pPC = 

.057) tentatively indicate that expatriates are more likely to perform OCBI when they are 

surrounded by expatriate coworkers. Sanchez, Spector, and Cooper (2000) pointed out 

that expatriates can obtain valuable support from other expatriates regarding the 

work/non-work related problems (e.g., visa renewal, work permit, finding a house) they 



161 
 

 

experience in the host country/organization. As the number of expatriates in the work unit 

increases, expatriates are more likely to find opportunities to provide help to and receive 

help from their expatriate coworkers. This suggests that expatriate coworker ratio in the 

work unit may have a positive effect on expatriates’ OCBI performance. The marginally 

significant negative effect of HCCR on expatriates’ OCBI performance provided initial 

support for this assumption.  

Unlike interaction and work adjustments, which are directly related to expatriates’ 

workplace experience (e.g., interaction with coworkers, adjusting to performance 

expectations), general adjustment concerns expatriates’ experience with non-work 

settings (e.g., housing, food, shopping) in the host culture. This indicates that the effect of 

general adjustment on expatriate experience might be less prominent in work settings. 

Although the first two parts in Hypothesis 3 stated that general adjustment would have a 

positive effect on OCBI and OCBO performance, the last part noted this expectation by 

stating that the effect of general adjustment would be weaker than the effects of work and 

interaction adjustments on OCB. The results did not support the first two parts but 

supported the last part of Hypothesis 3. The nonsignificant effects of general adjustment 

on expatriates’ OCBI and OCBO performance were weaker than the corresponding 

effects of work and interaction adjustment.  

The results regarding the effects of expatriate adjustment on OCBI and OCBO 

performance are mostly in the expected direction and in line with the results of previous 

studies (e.g., Harrison and Shaffer, 2005; Kraimer et al., 2001; Takeuchi, Wang, 

Marinova, & Yao, 2009). For example, Harrison and Shaffer (2005) reported that the 

effect of interaction adjustment was primarily on relationship building dimension (a 
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performance dimension similar to OCBI), whereas the effect of work adjustment was 

primary on task completion (i.e., task performance) and the effect of general adjustment 

was primarily on turnover or early return. Moreover, Kraimer et al. (2001) reported that 

interaction adjustment, but not work and general adjustments, predicted contextual 

performance mainly concerning expatriates’ interaction with host-country business 

contacts and coworkers. The positive effect of interaction adjustment on OCBI 

performance observed in this study was in line with these findings. The non-significant 

effect of general adjustment on OCB performance was also in line with previous studies 

that reported non-significant relationship between general adjustment and task and 

contextual performance (Harrison & Shaffer, 2005; Takeuchi et al. 2009).  

Based on the findings of this study, work adjustment is the most important 

adjustment related predictor of expatriates’ OCBO performance. The only study, to my 

knowledge, that focused on expatriates’ OCBO performance did not explore the 

relationship between expatriate adjustment and OCBO performance (Liu, 2009). 

Therefore, it was not possible to compare if this finding was in line with previous 

literature.  

The last two predictors specific to expatriate population included in the proposed 

model were host-country language skills and HCCI. The results revealed that host-

country language skill had a positively significant effect on coworker-rated OCBI 

performance but no effect on self-rated OCBI performance. There are two alternative 

explanations for these inconclusive findings. First, there might be a positive effect of 

host-country language skills. Expatriates with poor host–country language skills might 

think that OCBI behaviors were true of them but failed to perform these behaviors 



163 
 

 

because of the language barrier. Thus, others (e.g., coworkers, supervisors) might 

perceive that behaviors related to OCBI performance were less true of expatriates with 

poor host-country language skills. Second, there indeed might be no significant effect of 

host-country language skills. Coworkers and supervisors might perceive expatriates who 

were fluent in host-country language as more potent, intelligent, and competent than 

expatriates who were non-fluent in host country language (White & Li, 1991). This 

perception but not actual behaviors of expatriates, in return, might cause coworkers and 

supervisors to favorably rate expatriates who were fluent in host-country language. The 

non-significant relationship between expatriates’ host-country language skills and 

coworker-rated OCBO performance provided preliminary support for the first 

explanation; because, if coworkers, based on the perceptions they hold, rated fluent 

expatriates favorably on OCBI performance, one might expect that they would also rate 

fluent expatriates favorably on OCBO performance. This was not the case in the current 

study: coworkers did not reported higher ratings of OCBO performance for expatriates 

who were more fluent in host-country language skills.  

Regarding the effect of HCCI on expatriates’ OCBI performance, the results were 

in the expected direction. Expatriates who experienced higher levels of OCBI as targets 

reported that OCBI items were truer of themselves than expatriates who experienced 

lower levels of OCBI as targets. Although it was not significant because of low power, 

coworkers’ ratings also supported this positive effect. I discussed reciprocity norm and 

experiential learning as the two possible mechanisms underlying the effect of HCCI on 

expatriates’ OCBI performance. Expatriates who received help from their host-country 

coworkers would reciprocate by performing higher levels of OCBI toward these 
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coworkers. This reciprocation mechanism is not specific to expatriate population; 

domestic employees also reciprocate the helping behaviors of their coworkers (Deckop, 

Cirka, & Andersson, 2003).The experiential learning mechanism, however, might be 

more prominent in expatriate population. Expatriates might learn from their host-country 

coworkers about host countries’ emic characteristics of inter-personal interactions. This 

learning experience would facilitate expatriates’ interaction adjustment, which further 

positively affects expatriates’ OCBI performance. The marginally significant mediating 

effect of interaction adjustment on the relationship between HCCI and self-rated OCBI 

observed in the current study provided initial support for experiential learning 

mechanism. The corresponding significant mediating effect observed in isolated 

mediation analysis of self-report data and mediation analyses of coworker-rated OCB 

data further supported this conclusion. Nevertheless, this initial support for experiential 

learning mechanism does not rule out the possible effect of reciprocity mechanism; these 

two mechanisms are not mutually exclusive. 

Overall, the results related to the effects of variables specific to expatriate 

population showed that work adjustment was primarily related to expatriates’ OCBO 

performance and interaction adjustment was primarily related to expatriates’ OCBI 

performance, whereas general adjustment was neither related to OCBI nor to OCBO 

performance. The results also provided support regarding the positive effects of host-

country language skills and HCCI on expatriates’ OCBI performance. 
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The Effects of Variables Common to Expatriate and Domestic Employee 

Populations 

Job satisfaction and organizational commitment are among the most frequently 

studied antecedents of OCB performance (see meta-analytic reviews by Dalal, 2005; 

Fassina, Jones, & Uggerslev, 2009; Ilies et al., 2009; LePine et al., 2002; Organ & Ryan, 

1995; Riketta, 2002). Meta-analytic reviews reported small to moderate positive effect 

sizes (i.e., correlation coefficients and path estimates) between job satisfaction and OCB 

performance (Ilies et al., 2009; LePine et al, 2002; Organ & Ryan, 1995). Although being 

smaller in magnitude, the effect sizes obtained in this study were mainly in line with 

these meta-analytic results except for the marginally significant negative effect of job 

satisfaction on self-rated OCBI (cf. the bivariate relationship between job satisfaction and 

self-rated OCBI was not significant but positive). Job satisfaction had a significant 

positive effect on self-rated OCBO, marginally significant positive effect on coworker-

rated OCBI, and positive but not significant effect on coworker-rated OCBO. The 

comparably smaller effect sizes observed in this study—compared to the effect sizes 

obtained in domestic employee population—were not surprising when considering the 

results of Shaw, Delery and Abdulla (2003) who reported a correlation of -.00 between 

job satisfaction and contextual performance for a sample of employees consisted of 

mainly expatriates (73%). However, it is not possible to make a sound argument that the 

effect of job satisfaction on contextual/OCB performance is smaller in expatriate 

employee population than in domestic employee population based on the results of the 

current study and Shaw et al.’s study. 
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Organizational commitment had no significant effects on expatriates’ self- and 

coworker-rated OCBI and self-rated OCBO performance but had a marginally significant 

negative effect on coworker-rated OCBO performance. On the one hand, these results 

were not in accordance with meta-analytic findings of small to moderate positive 

correlation between organizational commitment and OCB performance (Dalal, 2005; 

LePine et al., 2002: Meyer et al., 2002; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Riketta, 2002). On the 

other hand, these findings were not unexpected when one considers the inconclusive 

findings regarding the effect of organizational commitment on expatriates’ 

OCB/contextual performance. For example, Kraimer and Wayne (2004) found that 

affective organizational commitment to foreign facility but not to parent company had a 

significant positive effect on expatriates’ contextual performance; Liu (2009) found that 

affective organizational commitment to parent company had a significantly large positive 

effect on OCBO (β = .50); and Shaw et al. (2003) found that affective organizational 

commitment had a nonsignificant negative effect on foreign workers’ helping behavior.  

In all these previous studies, researchers focused on the effect of affective 

commitment instead of overall organizational commitment on expatriates’ 

contextual/OCB performance. Therefore, I also examined the effect of affective 

commitment on expatriates’ OCBI and OCBO performance. The results were again 

inconclusive: effective commitment had no significant effect on self-rated OCBO 

performance (β = .10, p = .248) but a marginally significant positive effect on self-rated 

OCBI (β = .12, p = .052), and no significant but negative effects on coworker-rated 

OCBO (β = -.13, pBC = .492, pPC = .498) and OCBI (β = -.05, pBC = .767, pPC = .876) 
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performance. The design of the current study does not allow making any causal 

inferences regarding the possible reasons of these inconclusive findings,  

The proposed model revealed that two personality variables—Agreeableness and 

Conscientiousness—were significant predictors of expatriates’ OCB performance. More 

specifically, expatriates’ Agreeableness had a significantly positive effect on OCBI and 

Conscientiousness had a significantly positive effect on OCBO. These findings were 

supported by both self- and coworker-ratings of OCB performance. In addition, the 

finding regarding Agreeableness was in line with the findings of Shaffet et al. (2006) who 

reported a significant positive correlation between Agreeableness and expatriates’ 

contextual performance, which  mainly concerning expatriates’ interaction with host-

country business contacts and coworkers The results further revealed that Agreeableness 

had the largest effect sizes on self- and coworker-rated OCBI performance and 

Conscientiousness had the largest effect sizes on self- and coworker-rated OCBO 

performance in the proposed model.  

As Podsakoff et al. (2009) pointed out; previous research showed that job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment (i.e., employee attitudes) had stronger effects 

than personality traits (e.g., Agreeableness, Conscientiousness) on OCB performance. 

The results of the current study portray a different picture: Agreeableness and 

Conscientiousness were found to be having stronger effects than employee attitudes on 

expatriates’ OCBI and OCBO performance, respectively. To my knowledge none of the 

previous studies which focused on expatriates’ contextual/OCB performance explored the 

effects of the Big Five traits and job attitudes together (e.g. Kraimer et al., 2001; Ramalu, 

Rose, Kumar, et al., 2010; Shaffer et al., 2006). Therefore, although the results of this 
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study suggested that the effects of personality variables on OCB performance might be 

stronger than the effects of job attitudes in expatriate population, it was not possible to 

make a sound conclusion based on the results of this study alone.  

Collectivity orientation was the other personality variable included in the 

proposed model. The results for collectivity orientation were inconclusive. Collectivity 

orientation had a significantly positive effect only on self-rated OCBI; it has non-

significant or no effect on self- and coworker-rated OCBO and coworker-rated OCBI. 

Collectivity orientation was measured by horizontal-collectivism scale which asked 

respondent to evaluate themselves based on their relationship with others who were 

similar to them in terms of the role they play as an in-group member (Singelis et al., 

1995). Parallel to horizontal collectivism scale, OCBI scale asked employees to evaluate 

themselves based on their behaviors/attitudes toward their coworkers who were similar to 

them in terms of the position they held within their organization. The results also 

supported this parallelism in the measurements of collectivity orientation and OCBI 

performance; collectivity orientation was significantly related to self-rated OCBI (β = 

.26) but not to self-rated OCBO (β = .07). These results were also in accordance with the 

results of Leon and Finkelstein (2011) who reported that collectivism had a stronger 

effect on self-rated OCBI (β = .21) than on self-rated OCBO (β = .11) performance in 

domestic employee population. The results further indicated that organizational 

collectivism did not moderate the effect of collectivity orientation on expatriates’ OCB 

performance. Expatriates who were high (or low) on collectivity orientation performed 

the same regardless of the degree of the value their organizations put on a collectivistic 

work environment. 
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Overall, the results related to the effects of job attitudes and personality variables 

showed that Agreeableness and Conscientiousness were significant predictors of 

expatriates’ OCBI and OCBO performance, respectively. These findings were supported 

by both self- and coworker-rated OCB data. Collectivity orientation was found to be the 

second strongest predictor of expatriates’ self-rated OCBI performance but this finding 

was not supported by coworker-rated OCB data. Job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment were found to have no or marginal effect on expatriates’ self- and coworker-

rated OCB performance—the only exception was the significant positive effect of job 

satisfaction on self-rated OCBO performance. In addition, the findings related to the 

effects of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness provided support for Ilies et al.’s (2009) 

meta-analytical findings regarding the differential validity for personality predictors of 

OCBI and OCBO. Ilies et al. found that Agreeableness was more strongly related to 

OCBI than OCBO and Conscientiousness was more strongly related to OCBO than 

OCBI.  

Table 31 summarizes hypotheses testing results regarding the effects of distal and 

proximal antecedents in the proposed model on expatriates’ OCB performance 
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Table 31 
    

Hypothesis Testing Results for Self- and Coworker-Rated OCB Data 

Hypotheses  Hypotheses related to direct effect on OCB 
Self-rated 
OCB 

Coworker-
rated OCB 

H1 Expatriates’ work adjustment will be positively 
related with their (a) OCBI and (b) OCBO 
performance. 

both a & b 
supported 

only b is 
marginally 
supported 

    
H2 Expatriates’ interaction adjustment will be positively 

related with their OCBI performance and (b) the 
magnitude of this relationship will depend on the 
host-country coworkers’ ratio in the work unit: the 
higher the ratio the stronger the relationship.   

a is 
supported, b 
is not 
supported 

a is 
supported, 
b is not 
supported 

 
 
 
H3 Expatriates’ general adjustment will be positively 

related with their (a) OCBI and (b) OCBO 
performance; however, these relationships will be 
weaker than the relationships of work and interaction 
adjustments. 

both a &b 
are not 
supported 

a &b are 
not 
supported  

 
  

 
 

H4 Expatriates’ local language fluency will be positively 
related with their OCBI performance.  

not 
supported 

supported 

    H5 Host country coworkers’ OCBI toward expatriates 
(or HCCI) will be positively related with expatriates’ 
OCBI performance. 

Supported not 
supported 

 
 

 
 

 
H6 Expatriates’ job satisfaction will be positively related 

with their (a) OCBI and (b) OCBO performance. 
a is not but b 
is supported 

a &b are 
not 
supported  

 
 
   

H7 Expatriates’ overall organizational commitment will 
be positively related with their (a) OCBI and (b) 
OCBO performance 

both a & b 
are not 
supported 

a & b are 
not 
supported 

    
H8 Expatriates’ Agreeableness will be positively related 

with their OCBI performance. 
Supported supported 

    
H9 Expatriates’ Conscientiousness will be positively 

related with their OCBO performance. 
Supported supported 

    
H10 Expatriates’ collectivity-orientation will be positively 

related with their (a) OCBI and (b) OCBO 
performance and (c) organizational culture will 
moderate these relationships. 

a is 
supported; b 
& c are not 
supported 

a, b, & c 
are not 
supported  

Note. POS = perceived organizational support; OCBI and OCBO are organizational citizenship 
behaviors at individuals and organizations, respectively; and HCCI = host country coworkers’ 
OCBI at expatriates. Marginally supported means the effect size was significant at the alpha 
level of .10 and supported means the effect size was significant at the alpha level of .05 
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Mediation and Moderation Effects 

Mediation effects. Self-rated OCB data did not support hypothesized mediation 

effects, except for the marginal support regarding the indirect effect of HCCI on self-

rated OCBI, when these effects were tested as a part of the proposed model. Conversely, 

coworker-rated OCB data supported mediation hypotheses related to the indirect effects 

of Agreeableness, HCCI and host-country language skills, marginally supported the 

hypothesis related to indirect effect of Conscientiousness, and yet failed to support the 

hypothesis related to indirect effects of POS. In accordance with coworker-rated OCB 

data, self-rated OCB data supported all mediation hypotheses, except the one related to 

indirect effects of POS, when the mediation effects were tested in isolation. In these 

isolated analyses, a separate model that included only the relevant variables was created 

for each mediation effect. For example, the isolated model exploring the indirect effect of 

POS on OCBI and OCBO through job satisfaction and organizational commitment 

included only these five variables. 

The proposed model was a complex one including 13 individual predictor 

variables and two interaction terms. Among these variables Agreeableness (β = .43) and 

collectivity orientation (β = .26) had strong positive effects on self-rated OCBI and 

Conscientiousness (β = .49) had a strong positive effect on self-rated OCBO 

performance. The relative amount of variance of self-rated OCBI explained by all the 

predictors included in the proposed model was .51 and it decreased to .19 when the direct 

paths from Agreeableness and collectivity orientation to self-rated OCBI were removed.  

Parallel to this, the relative amount of variance of self-rated OCBO explained by all 

related predictors included in the proposed model was .40 and it decreased to .17 when 
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the direct path from Conscientiousness to self-rated OCBO was removed. Because 

Agreeableness and collectivity orientation explained large portion of variance in self-

rated OCBI and Conscientiousness in self-rated OCBO, there remained a small amount of 

variance to be explained by other predictors, especially by mediating predictor variables 

(e.g., expatriate adjustment). This might be one of the reasons why self-rated OCB data 

supported four of the hypothesized mediation effects and marginally support one when 

these effects were tested in isolation but failed to support five mediation effects and only 

marginally support one when these mediation effects were tested as a part of the proposed 

model.  

Although Liu (2009) found that parent company POS had a large positive effect 

(β = .40) and subsidiary POS had a small to moderate positive effect (β = .23) on 

expatriates’ self-rated OCBO, this study found that POS had no significant direct effect 

on self-rated OCBI (β = .05, p = .446) and OCBO (β = -.04, p = .653) and coworker rated 

OCBI (β = -.18, p = .351) and OCBO (β = .01, p = .854). Liu measured OCBO by two 

items which asked expatriates if they defend their organizations when (1) other 

employees and (2) outsiders criticize it whereas I measured OCBO by William and 

Anderson’s (1991) six item scale which asked subjects if they were work-conscious 

employees (e.g., high attendance rate, not taking undeserved breaks, passing work-related 

information). The reason for the discrepancy in Lui’s (2009) and my study results might 

be due to this difference in the measures of OCBO performance. Furthermore, the 

indirect effects of POS on self- and coworker-rated OCB dimensions were not 

significant. In this regard, the results of this study were more in line with the results of 

Kraimer and Wayne (2004) who explored the effects of the three dimensions (i.e., 
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adjustment, financial, and career) of POS on expatriates’ contextual performance. They 

reported that adjustment POS had a significant negative effect (β = -.21) but career POS 

(β = .11) and financial POS (β = .05) had no significant effects on expatriates’ supervisor-

rated contextual performance. In separate analyses, I replaced overall POS construct with 

adjustment POS dimension and tested if this dimension had a significant effect on 

expatriates’ OCBI and OCBO performance. The results showed that adjustment POS had 

no significant effect either on self- or coworker-rated OCBI and OCBO performance. The 

same results were observed when overall POS was replaced by career POS and financial 

POS dimensions. Therefore, the results based on this study and Kraimer and Wayne’ 

study suggested that POS might not be an important predictor of expatriates’ 

OCB/contextual performance.  

  Overall, mediation analysis results based on coworkers’ ratings of OCB 

performance (as well as self-rating of OCB performance when mediation analyses were 

performed in isolation) provided preliminary support for the indirect effects of 

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, HCCI, and host country language skills on 

expatriates’ OCB performance. These indirect effects were primarily through expatriates’ 

interaction and work adjustment.  

Moderation effect of cultural similarity. Cultural similarity did not moderate 

the effects of the distal (e.g., Agreeableness) and proximal antecedents (e.g., interaction 

adjustment) on expatriates’ OCB performance. More specifically, critical ratio for 

difference scores suggested that almost all the proposed effects of distal and proximal 

predictors on OCB performance were not significantly different for expatriates who 

perceived low cultural similarity and for expatriates who perceived high cultural 
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similarity in terms of their host country living (general cultural similarity) and working 

(cross-cultural work similarity) conditions. In addition, these effects were again not 

significantly different for expatriates who work in host cultures similar to their home 

cultures and expatriates who work in host cultures dissimilar to their home cultures in 

terms of Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions (i.e., objective cultural similarity). 

Therefore, the results of these moderation analyses were more in line with the results of 

previous studies that reported no significant effect of cultural novelty on expatriate 

adjustment (Jun & Gentry, 2005; Selmer, 2007; Selmer & Lauring, 2009).  

Table 32 summarizes mediation and moderation hypotheses testing results based 

on self- and coworker-rated OCB data.  
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Table 32 
 

 
  

Mediation and Moderation Hypotheses Results for Self-Rated and Coworker-Rated OCB 
Data 

Hypothesis  Mediation Hypothesis  
Self-rated 
Model 

Self-rated 
Isolation 

Coworker-
rated  

H11 a The effect of POS on OCBI will be fully 
mediated by organizational commitment 
and job satisfaction  

not 
supported 

marginally 
supported 

not 
supported 

 
 

  H11 b The effect of POS on OCBO will be fully 
mediated by organizational commitment 
and job satisfaction. 

not 
supported Supported 

not 
supported 

 
 

  H12 The effect of Agreeableness on OCBI will 
be at least partially mediated by job 
satisfaction, interaction adjustment, and 
general adjustment. 

not 
supported Supported Supported 

 
 

  H13 The effect of Conscientiousness on 
OCBO will be at least partially mediated 
by job satisfaction and work adjustment.  

not 
supported Supported 

marginally 
supported 

 
 

  H14 The effect of HCCI on OCBI performance 
will be at least partially mediated by 
expatriates’ interaction adjustment.  

marginally 
supported Supported Supported 

 
 

  H15 
 
 

The effect of local language fluency on 
OCBI will be at least partially mediated 
by expatriates’ interaction adjustment. 

not 
supported supported Supported 

H16 
 
 
 
 

 
The proposed model will hold true both 
for expatriates who are assigned to work 
in a culture similar to their home culture 
and for expatriates who are assigned to 
work in a culture dissimilar to their home 
culture. supported NA NA 

Note. Self-rated model and self-rated isolation give the hypotheses testing results for mediation 
hypotheses tested as a part of the proposed model and tested in isolated models, respectively. 
POS = perceived organizational support; OCBI and OCBO are organizational citizenship 
behaviors at individuals and organizations, respectively; and HCCI = host country coworkers’ 
OCBI at expatriates. Marginally supported means the effect size was significant at the alpha level 
of .10 and supported means the effect size was significant at the alpha level of .05.    
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Practical Implications of Study Findings 

 Findings of this study suggest three strategies that a transnational company might 

utilize to increase the frequency of OCBs in its foreign subsidiaries. The first strategy is 

to select expatriates who are more likely to perform OCBs. In regard to this strategy, 

TNCs can use Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and collectivity orientation measures in 

their expatriate selection process, and assign employees who, among other 

characteristics, are high on Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and collectivity orientation 

to the foreign operations.  

The second strategy is to develop training and development programs for 

expatriates before or after their arrival to host countries. In regard to this strategy, TNCs 

can develop training and development programs particularly targeting expatriates’ 

interaction and work adjustments and host-country language skills. Training programs 

may help expatriates to understand/appreciate the emic characteristics of interpersonal 

interactions and work settings in the host countries and to proactively deal with 

misunderstandings/miscommunications arising from cultural differences.  

The third strategy is to encourage host-country coworkers to perform more and 

more OCBIs toward newly assigned expatriates. This will not only help expatriates to 

feel welcomed but also provide them with opportunities to experience and understand the 

emic characteristics of interpersonal interactions in the host cultures. This could be 

considered as on-the-job training. As expatriates develop an understanding of 

interpersonal interactions of host-country citizens and of work settings of host-company, 

either as a result of host-county coworkers OCBIs or a formal training program, they 

might find it easy to perform more OCBIs and OCBOs. 
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Contributions to the Literature 

 This study made two important contributions to the literature on expatriates’ 

cross-cultural experience. First, this study provided the literature with cross-cultural work 

similarity scale (CWSS) to measure expatriates’ perceptions of work similarity between 

their home and host companies (or between their home and host countries in general). 

Although Stroh, Black, Menenhall, and Gregersen (2005) stressed the importance of 

considering cultural novelty by taking both living and working condition 

similarities/differences into consideration, previous research almost entirely focused on 

the similarities/differences in living conditions when empirically studying the effect of 

cultural novelty (e.g., Black & Stephens, 1989; Palthe, 2004; Selmer, 2007; Ward & 

Kennedy, 1993).  The major reason for this gap in the literature might be due to the lack 

of available scales to assess expatriates’ experience/perception regarding the 

similarities/differences between their home and host country/company work settings. 

Providing the literature with CWSS, this study was first to empirically explore the effect 

of cultural novelty in terms of work environment. 

 Second, this study entailed a relatively comprehensive study of OCB performance 

for the first time in the expatriate employee population. Studies that focused on 

expatriates’ non-task performance are limited in number and, to my knowledge, all of 

these studies focused on expatriates’ expatriate specific contextual performance 

(Caligiuri, 1997) except the study by Liu (2009) who focused on expatriates’ OCBO 

performance. Measuring OCBO by two very similar items, Liu’s study was limited in its 

conclusions regarding the effects of POS and organizational commitment on expatriates 

OCB performance. Focusing on both OCBI and OCBO performance by employing a 
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frequently used OCB measure and exploring the effect of attitudinal, dispositional, and 

expatriate specific antecedents simultaneously, the current study was able to provide 

more comprehensive conclusions regarding the effects of distal and proximal predictors 

on expatriates’ OCB performance. 

Study Limitations 

One limitation with the current study was that the main study sample mostly 

included expatriates who work for fortune 200 companies. A relatively recent world 

investment report found that there were 103,786 transnational companies with 892,114 

foreign affiliates around the world (United Nations Conference on Trade and 

Development [UNCTAD], 2010). Most of these multinational companies were small to 

medium sized. There might be subtle differences between fortune 200 multinational 

companies and these small to medium sized multinational companies in terms of the 

standardization of work and decision making process and the ability to transfer 

technology and knowledge across their foreign affiliates. For example, Buckley (1997) 

argued that small to medium sized companies were less likely than large multinational 

companies to transfer technology. In addition, small to medium sized companies face 

more barriers than large companies when entering a new foreign market (Acs, Morck, 

Shaver, & Yeung, 1997). These findings suggested that expatriates who work for small to 

medium sized multinational companies might face challenges that were not shared by 

expatriates who work for large multinational companies. It was possible that these unique 

challenges might interfere with the adjustment process of expatriates working for small to 

medium sized multinational companies, potentially intensifying the weight of expatriate 
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adjustment in the proposed model for them. Hence, the readers should be aware that 

current findings might not be readily generalizable to whole expatriate population. 

 Another limitation is the low internal consistency reliability of self-rated OCBO 

performance. Although internal consistencies for all the other study variables were 

comparable with the internal consistencies reported by previous research, the internal 

consistency of self-rated OCBO performance (α = .48) was comparably smaller than the 

internal consistency scores provided by the previous research (e.g., Mayer & Gavin, 

2005; Williams & Anderson, 1991). Because the validity of observed regression weight 

estimates heavily depends on the reliabilities of latent constructs in SEM (Schreiber, 

Nora. Stage, Barlow, & King, 2006), the regression weights of the predictors on OCBO 

performance in the current study should be interpreted with caution. 

The third limitation is related to the moderating effect of cultural novelty. The 

impact of cultural novelty on expatriates’ cross-cultural experience is more evident at the 

beginning of the foreign assignment (Torbiorn, 1982). Therefore, it is important to recruit 

newly assigned expatriate subjects as study participants to have more accurate 

information regarding the possible impact of cultural novelty. The majority of the 

expatriate sample (77%) in this study had been working/living in their host-country for 

more than one year. It was possible that these expatriates might get used to the novel 

characteristics of host-county living/work settings, therefore only minimally experiencing 

adjustment related difficulties arising from cultural novelty. This suggests that the 

expatriate sample in this study might not be appropriate for testing the effect of cultural 

novelty. This being said, the results pertaining to moderating effect of cultural novelty 

should be interpreted with caution. 
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Future Directions 

The results of the current study along with the results of several previous studies 

(e.g., Caligiuri, 1997; Liu, 2009; Wayne & Kramier, 2004) provided preliminary 

information regarding the antecedents of expatriates’ contextual/OCB performance. 

Nevertheless, despite providing valuable insights and information about expatriates’ 

OCB/contextual performance, these studies are limited in number. The literature needs 

more empirical studies for a comprehensive understanding of the antecedents and 

consequences of expatriates’ OCB/contextual performance.  

Cross-cultural adjustment is a dynamic and interactive process that takes place 

between expatriates and host country working and living environment. Future studies 

with longitudinal assessment of cross-cultural adjustment are needed to have a more 

accurate understanding of the effect of cross-cultural adjustment on expatriate task or 

non-task related performance. The same reasoning applies to the study of the effect of 

cultural novelty. As Torbiorn (1982) suggested, if the effect of cultural novelty is 

stronger at the beginning of international assignment and decreasing later on, future 

researchers should utilize longitudinal studies whenever possible to accurately estimate 

the effect of cultural novelty on expatriates’ adjustment and job performance.  

Expatriate adjustment literature (see Black & Stephens, 1989; Shaffer et al. 1999) 

has discussed that expatriates need to adjust to living conditions of host-country (i.e., 

general adjustment), working conditions of host-company (i.e., work adjustment), and 

interacting with host-country nationals (i.e., interaction adjustment). Although perceived 

cultural novelty may have an effect on all these three adjustment dimensions, previous 

studies focused on cultural novelty pertaining to general adjustment (or the discrepancies 
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between home and host country living conditions; e.g., Black & Stephens, 1989; Palthe, 

2004; Ward & Kennedy, 1993). Following Stroh et al.’s (2005) advise, I developed 

CWSS to measure cross-cultural work similarity and explored the moderating effect of 

the perceived novelty of the host-company work settings. The two cultural 

novelty/similarity scales—Cultural Novelty Scale (Black & Stephens, 1989) and 

CWSS—used in this study tap expatriates’ perceptions of cultural novelty/similarity 

regarding host-country living and working conditions. Nevertheless, expatriates need to 

adjust not only to living and working in the host country but also to interacting with host 

country nationals (i.e., interaction adjustment). Cultural Novelty Scale and CWSS do not 

tap the portion of the cultural novelty/similarity domain pertaining to expatriates’ 

interaction adjustment. More specifically, these two measures do not ask expatriates if 

they perceive any discrepancies between the ways people interact in their home and host 

countries. Researchers should consider developing a new scale (e.g., cross-cultural 

interpersonal interaction similarity scale) to measure this untapped portion of the 

perceived cultural novelty/similarity domain. That would be an important step to achieve 

a profound understanding of the cultural novelty on expatriates’ cross-cultural 

experience. 

Conclusions 

The purpose of this dissertation was to provide the literature with a framework 

outlining the relationship between possible distal and proximal antecedents of 

expatriates’ OCB performance. Unlike previous studies that mainly focused on 

expatriates’ expatriate specific contextual performance, current study focused on 

expatriates’ OCBI and OCBO performance. Examining the effect of antecedents specific 
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to expatriate population along with the effects of antecedents common to both expatriate 

and domestic employee population, current study found that Agreeableness and 

Conscientiousness were the strongest predictors of expatriates’ OCBI and OCBO 

performance, respectively. The results further tentatively suggested that the effects of job 

attitudes on OCB performance were weaker in expatriate employee population than in 

domestic employee population. Although not significant, some of these effects were 

negative (e.g., the effect of organizational commitment on coworker-rated OCBO). In 

addition, host country language skills, collectivity orientation, and HCCI were found to 

be important predictors of either self-rated or coworker-rated OCBI performance. 

Regarding expatriate adjustment facets, work and interaction adjustment, but not general 

adjustment, predicted expatriates OCB performance. Furthermore, these two adjustment 

facets at least partially mediated the effects of distal antecedents on expatriates’ OCB 

performance. Collectively, the results supported Ilies et al.’s (2009) findings regarding 

the differential prediction of OCBI and OCBO dimensions. 
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Appendix A 
Cross-Cultural Work Similarity Questionnaire 

Consider the following items describing the things you are experiencing in your work life in your 
host country. Compared to your home country, how are the working conditions in your host 
country? Please use the following rating scale. 

1. Much more 
2. More  
3. Somewhat more  
4. Equal/equally  
5. Somewhat less  
6. Less  
7. Much less  

 
1. The organizational structure is _________ hierarchical. 
2. The physical work environment is _______ appropriate for the type of work I do. 
3. Job performance standards are _________ objective. 
4. Employees participate _______ frequently in decision-making. 
5. _______ emphasis is placed on group work. 
6. Employees have ______ autonomy regarding how to perform their work. 
7. Employees ________ strictly adhere to company rules and regulations. 
8. _______ emphasis is placed on meeting minimum performance standards. 
9. _______ emphasis is placed on individual improvement. 
10. There is _________ competition between employees. 
11. Employees are given ______encouragement to express their disagreements. 
12. Employees are given ______encouragement to take risks. 
13. Employees are given ______encouragement to be creative. 
14. Employees have ______ flexibility at work. 
15. _______ emphasis is placed on ethical standards. 
16. _______ emphasis is placed on long-term organizational goals. 
17. _______ emphasis is placed on employee wellbeing. 
18. _______ emphasis is placed on punctuality. 
19. There is _______ cooperation between employees. 
20. Employees are _______ likely to receive recognition for their individual 

performance. 
21. Employees are _______ likely to receive recognition for their performance on 

group assignments. 
22. Employees are expected to be _______ obedient. 
23. Employees are expected to be _______ outspoken. 
24. There is ______ frequent communication between work units. 
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(Appendix A continues) 
 

25. There is ______ frequent delegation of decision-making to lower level managers 
and employees. 

26. Employees can ______ easily access information on organizational decisions that 
affect them. 

27. _______ emphasis is placed on short-term organizational goals. 
28. Employees  ______ strictly adhere to ethical standards. 
29. Employees are given ______ encouragement to express their opinions. 

(Appendix 1 continues) 
 

30. Employees are given ______encouragement to express their ideas. 
31. ______ emphasis is placed on company rules and regulations. 
32. Employees are ______ considerate of each other. 
33. Supervisors are ______ considerate of their subordinates. 
34. Supervisors are ______ supportive of their subordinates. 
35. Employees work ______ independently of one another. 
36. Employees have ______ autonomy at work. 
37. Employees are ______ committed to the organization. 
38. Employees are ______ committed to their work. 
39. _______ emphasis is placed on meeting deadlines. 
40. Employees are _______ likely to help each other. 
41. Supervisors are ______ likely to provide feedback to their subordinates. 
42. Supervisors are ______ likely to acknowledge the achievements of their 

subordinates. 
43. Employees treat each other with ______ respect. 
44. Employees are ______ expected to work overtime. 
45. Employees are ______ to be assigned to a leadership role. 
46. Employees are ______ able to adjust their work schedules. 
47. The organizational is _________ gender diverse. 
48. The organizational is _________ ethnically diverse. 
49. Employees are _________ likely to engage in a variety of tasks. 
50. Employees are _______ likely to receive feedback on their performance. 
51. The organizational is _________ culturally diverse. 
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Appendix B 

Table 4. 

Home and Host Country Frequencies for Pilot Study 
Country Home Host  Country Home Host 
Albania  2  Kenya 2  
Algeria  1  Laos  1 
Armenia  1  Lebanon  1 
Australia 8 10  Libya  1 
Austria 2 3  Lithuania 1  
Azerbaijan 2 13  Macedonia 1  
Bahrain 1 6  Malaysia 1 12 
Bangladesh  10  Mexico  13 
Belgium 3 14  Mongolia  1 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 1 2  Netherlands 3 7 
Brazil 2 9  Nigeria  4 
Cameroon 1   New Zealand 1  
Canada 14 1  Norway 1 2 
Chili 1   Poland 2 1 
China 3 10  Portugal 1  
Colombia 1   Qatar  1 
Costa Rica 1   Romania 3  
Denmark 1 5  Russia 2 1 
Egypt  2  Saudi Arabia  4 
Finland 2 6  Singapore  14 
France 8   South Africa 4 3 
Germany 28 4  South Korea  22 
Greece 2   Spain 7 5 
Guatemala  1  Sweden 3 1 
Hong Kong 1   Switzerland 5  
Hungary 1   Taiwan 1 11 
India 13 5  Thailand  1 
Indonesia 1 1  Turkey 7 3 
Iraq  1  Uganda  1 
Ireland 2   UAE  1 
Italy 5   United Kingdom 14 2 
Jamaica 1   USA 70 8 
Japan  6  Vietnam 1 1 
Kazakhstan 1   Missing 2 3 
       
    N 238 238 
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Appendix C 
Table 8  
 
Home and Host Country Frequencies for Main Study 
Country Home Host Country Home Host Country Home Host 
Angola  1 Israel 1  Senegal 1  
Argentina 4 1 Italy 26 7 Serbia 3  
Australia 27 7 Japan  6 Singapore 5 44 
Austria 5 7 Jordan 1 2 Slovakia 2 3 
Azerbaijan 1 2 Kazakhstan 1 2 Slovenia 2  
Bahrain  1 Kenya 3 1 Somalia  1 
Bangladesh 1 2 Latvia 1  S. Africa 10 9 
Belgium 9 5 Lebanon 3  S. Korea 1 4 
Benin 1  Lithuania 3 1 Spain 12 10 
Bolivia 2  Luxemburg  1 Oman  1 
Brazil 6 8 Malaysia 1 7 Suriname 2  
Bulgaria 6 1 Mali 1  Sweden 5 6 
Cameroon 1  Mexico 10 4 Switzerland 5 45 
Canada 10 5 Moldova 1  Syria 1  
Chile 1 3 Monaco 1  Taiwan 1 3 
China  18 Morocco 2  Tanzania 1  
Colombia 4 2 Netherlands 17 12 Thailand  2 
Croatia 3  N. Zealand 3 2 Trinidad  1 
Czech Republic 1 5 Nicaragua 1  Turkey 17 2 
Congo 1  Nigeria 1 5 UAE  28 
Denmark 5 4 Norway 3 5 Uganda  1 
Egypt 4  Oman  6 UK 27 18 
Estonia 1  Pakistan 7  Ukraine 2 2 
Finland 2 8 Palestine 2  USA 78 31 
France 17 13 Panama 1 2 Uzbekistan 1  
Gabon 1  Peru  2 Venezuela 7 1 
Germany 25 61 Philippines 3 3 Vietnam  2 
Greece 6  Poland 7 2 Yemen  1 
Guinea  1 Portugal 14 3 Zambia  1 
Hong Kong  7 Puerto Rico 1  Zimbabwe  1 
Hungary 7 3 Qatar  7 Missing 293 295 
India 30 8 Romania 11 4    
Indonesia 1 2 Russia 9 11    
Iraq 1 1 S. Arabia  9    
Ireland 3 5 Scotland 1 1 Total 798 798 
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Appendix D 

Table 9 
 
The Missing Data Pattern for the Subjects who are Given OCB Scale First 
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39   ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔ ✔ 

14    ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔ ✔ 

13     ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔ ✔ 

2       ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔ ✔ 

11        ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔ ✔ 

6         ✔  ✔  ✔ ✔ 

3          ✔  ✔ ✔ 

13           ✔ ✔ 

7           ✔ 

339 + (14)*            
2 No particular pattern 
Note. N = 463 - 2, ✔indicates the absence of data for a particular variable. * Cultural similarity 
scale was included in the survey two days after data collection began; therefore, 14 subjects who 
answered the survey in the first two days do not have data on cultural similarity scale.
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(Appendix D continued) 
Table 10 
 
The Missing Data Pattern for the Subjects who are Given OCB Scale Last 
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16   ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔ ✔ 

24    ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔ ✔ 

4       ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔ ✔ 

11       ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔ ✔ 

13        ✔  ✔  ✔  ✔ ✔ 

10          ✔  ✔ ✔ 

10            ✔ ✔ 

53            ✔ 

196            

1 No particular pattern 
Note. N = 339 - 1, ✔indicates the absence of data for a particular variable. 
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(Appendix D continued) 
Table 11 
 
Missing Data Percentages for Each Variable in the Model 
Variable Name N Observed  N Missing Missing % 
Personality 759 39 4.9 
Organizational Commitment 728 70 8.8 
Expatriate Adjustment 692 106 13.3 
Job Satisfaction 686 112 14 
General Cultural Similarity 666 132 16.5 
Perceived Organizational Support 664 134 16.8 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior 656 142 17.8 
Individualism-Collectivism 645 153 19.2 
Host Country Coworkers’ OCB at Expatriates 642 156 19.5 
Cross-Cultural Work Similarity 619 179 22.4 
Organizational Individualism-Collectivism 602 196 24.6 
Host Country Language Skills 511 287 36 
Tenure on current assignment 510 288 36.1 
Objective Cultural Similarity 491 307 38.5 
Host Country Coworker Ratio in Work Unit 460 388 42.4 
N = 798. 
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Appendix E 
Table 12 
 
Substantive Factor Loadings and Method Factor Loadings 
Construct Indicator Substantive Factor 

Loading (R1) 
 

R12 
Method Factor 
Loading (R2) 

 
R22 

POS (Perceived 
Organizational 
Support) 

POSs1 0.897 0.805 -0.023 0.001 
POSs2 0.879 0.773 -0.022 0.001 
POSs3 0.871 0.758 -0.022 0.000 
POSs4 0.845 0.714 -0.021 0.000 

Agreeableness AGR1 0.610 0.372 -0.081 0.007 
AGR2 0.529 0.280 -0.062 0.004 
AGR3 0.589 0.347 -0.068 0.005 
AGR4 0.554 0.307 -0.069 0.005 

Conscientiousness CON1 0.373 0.139 -0.061 0.004 
CON2 0.572 0.327 -0.051 0.003 
CON3 0.416 0.173 -0.057 0.003 
CON4 0.566 0.321 -0.062 0.004 

Job Satisfaction JSs1 0.790 0.625 -0.015 0.000 
JSs2 0.880 0.774 -0.012 0.000 
JSs3 0.926 0.857 -0.012 0.000 

Organizational 
Commitment 

OCs1 0.804 0.646 -0.025 0.001 
OCs2 0.707 0.500 -0.027 0.001 
OCs3 0.705 0.497 -0.028 0.001 
OCs4 0.645 0.416 -0.026 0.001 

HCC’s  OCBI 
toward Expatriates 

HCs1 0.817 0.667 -0.033 0.001 
HCs2 0.786 0.618 -0.033 0.001 
HCs3 0.861 0.741 -0.033 0.001 

Collectivity 
Orientation 

CLs1 0.639 0.408 -0.030 0.001 
CLs2 0.563 0.317 -0.049 0.002 
CLs3 0.750 0.562 -0.036 0.001 

OCBI OIs1 0.713 0.508 -0.042 0.002 
OIs2 0.683 0.466 -0.048 0.002 
OIs3 0.567 0.322 -0.043 0.002 

OCBO OOs1 0.415 0.172 -0.042 0.002 
OOs2 0.432 0.186 -0.041 0.002 
OOs3 0.521 0.272 -0.041 0.002 

Language LNG 0.998 0.995 0.152 0.023 
Interaction 
Adjustment 

IADJ1 0.733 0.538 -0.051 0.003 
IADJ2 0.834 0.696 -0.048 0.002 
IADJ3 0.820 0.672 -0.050 0.003 
IADJ4 0.860 0.740 -0.049 0.002 

      
      



230 
 

 

      
Appendix E (continued) 

 
Work Adjustment WADJ1 0.671 0.450 -0.054 0.003 

WADJ2 0.939 0.882 -0.054 0.003 
WADJ3 0.874 0.764 -0.054 0.003 

General 
Adjustment 

GAs1 0.783 0.613 -0.033 0.001 
GAs2 0.702 0.493 -0.030 0.001 
GAs3 0.685 0.469 -0.021 0.000 

Organizational 
Collectivism 

OCLs1 0.714 0.509 -0.032 0.001 
OCLs2 0.868 0.753 -0.024 0.001 
OCLs3 0.708 0.501 -0.032 0.001 

Collectivity x Org. 
Collectivity 
interaction 

CLint1 0.614 0.377 -0.017 0.000 
CLint2 0.516 0.266 -0.017 0.000 
CLint3 0.437 0.191 -0.030 0.001 

HCCR x IADJ 
interaction 

 
HCRint 0.880 0.775 -0.174 0.030 

Average 0.705 0.522 -.037 0.003 
Note. OCBI = Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) toward an individual; OCBO = OCB 
toward organization; HCC’s OCBI = Host country coworkers’ OCBI toward expatriates; 
Language = host country language skills; HCCR = host country coworker ratio in the work unit; 
IADJ = interaction adjustment. When the common method factor included in the model, a 
structural model of these relations demonstrated acceptable close model fit to the data (X2(1129) 
= 2463.51, p < .001, X2/df = 2.18.; CFI = .92; RMSEA = .039 [.036, .041]. 
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Appendix F 
Table 14 
 
Exploratory Factor Analyses Results to Construct Parcels 
Constructs Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Parcels 
OCBI  OCBI1 .183 .813  P1 = (OCBI1+OCBI5) 
 OCBI2 .352 .788  P2 = (OCBI2+OCBI3) 
 OCBI3 .769 .193  P3 = (OCBI4+OCBI6) 
 OCBI4 .551 .516   
 OCBI5 .817 .252   
 OCBI6 .613 .289   
OCBO OCBO1 .688 .107  P1 = (OCBO1+OCBO2) 
 OCBO2 .204 .685  P2 = (OCBO3+OCBO4) 
 OCBO3 .665 .129  P3 = (OCBO5+OCBO6) 
 OCBO4 .174 .652   
 OCBO5 -.111 .642   
 OCBO6 .585 .029   
Collectivity Orientation COL1 .331 .763  P1 = (COL2+COL8+ 

COL4)  COL2 .141 .798  
 COL3 .166 .451  P2 = (COL1+COL7+ 

COL6)  COL4 .457 .376  
 COL5 .472 .343  P2 = (COL3+COL5) 
 COL6 .608 .566  
 COL7 .744 .145   
 COL8 .754 .158   
Job Satisfaction JSAT1 .675 .633 .139 P1 = (JSAT1+JSAT3+  

JSAT6+JSAT9+JSAT14
+JSAT18) 

 JSAT2 .675 .317 .090 
 JSAT3 .410 .857 -.009 
 JSAT4 .741 .369 .113 P2 = (JSAT5+JSAT7+ 

JSAT8+JSAT12+ 
JSAT13+JSAT14) 

 JSAT5 .755 .503 .194 
 JSAT6 .733 .335 .237 
 JSAT7 .58 .496 .143 P3 = (JSAT2+JSAT4+ 

JSAT10+JSAT15+ 
JSAT16+JSAT17) 

 JSAT8 .408 .191 .553 
 JSAT9 .072 -.016 .830 
 JSAT10 .335 .781 .041  
 JSAT11 .390 .571 .306  
 JSAT12 .588 .381 .347  
 JSAT13 .547 .748 .012  
 JSAT14 .631 .432 .051  
 JSAT15 .393 .865 .009  
 JSAT16 .514 .155 .421  
 JSAT17 .698 .716 .102  
 JSAT18 .794 .358 .277  
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(Appendix F continues) 
      
HCCI HCC1 .676   P1 = (HCC3+HCC1) 
 HCC2 .797   P2 = (HCC4+HCC5) 
 HCC3 .826   P3 = (HCC2+HCC6) 
 HCC4 .819    
 HCC5 .723    
 HCC6 .782    
Org. collectivism OCOL1 .679   P1 = (OCOL4+OCOL7) 
 OCOL2 .735   P2 = (OCOL5+OCOL1) 
 OCOL3 .741   P3 =(OCOL2+OCOL3+ 

OCOL6)  OCOL4 .743   
 OCOL5 .743    
 OCOL6 .741    
 OCOL7 .671    
General adjustment GAJ1 .494   P1 = (GAJ6+GAJ1) 
 GAJ2 .697   P2 = (GAJ5+GAJ4) 
 GAJ3 .694   P3 = (GAJ2+GAJ3+ 

GAJ7)  GAJ4 .659   
 GAJ5 .716    
 GAJ6 .799    
 GAJ7 .695    
Note. OCBI = Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) toward an individual; OCBO = OCB 
toward organization; HCCI = Host country coworkers’ OCBI toward expatriates; Org. 
collectivism = Organizational collectivism. N ranges from 602 to 728. 
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Appendix G 
Table 18 
Indicator Factor Loadings of CFA Measurement Modeling 
Indicators Factor Impt1 Impt2 Impt3 Impt4 Impt5 
AGR4  AGR 0.59 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.58 
AGR3  AGR 0.61 0.60 0.60 0.61 0.60 
AGR2  AGR 0.55 0.54 0.54 0.53 0.54 
AGR1  AGR 0.63 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.64 
CON4  CON 0.57 0.56 0.59 0.57 0.58 
CON3  CON 0.42 0.45 0.43 0.45 0.43 
CON2  CON 0.57 0.58 0.58 0.59 0.60 
CON1  CON 0.41 0.40 0.39 0.41 0.39 
POS4  POS 0.85 0.84 0.85 0.85 0.85 
POS3  POS 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.88 
POS2  POS 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 
POS1  POS 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 
HCCI3  HCCI 0.87 0.85 0.86 0.87 0.87 
HCCI2  HCCI 0.79 0.78 0.79 0.79 0.80 
HCCI1  HCCI 0.82 0.83 0.81 0.81 0.82 
COL3  COL 0.46 0.44 0.45 0.48 0.43 
COL2  COL 0.78 0.73 0.75 0.75 0.74 
COL1  COL 0.69 0.71 0.70 0.72 0.72 
JSAT3  JSAT 0.90 0.89 0.89 0.90 0.88 
JSAT2  JSAT 0.89 0.89 0.90 0.89 0.89 
JSAT1  JSAT 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 
GADJ3  GADJ 0.70 0.69 0.70 0.69 0.72 
GADJ2  GADJ 0.70 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.70 
GADJ1  GADJ 0.76 0.79 0.78 0.79 0.77 
IADJ4  IADJ 0.85 0.86 0.87 0.86 0.87 
IADJ3  IADJ 0.84 0.83 0.83 0.82 0.83 
IADJ2  IADJ 0.83 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.85 
IADJ1  IADJ 0.75 0.73 0.75 0.75 0.74 
WADJ3  WADJ 0.89 0.88 0.88 0.89 0.87 
WADJ2  WADJ 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.95 
WADJ1  WADJ 0.69 0.68 0.69 0.68 0.68 
OCBI3  OCBI 0.65 0.66 0.65 0.65 0.65 
OCBO3  OCBO 0.47 0.50 0.50 0.49 0.50 
OCBO2  OCBO 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.42 0.49 
OCBO1  OCBO 0.49 0.43 0.44 0.42 0.44 
OC4  OC 0.64 0.65 0.64 0.64 0.65 
OC3  OC 0.71 0.70 0.73 0.72 0.71 
OC2  OC 0.71 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.69 
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(Appendix G continued) 
 

Indicators  Factor Impt1 Impt2 Impt3 Impt4 Impt5 
OC1  OC 0.81 0.81 0.79 0.81 0.81 
OCBI2  OCBI 0.75 0.76 0.74 0.76 0.75 
OCBI1  OCBI 0.49 0.45 0.46 0.50 0.48 
OCOL3  OCOL 0.81 0.80 0.81 0.80 0.80 
OCOL2  OCOL 0.77 0.78 0.76 0.75 0.76 
OCOL1  OCOL 0.74 0.73 0.71 0.71 0.73 
COL.int3  COL.int 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.40 0.43 
COL.int2  COL.int 0.51 0.51 0.53 0.56 0.49 
COL.int1  COL.int 0.61 0.63 0.59 0.60 0.62 
HCCR.int1  HCCR.int 0.95 0.95 0.93 0.96 0.93 
HCCR1  HCCR 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
LANG1  LANG 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Note. Impt1 = imputed data set 1, Impt2 = imputed data set 2, and so on. The factor loadings 
under each column based on model tested on the corresponding imputed data set. . JSAT = job 
satisfaction; GADJ = general adjustment; IADJ = interaction adjustment; WADJ = work 
adjustment; OC = organizational commitment; CON = Conscientiousness; AGR = Agreeableness, 
OCBI = organizational citizenship behavior toward individuals; OCBO = organizational 
citizenship behavior toward organization; HCCI = host-country coworker’s OCBI toward 
expatriates; TEN = tenure with the current international assignment; POS = perceived 
organizational support; LANG = local language skills; COL = collectivity orientation; OCOL = 
organizational collectivity; HCCR = host-country coworker ratio in work unit; COL.int = the 
interaction term between collectivity orientation and organizational collectivism; HCCR.int  = the 
interaction term between interaction adjustment and host-country coworker ratio in work unit.
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Appendix H 
 

Table 23 
 
Self-rated OCB: Results of the Isolated Mediation Analyses 
Predictor  Criterion Bootstrapping results 
   Unstandardized 
   퐵 SE p 퐵퐶  퐵퐶  푃퐶  푃퐶  
AGR  OCBI .05 .017 .005 .023 .097 .016 .081 
HCCI  OCBI .02 .006 .003 .008 .032 .007 .031 
LANG  OCBI .01 .005 .015 .005 .023 .004 .022 
POS  OCBI .03 .019 .081 .000 .075 -.003 .072 
CON  OCBO .06 .024 .009 .031 .113 .025 .103 
POS  OCBO .04 .021 .081 .005 .083 .006 .084 
          
   Standardized 
   훽̅ SE P 퐵퐶  퐵퐶  푃퐶  푃퐶  
AGR  OCBI .03 .011 .002 .016 .062 .012 .055 
HCCI  OCBI .04 .012 .001 .020 .071 .018 .066 
LANG  OCBI .03 .011 .009 .011 .055 .010 .053 
POS  OCBI .07 .040 .070 .001 .163 -.006 .155 
CON  OCBO .05 .016 .004 .024 .077 .020 .072 
POS  OCBO .14 .055 .011 .025 .241 .031 .246 

Note. 퐵 = average unstandardized indirect regression weights; 훽̅= average standardized indirect 
regression weights; SE = standard errors associated with regression weights; p = two tailed 
significance;  퐵퐶 = bias corrected confidence interval; 푃퐶 = percentile confidence interval. 
Subscripts L and U respectively correspond to lower and upper limits. The results are based on 
1000 bootstrap samples. 
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Appendix I 
Table 30 
Multigroup Moderation Analyses Results: Pairwise Comparison between Standardized 
Regression Weights of High and Low Cultural and Work Similarity Subgroups.  
   General CS  Objective CS  Work S. 
Y  X 훽̅  훽̅  

 
훽̅  훽̅  

 
훽̅  훽̅  

JSAT  AGR .10 -.04 
 

.00 .08 
 

.04 .05 
GADJ  AGR .11 .17 

 
.16 .12 

 
.11 .15 

IADJ  AGR .14 .12 
 

.12 .14 
 

.08 .16 
OCBI  AGR .52 .42 

 
.40 .46 

 
.43 .43 

OCBO  COL .11 -.02 
 

.04 .08 
 

-.03 .10 
OCBI  COL .15 .33 

 
.24 .31 

 
.23 .30 

OCBI  COL.int .11 -.05 
 

.04 .09 
 

.04 .08 
OCBO  COL.int .13 -.06 

 
.01 .10 

 
.15 -.05 

JSAT  CON .04 .05 
 

.04 .02 
 

.12 -.05 
WADJ  CON .16 .12 

 
.14 .12 

 
.11 .15 

OCBO  CON .32 .70 
 

.49 .56 
 

.57 .45 
OCBI  GADJ -.05 .03 

 
.09 -.06 

 
.03 -.01 

OCBO  GADJ .13 .02 
 

.07 .04 
 

.07 .02 
IADJ  HCCI .14 .15 

 
.14 .15 

 
.13 .18 

OCBI  HCCI .22 .09 
 

.19 .08 
 

.14 .17 
OCBI  HCCR -.06 -.08 

 
-.07 -.04 

 
-.09 -.03 

OCBI  HCCR.int .02 -.06 
 

-.05 -.03 
 

.02 -.09 
OCBI  IADJ .02 .13 

 
.06 .10 

 
.10 .07 

OCBI  JSAT -.07 -.12 
 

-.14 -.06 
 

-.06 -.13 
OCBO  JSAT .20 .15 

 
.14 .25 

 
.11 .22 

IADJ  LANG .07 .12 
 

.11 .08 
 

.08 .10 
OCBI  LANG .05 -.07 

 
-.02 -.02 

 
-.06 .03 

OCBO  OC -.12 -.03 
 

-.24 -.02 
 

.02 -.18 
OCBI  OC .05 .12 

 
-.02 .13 

 
.07 .09 

OCBI  OCOL -.05 -.14 
 

-.09 -.09 
 

-.03 -.16 
OCBO  OCOL .11 .06 

 
.23 .00 

 
.27 .03 

OC  POS .49 .54 
 

.54 .50 
 

.47 .54 
JSAT  POS .60 .57 

 
.58 .60 

 
.56 .59 

OCBO  POS .08 -.08 
 

-.02 -.03 
 

-.10 .01 
OCBI  POS -.01 .11 

 
.06 .05 

 
.01 .08 

JSAT  TEN .00 .05 
 

-.02 .06 
 

.01 .02 
OC  TEN .12 .11 

 
.11 .10 

 
.07 .15 

WADJ  TEN -.04 -.03 
 

-.05 -.03 
 

-.05 -.03 
IADJ  TEN -.03 -.05 

 
-.05 -.03 

 
-.02 -.06 

GADJ  TEN .08 .04 
 

.08 .03 
 

.08 .03 
OCBO  TEN -.09 -.11 

 
-.08 -.08 

 
-.10 -.07 

OCBI  TEN -.08 -.04 
 

-.04 -.07 
 

-.05 -.06 
OCBI  WADJ .13 .13 

 
.12 .10 

 
.14 .08 

OCBO  WADJ .04 .22 
 

.13 .14 
 

.13 .17 
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Note. X = predictor variable; Y = predicted variable; 훽̅  and 훽̅  are average standardized 
regression weights respectively for high and low similarity groups; JSAT = job satisfaction; 
GADJ = general adjustment; IADJ = interaction adjustment; WADJ = work adjustment; OC = 
organizational commitment; CON = Conscientiousness; AGR = agreeableness, OCBI = 
organizational citizenship behavior toward individuals; OCBO = organizational citizenship 
behavior toward organization; HCCI = host-country coworker’s OCBI toward expatriates; TEN 
= tenure with the current international assignment; POS = perceived organizational support; 
LANG = local language skills; COL = collectivity orientation; OCOL = organizational 
collectivity; HCCR = host-country coworker ratio in work unit; COL.int = the interaction term 
between collectivity orientation and organizational collectivism; HCCR.int  = the interaction 
term between interaction adjustment and host-country coworker ratio in work unit. 
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APPENDIX J 

Main Study Survey 

CF Study Title: Antecedents of Expatriates’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior:  Expatriate 
Adjustment and Job Attitudes as Mediators and Cultural Similarity as the Moderator    

Principal Investigator: Frederick L. Oswald PhD. Department of Psychology, Rice University, 
6100 Main Street – MS25, Houston, TX, 77005, foswald@rice.edu.    

Other Investigator(s): Seydahmet Ercan, Department of Psychology, Rice University, 
seyd@rice.edu.   

Rice University IRB Protocol Number:13 259E 

_________________________________________________________________   

Purpose of this Study  

The purpose of the study is to explore these antecedents of expatriates’ organizational citizenship 
behavior performance and provide the literature with a theoretical framework regarding how the 
distal (e.g., personality) and proximal antecedents (e.g., expatriate adjustment) interact with each 
other to affect expatriates' OCB performance.    

Procedures  

 You will be asked to participate in an online survey and answer questions relating to your job, 
life, and experiences in your host country. Research design requires collecting data from your 
coworkers about your behaviors in the job. Therefore you will be asked to provide names and e-
mail addresses of your coworkers (up to four coworkers).   The estimated duration of your study 
participation is approximately 20 minutes.     

Participant Requirements    

Participant should be an expatriate assigned to work in a foreign country and over 18 years of 
age.     

Risks  

The risks and discomfort associated with participation in this study are no greater than those 
ordinarily encountered in daily life or during a conversation with a friend about your experience 
of the host culture. The reasonably conceivable risks or discomforts are that questions assessing 
your experiences with your job, life, and adjustment to the conditions in the host country may 
induce anxiety and stress.    

Benefits  

There may be no personal benefit from your participation in the study but the knowledge received 
may be of value to humanity.      

Compensation & Costs  

You will be given an opportunity to participate in a raffle for iPad Mini©. There will be no cost 
to you if you participate in this study.     
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Confidentiality  

By participating in the study, you understand and agree that Rice University may be required to 
disclose your consent form, data and other personally identifiable information as required by law, 
regulation, subpoena or court order.  Otherwise, your confidentiality will be maintained in the 
following manner:   Your data and consent form will be kept separate. Your consent form will be 
stored in a locked location on Rice University property and will not be disclosed to third parties. 
By participating, you understand and agree that the data and information gathered during this 
study may be used by Rice University and published and/or disclosed by Rice University to 
others outside of Rice University.  However, your name, address, contact information and other 
direct personal identifiers in your consent form will not be mentioned by Rice University in any 
such publication or dissemination of the research data and/or results.     The research team will 
take the following steps to protect participants’ identities during this study: (1) Each participant 
will be assigned a number; (2) The researchers will record any data collected during the study by 
number, not by name; (3) Any original recordings or data files will be stored on a secured 
computer accessed only by authorized researchers; (4) Your name and e-mail address will never 
be shared with any 3rd parties and it will be used only to inform you about the result of the raffle 
draw and to contact you if the researchers have some follow up questions.   

Rights  

Your participation is voluntary.  You are free to stop your participation at any point.  Refusal to 
participate or withdrawal of your consent or discontinued participation in the study will not result 
in any penalty or loss of benefits or rights to which you might otherwise be entitled.  The 
Principal Investigator may at his/her discretion remove you from the study for any of a number of 
reasons.  In such an event, you will not suffer any penalty or loss of benefits or rights which you 
might otherwise be entitled.    

Right to Ask Questions & Contact Information  

If you have any questions about this study, you should feel free to ask them now.  If you have 
questions later, desire additional information, or wish to withdraw your participation please 
contact the Principal Investigator by mail, phone or e-mail in accordance with the contact 
information listed on the first page of this consent.     If you have questions pertaining to your 
rights as a research participant; or to report objections to this study, you should contact Vicki 
Colvin at Rice University.  Email: vpr@rice.edu or Telephone: 713-348-2702.      
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Voluntary Consent    

By clicking “Yes”, you agree that the above information has been explained to you and all your 
current questions have been answered.  You understand that you may ask questions about any 
aspect of this research study during the course of the study and in the future.  By clicking “Yes” 
below, you agree to participate in this research study.   

 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 

 

S1 Are you currently assigned to work in a foreign country? 

 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 

 

S2 I certify that I am over 18 years of age. 

 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
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Q3 The following phrases describe people's behaviors. Please use the rating scale below to 
describe how accurately each statement describes you. 

 Very 
inaccurate 

(1) 

Inaccurate 
(2) 

Neither 
inaccurate 

nor 
accurate 

(3) 

Accurate 
(4) 

Very 
accurate 

(5) 

I am the life of the party. (1)           
I sympathize with others' feelings. 
(2)           

I get chores done right away. (3)           
I have frequent mood swings. (4)           
I have a vivid imagination. (5)           
I don't talk a lot. (6)           
I am not interested in other 
people's problems. (7)           

I often forget to put things back in 
their proper place. (8)           

I am relaxed most of the time. (9)           
I am not interested in abstract 
ideas. (10)           

I talk a lot of different people at 
parties. (11)           

I feel others' emotions. (12)           
I like order. (13)           
I get upset easily. (14)           
I have difficulty understanding 
abstract ideas. (15)           

I keep in the background. (16)           
I am not really interested in others. 
(17)           

I make a mess of things. (18)           
I seldom feel blue. (19)           
I do not have a good imagination. 
(20)           
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Q4 The following statements concern your feelings, beliefs, and attitudes toward your home 
company. Please indicate the strength of your agreement with each statement.  

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(3) 

Agree 
(4) 

Strongly 
agree 
(5) 

This company has a great deal of personal 
meaning for me. (1)           

I feel that I have too few options to 
consider leaving this company. (2)           

I would not leave my company right now 
because I have a sense of obligation to the 
people in it. (3) 

          

I do not feel like "part of the family" at 
my company. (4)           

Too much of my life would be disrupted 
if I decided to leave my company now. 
(5) 

          

This company deserves my loyalty. (6)           
I do not feel a strong sense of "belonging" 
to my company. (7)           

It would be very hard for me to leave my 
company right now, even if I wanted to 
do. (8) 

          

I owe a great deal to my company. (9)           
I feel "emotionally attached" to this 
company. (10)           

Right now, staying with my company is a 
matter of necessity as much as desire. 
(11) 

          

I would feel guilty if I left my company 
now. (12)           
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Q5 Please indicate how you perceive your adjustment to the following conditions of the host 
country (the country where you are currently working) and the school where you are currently 
working at. 

 Very 
less (1) 

Less (2) Somewhat 
(3) 

Much 
(4) 

Very 
much (5) 

Cost of living (1)           
Entertainment/recreation opportunities 
(2)           

Food (3)           
Health care facilities (4)           
Housing conditions (5)           
Living conditions in general (6)           
Shopping (7)           
Interacting with host nationals on a 
day-to-day basis (8)           

Interacting with host nationals outside 
of work (9)           

Speaking with host nationals (10)           
Socializing with host nationals (11)           
Performance standards and 
expectations in the school (12)           

Specific teaching responsibilities (13)           
Supervisory responsibilities (14)           
 

Q6 Now, consider the problems and difficulties you have experienced when you are trying to 
adjust to the host country and the host organization. How difficult it is for you to adjust to: 

 Very 
difficult 

(1) 

Difficult 
(2) 

Neither 
difficult 
nor easy 

(3) 

Easy 
(4) 

Very 
easy (5) 

The general living conditions of your 
host country? (1)           

Interacting with host country 
citizens? (2)           

The general work settings of the 
school you are currently working at? 
(3) 
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Q7 Consider the following items describing the things you are experiencing in your daily life in 
the United States. Please rate how similar or different these things are compared to Turkey. 

 Very 
different 

(1) 

Different 
(2) 

Somewhat 
different (3) 

Somewhat 
similar (4) 

Similar 
(5) 

Very 
similar 

(6) 
Climate (1)             
Everyday customs that must 
be followed (2)             

General housing conditions 
(3)             

General living conditions (4)             
Quality and type of foods (5)             
Transportation system (6)             
Using health care facilities 
(7)             

General living cost (8)             
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Q8 Think of your job in general. All in all, what is it like most of the time?  

Select "Yes" if it describes your job   
Select "No" if it does not describe your job   
Select "?" if you cannot decide 

 Yes (1) No (2) ? (3) 
Pleasant (1)       
Bad (2)       
Great (3)       
Waste of time (4)       
Good (5)       
Undesirable (6)       
Worthwhile (7)       
Worse than most (8)       
Acceptable (9)       
Superior (10)       
Batter than most (11)       
Disagreeable (12)       
Makes me content (13)       
Inadequate (14)       
Excellent (15)       
Rotten (16)       
Enjoyable (17)       
Poor (18)       
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Q9 Think about the relationship between you and your home company in general. Please indicate 
the strength of your agreement with each of the following statements describing this relationship. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neither 
agree nor 

disagree (3) 

Agree (4) Strongly 
agree 
(5) 

The company has taken care of 
me financially. (1)           

The company takes an interest in 
my career. (2)           

The company has shown an 
interest in my family's well-
being. (3) 

          

The financial incentives and 
allowances provided to me by 
the company are good. (4) 

          

The company considers my 
goals when making decisions 
about my career. (5) 

          

The company has provided my 
family with enough assistance to 
help them adjust to the foreign 
country. (6) 

          

I have received generous 
financial support from the 
company. (7) 

          

I feel that the company cares 
about my career development. 
(8) 

          

The company has provided me 
with many opportunities to ease 
the transition to the foreign 
country. (9) 

          

I cannot complain about the 
financial benefits associated with 
my expatriate assignment. (10) 

          

The company keeps me 
informed about career 
opportunities available within 
the company. (11) 

          

Help is available within the 
company whenever I have 
questions or concerns about 
living in the foreign country. 
(12) 
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Q10 Read each of the following statements below and select the response that you believe 
indicates best how well these statements describe you. 

 Does 
not 

describe 
me at 
all (1) 

Does 
not 

describe 
me very 
well (2) 

Describes 
me 

somewhat 
(3) 

Describes 
me well 

(4) 

Describes 
me very 
well (5) 

I often do "my own thing." (1)           
The well-being of my coworkers is 
important to me. (2)           

One should live one's life 
independently of others. (3)           

If a coworker gets a prize, I would 
feel proud. (4)           

I like my privacy. (5)           
If a relative were in financial 
difficulty, I would help within my 
means. (6) 

          

I prefer to be direct and forthright 
when discussing with people. (7)           

It is important to maintain harmony 
within my group. (8)           

I am a unique individual. (9)           
I like sharing little things with my 
neighbors. (10)           

What happens to me is my own 
doing. (11)           

I feel good when I cooperate with 
others. (12)           

When I succeed, it is usually because 
of my abilities. (13)           

My happiness depends very much on 
the happiness of those around me. 
(14) 

          

I enjoy being unique and different 
from others in many ways. (15)           

To me, pleasure is spending time 
with others. (16)           
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Q11 Your host country coworkers are your work friend who are citizens of the host country. The 
following statements concern your host country coworkers' work-related behaviors toward you. 
Please indicate the strength of your agreement with each statement. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(3) 

Agree 
(4) 

Strongly 
agree 
(5) 

My host country coworkers cover me 
when I am absent from work. (1)           

My host country coworkers help me when 
I have heavy workloads. (2)           

My host country coworkers take time to 
listen my problems and worries. (3)           

My host country coworkers take personal 
interests in my well-being. (4)           

My host country coworkers pass along 
work-related information to me. (5)           

My host country coworkers go out of their 
way to help me. (6)           
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Q12   Consider the following items describing the things you are experiencing in your work life 
in your host country. Compared to your home organization (the company which assigned you to 
work overseas), how are the working conditions in your host organization? 

 Much 
more 
(1) 

More 
(2) 

Somewhat 
more (3) 

Equal/   
Equally 

(4) 

Somewhat 
less (5) 

Less 
(6) 

Much 
less 
(7) 

Employees participate 
frequently in decision-
making. (1) 

              

Employees are expected 
to be outspoken. (2)               

Employees are given 
encouragement to 
express their ideas. (3) 

              

Emphasis is placed on 
punctuality. (4)               

Emphasis is placed on 
company rules and 
regulations. (5) 

              

Emphasis is placed on 
meeting deadlines. (6)               

There is cooperation 
between employees. (7)               

Employees are 
considerate of each other. 
(8) 

              

Employees are likely to 
help each other. (9)               

Employees treat each 
other with respect. (10)               

The organization is 
ethnically diverse. (11)               

The organization is 
culturally diverse. (12)               
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Q13 The following statements concern the culture of your host company. Please indicate the 
strength of your agreement with each statement.  

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 
(3) 

Agree 
(4) 

Strongly 
agree 
(5) 

Management and supervisors are 
protective of and generous to loyal 
workers. (1) 

          

Each worker is encouraged to realize 
his or her own unique potential. (2)           

Decisions about changes in work 
methods are taken jointly by 
supervisors and employees. (3) 

          

People with good ideas make sure 
management knows the idea was 
theirs. (4) 

          

Employees are taken care of like 
members of a family. (5)           

Employees’ ability to think for 
themselves is valued. (6)           

Everyone shares responsibility for the 
organizations’ failure as well as 
success. (7) 

          

Individuals who stand out in a high 
performing group are recognized. (8)           

Regardless of hierarchical level, 
employees take each other’s views 
into consideration. (9) 

          

Employees value independence in 
their job. (10)           

Once someone is hired, the 
organization takes care of that 
person’s overall welfare. (11) 

          

Competition between employees is 
accepted. (12)           

Everyone is kept informed about 
major decisions that affect the success 
of the company. (13) 
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Q14 Following items describe a variety of organizational behavior. Please indicate, by how much, 
these items are true of you.  

 Not at 
all true 
of me 

(1) 

Not 
true of 
me  (2) 

Somewhat 
true of me 

(3) 

True 
of me 

(4) 

Very 
true of 
me (5) 

I help others who have been absent. (1)           
My attendance at work is above the norm. 
(2)           

I am able to work effectively in most 
countries. (3)           

I generally help others who have heavy 
workloads. (4)           

I always give advance notice when I am 
unable to come to work. (5)           

I have developed an understanding of the 
host national culture. (6)           

I generally take time to listen to co-workers' 
problems and worries. (7)           

I sometimes take undeserved or extended 
work breaks. (8)           

I integrate information on business 
practices from various cultural sources. (9)           

I go out of way to help new employees. 
(10)           

I spend a lot of time in personal phone 
conversations. (11)           

I developed good relationship with host 
national customers, suppliers, colleagues, 
government officials, etc. (12) 

          

I take a personal interest in the well-being 
of other employees. (13)           

I sometimes complain about insignificant or 
minor things at work. (14)           

I help host country coworkers to develop 
their knowledge, skills, and abilities. (15)           

I pass along work-related information to 
coworkers. (16)           

I adhere to informal organizational rules 
devised to maintain order. (17)           
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Q14a I will also ask from your coworkers to provide information about you regarding the above 
17 organizational behavior. Please provide below names and e-mail addresses of your coworkers. 
You can provide information about up to 4 of your coworkers. I will not share your coworkers' 
information with any third parties. 

 Name (1) E-mail (2) 
1. Coworker (1)   
2. Coworker (2)   
3. Coworker (3)   
4. Coworker (4)   

 

 

Q2b Please also provide your name below. I will use it as an identification when I ask your 
coworkers to provide information about you regarding the above 17 organizational behavior. I 
will not share your name with any third parties. 

Q15 What is your age? 

Q16 What is your gender? 

 Male (1) 
 Female (2) 

Q17 What is the name of your home country (the country where are your from)? 

Q18 What is the name of your host country (the country where you are assigned to work)? 

Q19 What is your marital status? 

 Married or living with your significant other (1) 
 Single (2) 

Q20 What is the highest education level you completed? 

 High School (1) 
 Associate degree (2) 
 Bachelor's degree (3) 
 Master's degree (4) 
 Doctorate degree (5) 
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Q21 Previous expatriate assignments: 

The number of previous expatriate assignments: (1) 
The number of years in previous expatriate assignment: (2) 

Q22 How many years and months of work experience do you have in your current host 
organization? 

Years (1) 
Months (2) 

Q23 Expatriate literature discuss that there are four purposes of expatriate assignment: technical, 
functional, developmental, and strategic. A definition of each assignment type is provided below. 
Please select the assignment type that describes your current foreign assignment best. 

 Technical assignment: The primary purpose is to do a technical job (e.g., fixing non-
operating machines). (1) 

 Functional assignment: The primary purpose is to do a specific job (e.g., identifying, 
developing, or evaluating marketing strategies) (2) 

 Developmental assignment: The primary purpose is to have expatriates develop global 
competencies. (3) 

 Strategic assignment: The primary purpose of this assignment is to fill an 
executive/managerial level position. (4) 

Q24 How many coworkers you have in your work unit? 

Q25 How many host country coworkers you have in your work unit? 

Q26 Which of the following best describes your host-country language skills? 

 Beginner (1) 
 Elementary (2) 
 Intermediate (3) 
 Advanced (4) 
 Fluent (5) 

Q27   This is the last part of the survey. Thank you very much for your participation. If you want 
to participate in the IPad Mini raffle, please provide your e-mail address below. Your e-mail 
address will never be shared with any 3rd parties and it will be used only to inform you about the 
result of the raffle draw and to contact you if the researchers have some follow up questions.                 

If you have questions pertaining to your rights as a research participant; or to report objections to 
this study, you should contact Vicki Colvin at Rice University.  Email: vpr@rice.edu or 
Telephone: 713-348-2702. 

Q28 Your e-mail address 

 


