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Organizational Citizenship Behavior in Mexico: 
A Collectivistic Perspective 

 
 

Abstract 
 
This study examined the dimensionality of the organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) in Mexico. The considered the 

collectivistic cultural background of Mexican professional employees and developed a framework based on both etic 

(universal) and emic (culturally specific) dimensions of OCB. The findings indicated that OCB in Mexico embraces eight 

dimensions. Altruism, Civic Virtue, and Sportsmanship were found to be the etic dimensions of Mexican OCB, while 

Interpersonal Harmony, Protecting Company Resources, and Professional Development were identified as emic dimensions 

for collectivistic cultures including Mexico. Last, Organizational Camaraderie and Organizational Dedication were 

recognized as emic dimensions of OCB only in Mexico. 

Key Words: OCB, Collectivism, and Mexico 

 

Introduction 

The importance of understanding organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) lies in that it not only improves 

organizational performance financially, but also helps organizations to become more successful in activities such as the 

utilization of resources, coordination of employee activities in groups, attraction and retention of best employees, and 

adaptation to environmental changes (Podsakoff et al., 2000). Vardi and Weitz (2004) estimated that the cost of negative 

work behavior in organizations in the United States is as much as $200 billion per year. Opposite to workers with negative 

behavior are those called “good soldiers”; these are employees who are very committed to their organizations and willing to 

make extra efforts to achieve organizational goals, have been accentuated as the positive assets of organizations (Bolino, 

1999; Hodson, 1991). In the past decades, researchers have found various constructive, helpful behavioral elements of OCB 

which expand beyond an employee’s task responsibilities and add substantial value to organizational operations (Organ, 

1988; Schnake, 1991; LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002; Lin et al., 2010).   

 A stream of OCB research has focused on cultures outside the U.S. and Western context (e.g., Farh, Earley, & Lin, 

1997; Farh, Zhong, & Organ, 2004; Kim, 2006; Lievens & Anseel, 2004; Paillé, 2009, 2010). Meanwhile, there have been a 

number of studies conducted cross-culturally in order to explore possible similarities and differences in OCB across borders.  

Farh, Podsakoff, and Organ (1990) conducted a study comparing Taiwan and the U.S. and found that certain OCB elements 

are salient in both countries. Organ and Lingl (1995) investigated OCB in similar cultures and found no major differences in 

OCB dimensions between American and British samples. Lam, Hui, and Law (1999) further compared two Western 



	   2	  

countries, Australia and the U.S., to two Asian countries, Hong Kong and Japan. They concluded that individuals in Hong 

Kong and Japan are more likely to consider Sportsmanship and Courtesy as in-role behaviors. This type of behavior is a 

characteristic of cultures with high-power distance and strong collectivism, such as Hong Kong and Japan (Hofstede, 2003). 

For the most part, there appears to be a direct link between the national culture and some of the variance in OCB (Farh, 

Zhong, & Organ, 2004; Paine & Organ, 2000). Lam, Hui, and Law (1999, p. 600) suggested that “. . . there may be 

performance norms (etic OCB) that transcend cultural values . . . as well as performance norms (emic OCB) that are affected 

by particular cultural values”. Farh, Earley, and Lin (1997) also held that Western and Asian countries diverge in the emic 

dimensions of OCB, suggesting both emic (culturally specific) and etic (culturally universal) dimensions of OCB to be 

further studied.   

In spite of abundant cross-cultural findings, previous research has not yet paid high attention to OCB in Latin 

America countries, such as Mexico. Economically speaking, Mexico is the second most important country in Latin America 

after Brazil, representing a quarter of Latin America’s GDP (U.S. Central Intelligence Agency, 2013). As Mexico is 

increasingly becoming a location for multinational companies, it is worthwhile to study the Mexican “good soldiers” who 

helped achieving and sustaining Mexico’s economic performance. Thus, the purpose of this study is to examine the OCB in a 

Mexican context on the basis of the emic and etic dimensions of OCB. In view of previous findings in OCB, there is a need 

to attain an inclusive understanding on which OCB dimensions will be recognized in Mexico. To investigate the etic OCB, 

this study will explore the idea upon the collectivistic cultural background of Mexican employees.  

 

Literature Review 

Liu, Rose, and Blodgett (1999) argued that people are psychologically defined by their traditions, heritages, rituals, 

customs, and religions, and each of these factors explains significant variations in the norms, morals, standards, beliefs, and 

behaviors of people. Schmeling (2001) concluded that collectivism/individualism, one of Hofstede’s (1980) five cultural 

dimensions, can differentiate most of the national cultures across the world. Western societies, including U.S., U.K., and 

Australia, are categorized into the individualistic culture. On the other hand, Asian and Latin American countries, such as 

China, Korea, and Mexico, tend to have high collectivistic tendencies (Hofstede, 1980; Hui & Triandis, 1986; Triandis, 

1995). 

Previous research regarded collectivism as an underlying cultural reason in establishing and distinguishing between-

culture differences (Earley, 1993; Hui & Triandis, 1986; Kim et al., 1994). According to Earley (1998), a collectivistic 

culture is usually associated with conformity, obedience, and dependability. By the same token, Van Dyne et al. (2000) 

suggested that collectivist societies put their personal interests behind group interests to the point of sacrificing personal 
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interests in order to contribute to the welfare of the group even though such help might not directly relate to their individual 

benefit. The concept of collectivism helps to explain how members of a group view themselves, and how they treat others in 

the group (Gudykunst, 1998).   

Conflict and Harmony 

Wheeler, Reis, and Bond (1989) suggested that one of the noticeable characteristics of collectivists is that they like 

to distinguish between the in-group and the out-group. Steers and Sanchez-Runde (2002) argued that national cultures which 

encourage collectivism over individual interests strongly affect how individuals think and behave in the working 

environment. For instance, Leung (1988) found that the Chinese were more prompt than Americans in engaging in conflict 

with a stranger but very unlikely with an in-group member. That is, in getting group acceptance, individuals’ harmonious 

relationships with other in-group individuals are crucial. Farh, Zhong, and Organ (2004) pointed out that “interactions with 

the group would diffuse organizational and personal roles, and preservation of harmony would be critical” (p. 250). Thus, 

employees in a collectivistic culture are usually encouraged to pursue interpersonal harmony and identify themselves as 

interconnected with others in the group. On the other hand, certain interpersonal conflict in Western countries can be viewed 

as “constructive, bounded, and task focused” (Farh, Zhong, & Organ, 2004, p. 244). Although there is only a small risk for 

interpersonal conflict to expand in a group in individualistic societies, conflict is more likely to grow to the point that it 

endangers the capability of the entire organization (Farh, Zhong, & Organ, 2004).  

As a result, collectivistic societies would value harmony-enhancing environments over confrontational actions 

(Leung, 1987). In addition, employees in individualistic cultures prefer the direct communication approach, whereas those 

from collectivistic cultures prefer a conflict-avoidance approach, sometimes by the use of mediation methods (Leung, 1988; 

Ting-Toomey, Trubisky, & Nishida, 1989). When conflict occurs, employees in individualistic cultures tend to use active, 

aggressive, and confrontational tactics in dealing with conflicts in working environments, whereas individuals in 

collectivistic cultures are expected to use passive, participating, and avoiding tactics in order to avoid conflicts (Ting-Toomey 

et al., 1991). Further evidence was provided by Ohbuchi, Fukushima, and Tedeschi (1999); they found that, unlike 

individualistic Americans who are more likely to justify the causes of conflict, the collectivistic Japanese would rather focus 

more on relationship goals than initiate conflict. Thus, collectivistic societies tend to perceive avoidance of conflict as 

functional and appropriate (Kirkbride, Tang, & Westwood, 1991). In addition, previous studies have shown that members 

from collectivistic cultures tend to believe that social harmony and positive interpersonal relationships are more important 

outcomes than monetary rewards and wealth (Chen, 1995; Chen, Meindl, & Hui, 1998; Bolino & Turnley, 2008). These 

findings mirror Triandis’ (1989) remark that collectivism determines the central value and social behaviors of many societies 

including Latin American countries. 
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Collectivism and OCB  

National culture is significantly correlated with role definition in the working environment (Moorman & Blakely, 

1995). Thus, what underlies extra-role or in-role behavior at work differs across cultures (Gelfand, Erez, & Aycan, 2007). 

The association between collectivism and OCB can help further understand employees’ perceived relationships with their 

organization as well as group culture and norms (Moorman, 1993; Organ & Ryan, 1995). In previous studies, employees 

from collectivistic cultures, such as Chinese and Japanese, are more likely to consider their work-related behavior in line with 

their organizational tasks than their Western, individualistic counterparts (Lam, Hui, & Law, 1999; Paine & Organ, 2000; 

Blakely, Srivastava, & Moorman, 2005). Moorman and Blakely (1995) considered collectivism a potential predictor of OCB, 

and found that employees with collectivistic values perform a greater level of OCB than their counterparts in an 

individualistic society do. Munene (1995) argued that OCB in collectivistic societies tend to stress in-role duties, whereas 

persons in individualistic cultures are more likely to perform extra-role or what is known as “beyond the job description” (p. 

117).   

Furthermore, Moorman and Blankely (1995) and Lam, Hui, and Law (1999) found that employees with very 

collectivistic values are more prone to exhibit OCB toward peers. Similarly, Organ and Payne (1999) insisted that individuals 

in a collectivistic society “tend to favor interdependence, loyalty and helping, all of which are reminiscent of OCB-like 

behavior” (p. 250). An additional characteristic of collectivistic societies is that the members are more open to interpersonal 

interaction (Karambayya, 1991). According to Clugston, Howell, and Dorfman (2000), collectivists are more willing to show 

their group initiatives because of a higher regard for the workgroup. Overall, previous literature in OCB is consistent with the 

notion in socio-cultural analysis that collectivistic employees are more concerned about interpersonal harmony within their 

group (Triandis, 1995).   

 

Research Framework 

Conventional OCB  

The dimensionality of OCB has been intensively investigated by previous research. Through several meta-analyses 

in the OCB literature (e.g., Organ, 1988; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff et al., 2000; LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002; 

Schnake, 1991), researchers of OCB have focused on the various well-known dimensions and predictors. In general, OCB 

researchers usually measure at least some of the dimensions across studies (LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002). Among the 

shared dimensions, Organ’s (1988) five dimensions are helpful in studying OCB across different cultures.   

RQ1: Does OCB in Mexico include Altruism, Civic Virtue, Conscientiousness, Courtesy, and Sportsmanship? 
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OCB in the Maquila Industry  

According to researchers, culture is one of the main factors that affect OCB dimensions in a specific location (e.g., 

Clugston, Howell, & Dorfman, 2000; Farh, Earley, & Lin, 1997; Farh, Zhong, & Organ, 2004; Moorman, 1993; Moorman & 

Blakely, 1995). LePine, Erez, and Johnson (2002) argued that it is probable that there are definite unidentified cultural 

behaviors in the workplace (e.g., nurturing collegiate relationships) that might help identify different OCB dimensions.  

Ortiz (2000) completed an original study involving the Mexico-U.S. border-based maquila manufacturing sector. 

With a focus on the maquila workforce population on the border between Mexico and the U.S., Ortiz (2000) came up with 

several previously undiscovered dimensions of OCB: Organizational Camaraderie, Organizational Sincerity, and Professional 

Development. The Professional Development dimension was not only identified by Ortiz (2000), but also later recognized by 

Farh, Zhong, and Organ (2004) in a study done in China which they labeled Self-Training. Ortiz’s (2000) research explored 

the indigenous OCB dimensions in a Mexico-U.S. border culture setting and considered them unique (emic) rather than 

universal (etic) as in other cultures already studied. In his study, he also found some OCB dimensions from previous studies 

by Organ (1988) and Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1989) on the Western cultures. Thus, based on the knowledge from this 

approach, we think these indigenous dimensions can serve as a basis for the emic OCB dimensions in Mexico.   

RQ2: Does OCB in Mexico include Organizational Camaraderie, Organizational Sincerity, and Professional 

Development? 

OCB in Collectivistic Cultures   

Based on the Chinese cultural values of in-group collectivism, Farh, Zhong, and Organ (2004) uncovered two OCB 

dimensions and called them Interpersonal Harmony and Protecting Company Resources. According to Farh, Zhong, and 

Organ (2004, p. 241) “. . . Chinese formulation of OCB differs from that in the West, and is embedded in its unique social 

and cultural context”. Studies have concluded that collectivistic societies, such as the Chinese, tend to engage OCB in a 

different way. Since collectivistic members would be less likely to initiate disagreement, they would appreciate gestures that 

keep harmony and avoid potential conflict (Bond et al., 1985). For example, Protecting Company Resources would be left to 

the employee’s discretion (extra-role) in their culture. According to Farh, Zhong, and Organ (2004), the Chinese 

conceptualize the OCB dimension of Protecting Company Resources by using personal resources (e.g., information and 

social capital) to help the organization and to protect the firm from disaster (e.g., fire or flood). This OCB dimension has not 

been identified in the etic OCB literature (e.g., Podsakoff et al., 2000). Thus, given the collectivistic cultural similarities 

between Asian and Mexican people, we think that the OCB emic dimensions found in Asian collectivistic countries, namely, 

Interpersonal Harmony and Protecting Company Resources, may also appear in collectivistic Mexican employees.   

RQ3: Does OCB in Mexico include Interpersonal Harmony and Protecting Company Resources? 
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Method 

Ten different OCB dimensions are included in our research framework. In this section, we continue by refining the 

OCB scale in the Mexican context in order to assess the dimensionality, validity, and reliability following Churchill’s (1979) 

suggested procedures for developing better measures.  

Qualitative Data 

We first employed qualitative interviews to examine the OCB of Mexican corporate employees. Thirty-five Mexican 

professional employees working in various Mexican states were chosen for the qualitative study. In order to obtain rich 

information, the Mexican employees chosen in the qualitative study belonged to several industries and have varied levels in 

management. In a one-month period, in-depth interviews were conducted. The central question of the interviews was about 

the personal beliefs related to OCB in their own work settings. To ensure consistency, identical procedures are used for the 

interviews (Yin, 1988). We used open-ended questions and encouraged the participants to elaborate on their experiences. 

Each interview lasted about two hours. The interviews were transcribed for conceptual analysis (Eisenhardt, 1989). In the 

analysis, we found that all the ten OCB dimensions identified in our research framework have been mentioned by the 

participants in the qualitative interviews, providing preliminary support to the theoretical framework.  

Sampling Procedure 

The next step involved the testing of the dimensionality of the OCB in Mexico. Podsakoff and colleagues (2000) 

suggested that job autonomy should be taken into consideration in sample selection in OCB-related studies, for the reason 

that freedom to make decisions in one’s job is relevant to the decision on whether to engage in OCB. Therefore, employees 

with a high level of job autonomy were the target in our data collection. We purposefully targeted administrative employees 

who had relatively flexible prescribed roles that allow them to perform extra-role activities such as OCB. These 

administrative employees came from the following categories: first-line supervisors, management professionals, and 

technical administrators at both senior and junior levels.   

We recruited participants in the shopping center management industry (land acquisition, design, security, cleaning, 

maintenance, marketing, financing, leasing, legal services, and management). Following previous statistical guidelines (Hair 

et al., 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), we chose to target a total of 300 Mexican employees in the selected industry based 

on alpha level, desired statistical power, and the specific multivariate method to be used. Thus, a total of 300 Mexicans were 

directly contacted for this purpose, and 215 surveys were retuned in a three-month period, resulting in a 72% response rate. 

Out of these 215 surveys, 200 were usable questionnaires. To test for non-response bias, we contacted 6 non-respondents and 

found that the unanimous reason was no time for filling out the survey. 
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Constructs and Measurement 

In the questionnaire, we included constructs for the ten OCB dimensions present in the research framework. Five of 

these dimensions, Altruism, Civic Virtue, Conscientiousness, Courtesy, and Sportsmanship, were created on the basis of 

Organ (1988). Organizational Camaraderie, Professional Development, and Organizational Sincerity were adapted from Ortiz 

(2000). Two additional dimensions, Interpersonal Harmony and Protecting Company Resources, were adapted from Farh, 

Zhong, and Organ (2004). Each of the ten OCB constructs was measured on a four-item scale, except for the construct of 

Protecting Company Resources, which was measured by a three-item scale. Thus, the combined OCB scale consisted of 39 

items. The participants were asked to rate their own perceptions about other employees in their company, on each of the 

scales listed below, by using a six-point Likert-type scale which ranges from “Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” 

(6). The measurement items are provided in the Appendix. Cronbach’s alphas for the ten constructs are all greater than 0.70, 

establishing internal reliability as suggested by Nunnally and Bernstein (1994).  

The questionnaire was first written in English and subsequently translated into Spanish with a back-translation 

technique to ensure cross-cultural equivalence as suggested by Werner and Campbell (1970). Furthermore, back-translation 

will be done using an interactive approach to minimize translation error (Brislin, 1980). The accuracy of the translation was 

confirmed by competent bilinguals (Brislin, Lonner, & Thorndike, 1973).  

Statistical Analysis 

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed in order to examine dimensionality using the Mexican sample. 

Factor loadings were taken into consideration for high stability and to maintain homogeneity as suggested by Singleton and 

Straits (2005). This helps not only to purify the scale, but also to maintain its parsimonious psychometric properties. 

  

Results 

Before Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted, Measure of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) and Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy were performed. The results indicated that the 39 items were appropriate for 

EFA. Generalized Least Squares was employed as the method for factor extraction due to the potential threat of normality 

(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Varimax rotation was selected because of its ability in facilitating the interpretation of the 

factor matrix (Hair et al., 2006). In the EFA, factors with multiple items having item loadings of 0.50 or better were 

considered desirable (Osborne & Costello, 2009), and a solution accounting for at least 60 percent of the total variance was 

considered satisfactory (Hair et al., 2006).   

The initial EFA resulted in ten factors accounting for 72.21% of the variance. Nevertheless, factor ten did not load 

any item with factor loadings above 0.50, and factor nine only loaded one item with acceptable factor loading. Among the 39 
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items, 10 had factor loadings below 0.30 on any of the factors. Thus, we proceeded by removing the 10 items from further 

analysis. EFA was performed again, this time with eight factors to extract. The total variance explained was 69.05%. All the 

items loaded to particular factors with factor loadings above 0.50. Factor one loaded eight items and factor eight loaded two 

items. The results for the other factors became more parsimonious. The final EFA results are summarized in Table 1.   

-------------------------------------- 

Table 1 is about here. 

-------------------------------------- 

The results revealed that three etic OCB dimensions, Altruism, Civic Virtue, and Sportsmanship, were underlying 

dimensions in the Mexican context. Two emic dimensions based on the Mexico-U.S. border maquila industry, Organizational 

Camaraderie and Professional Development, were found to be underlying OCB dimensions for Mexican employees. Two 

OCB dimensions previously identified for other collectivistic cultures, namely, Interpersonal Harmony and Protecting 

Company Resources, were also underlying dimensions for Mexican professional employees. Meanwhile, the dimension of 

Conscientiousness was not shown to be an underlying dimension. Factor one loaded eight items, three from Organizational 

Sincerity, four from Courtesy, and one from Professional Development.   

 

Discussion of Results 

In this study, we attempted to examine the OCB dimensions in Mexico by combining OCB dimensions found in the 

maquila industry (Ortiz, 2000), OCB dimensions found in other collectivistic cultures (Farh, Zhong, & Organ, 2004), and the 

emic OCB dimensions (Lam et al., 1999; Lievens et al., 2004; Organ, 1988). Our EFA results revealed a total of eight 

dimensions in the Mexican setting.  

Factor one loaded a total of eight items that come from different origins. More specifically, four items came from 

Ortiz’s scale (2000) based on the maquila industry. Among them, three items came from Organizational Sincerity and one 

came from Professional Development. The last four items, however, came from Organ’s (1988) original OCB dimension of 

Courtesy. According to the conceptual definition, Organizational Sincerity is an employee’s desire to take responsibility and 

demonstrate faithfulness to the firm and to its objectives (Ortiz, 2000). On the other hand, Courtesy is defined as positive 

behaviors with other workers in the firm, such as sharing information and giving advance notice of possible outcomes 

(Organ, 1988). Thus, factor one was named Organizational Dedication which clearly reflects the characteristics of both 

original dimensions.   

Factor two favorably loaded three out of four items that were designed to measure the OCB dimension of Altruism. 

According to the definition (Organ, 1988), this discretionary behavior aims at helping certain people in a firm with relevant 



	   9	  

tasks. Thus, our study found that Altruism is an etic (universal) dimension found in Mexican professional employees when 

compared to their Western and Asian counterparts. 

Factor three strongly loaded all the four items that were designed to capture the dimension of Sportsmanship. This 

particular dimension was transformed by Ortiz (2000) to a maquila setting due to the differences. Thus, this study confirmed 

that the Sportsmanship dimension share commonality with that in Western societies.   

Factor four was composed of two items from Civic Virtue and one item from Altruism. Civic Virtue is about the 

engagement that the workers demonstrate in the political life of the organization (Organ, 1988). For example, employees 

keep up with the firm’s meetings, internal e-mails, announcements, etc. However, the Altruism question that loaded to this 

dimension is very similar to the above activities as it relates to internal organizational politics. Thus, Civic Virtue has been 

determined to be an etic (universal) dimension in the Mexican context as well as in the Western and the Asian environments. 

Factor five loaded all the three items that were designed to capture the Asian OCB of Protecting Company 

Resources. The inclusion of this OCB dimension originated in an Asian context was mainly because of cultural forces. In an 

emerging economy that belongs to collectivistic culture, employees would conserve company resources such as supplies and 

electricity due to the scarcity of resources (Farh, Zhong, & Organ, 2004). We found a similar notion in a Mexican context. 

Thus, Protecting Company Resources can be seen as a common OCB dimension in collectivistic cultures. 

Factor six effectively loaded three out of four items that were designed to capture the emic OCB dimension of 

Interpersonal Harmony. As in the above dimension, this OCB dimension was also first recognized in Asia. The investigation 

of this dimension in a Latin American country was the first of its kind. The result demonstrated that “good soldier” Mexican 

employees engage in routine behaviors that would pursue harmony and relationship goals rather than initiate conflict such as 

engaging in confrontational tactics (e.g., direct communication) (Ting-Toomey et al., 1991). Thus, this dimension is shown to 

be a common dimension in collectivistic cultures.  

Factor seven was composed of two items from the emic dimension of Personal Development and one item from the 

etic dimension of Conscientiousness. The definition of Personal Development, according to Ortiz (2000), is the employee’s 

aspiration to advance in his or her job-related education for the benefit of the organization even if the monetary resources 

come from the employee. It is partially in line with the concept of Conscientiousness in work settings. Even if a company 

does not provide flexible time for personal learning and development, employees are still self-motivated to sharpen their 

skills and apply them to work.  

Factor eight consisted of two out of four items from the emic dimension of Organizational Camaraderie originated in 

the maquila industry. It is important to mention that the dimension needs further conceptualization and refinement through 
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semantics or idiosyncrasies. Due to its uniqueness in its collective cultural background, the OCB dimension of Organizational 

Camaraderie can be understood as an emic dimension for Mexican professional employees.   

In summary, the following patterns are found. First, the etic dimension of Conscientiousness was not recognized as 

an OCB dimension in Mexico, but some of the concept was captured by Personal Development. This reflects work ethics of 

self-responsibility through learning and self-improvement. Second, Altruism, Organizational Camaraderie, Civic Virtue, 

Professional Development, and Sportsmanship were found to be core dimensions of Mexican OCB, confirming Ortiz’s 

(2000) early findings. Third, Organizational Sincerity and the etic OCB dimension of Courtesy jointly create a sense of 

Organizational Dedication. The result clearly indicated that this OCB dimension is emic (unique) and not fully in line with 

the Courtesy concept recognized in other regions of the world. Finally, the Asian OCB dimensions of Interpersonal Harmony 

and Protecting Company Resources were strongly recognized in Mexican professional employees. This finding made it clear 

that there are some common OCB dimensions shared by different collectivistic societies and groups. Overall, the findings 

yielded rich insights through our effort to combine the etic (global) and emic (unique) contexts of OCB in an important Latin 

American country.  

 
Implications and Conclusions 

 
The main purpose of this study was to examine the dimensionality of OCB in Mexico. Several emic and etic 

dimensions of OCB have been identified in this research. They are summarized in Table 2. The findings offer managerial 

implications for multinational and local companies in Mexico, and possibly in adjacent Latin American countries. 

-------------------------------------- 

Table 2 is about here. 

-------------------------------------- 

The findings were based on a sample collected from different regions in Mexico, and thus further enhanced the 

understanding of OCB in Mexico, a collectivistic Latin American culture and a growing economy. The findings are largely 

distinctive from Ortiz’s (2000) OCB dimensions and provided new findings because the geographical context of this study is 

not only the Mexico-U.S. border-based maquila manufacturing industry. A sample from Mexican professionals in 23 

Mexican states helps depicting the conventional practice of OCB by Mexican professional employees dealing with routine 

business in typical Mexican organizations.  

Etic and emic dimensions of OCB have been previously found in other regions of the world. We confirmed this 

emic-etic paradigm in our findings. Indeed, some OCB dimensions were found to be common between Mexico and other 

cultures or regions where OCB have been studied. Nevertheless, some other OCB dimensions were found to be unique (emic) 
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(e.g., Organizational Dedication) or shared with only similar cultures (e.g., Interpersonal Harmony and Protecting Company 

Resources).   

Managers should understand that Mexican employees possess some globally-shared understanding of OCB that are 

described in our results as the etic (universal) OCB dimensions.  This research confirmed two etic dimensions of OCB. 

Altruism and Civic Virtue seem to be well-recognized by Mexican employees in the understanding of their relationship with 

the organization. On the other hand, some Asian regions such as China, Hong Kong, Japan, and Taiwan, share traits with 

strong collectivistic societies like Mexico in the understanding of certain OCB. They have several OCB dimensions in 

common: Interpersonal Harmony and Protecting Company Resources, and also Personal Development to some extent. Also, 

Mexico is the only country, thus far, identified with emic (unique) OCB dimensions of Organizational Camaraderie and 

Organizational Dedication. Without any doubt, these indigenous practices are essential for the development of OCB and a 

need to be emphasized in the management of organizational culture. These OCB dimensions will not only assist managers in 

comprehending the local Mexican culture and behavior, but also provide an enrichment of cross-cultural knowledge that 

contributes to the transfer of skills and knowledge between similar cultures. For example, Taiwanese companies operating in 

Mexico may feel “at home” if they understand that protecting company’s interest and resources is regarded as an ethical 

value by local employees.  

Our findings also offer incremental contributions to OCB research. In order to correctly capture the entire 

phenomena of OCB in different cultures, researchers often first define both emic (specific/cultural unique) and etic 

(universal/cultural global). Along this vein, we differentiated the Mexican OCB dimensions on the basis of the emic-etic 

approach. As such, we defined and differentiated a multi-item construct that adds value to cross-cultural OCB studies. This 

etic-emic approach (Taras, Rowney, & Steel,2009) is meaningful in OCB studies because researchers can readily relate to the 

fact that work behavior to some extent means the same in all cultures (etic) while at the same time, it may have certain 

dimensions that are culturally unique (emic). After years of studies in other countries and in different organizational settings, 

researchers have concluded that Western and Asian cultures each have unique OCB (emic) dimensions. Some concluded that 

some OCB dimensions are presented only in Western cultures, such as Sportsmanship, and other OCB dimensions seem 

more common in Asian countries, such as Interpersonal Harmony (Farh, Earley, & Lin, 1997; Farh, Zhong, & Organ, 2004; 

Lam et al., 1999). They have found that some Asian cultures share, at the most, two common dimensions of OCB, 

Interpersonal Harmony and Protecting Company Resources. Our findings offer new knowledge through clarifying the 

commonalities of the OCB in a broader sense of collectivistic cultures, based on the fact that Latin American and Asian 

cultures are both collectivistic in nature.  
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Limitations and Future Research Recommendations 

We acknowledge several limitations in this study. Even though we had participants from a variety of business 

backgrounds (e.g., land acquisition, design, security, cleaning, maintenance, marketing, financing, leasing, legal services, and 

management) and in different locations (23 states), they all belong to the shopping center management industry in Mexico. 

Thus, the participants may share some beliefs due to the industry characteristics. As mentioned in our data collection, these 

participants usually have a high degree of job autonomy. However, the national culture of Mexico is featured by high power 

distance, which is not consistent with a high degree of job autonomy. Thus, future research should choose other industries 

that are considered typical for a high power distance country like Mexico. 

Another limitations was that more than half of the respondents were from the northern part of Mexico. The 

proximity to the U.S. might have affected the generalizability of the results due to the fact of cultural influences from the 

U.S. Future research may duplicate our research framework and collect data from different Mexican regions so that the 

results can be compared or validated. In addition, since this study relied on employee’s self-reported data, common method 

bias may be a potential threat (Schnake, 1991). This type of bias can be lessened by including multiple feedbacks such as 

from coworkers and immediate supervisors.  

A continuation of scale refinement is encouraged for future research. Most importantly, it will be interesting to 

investigate the OCB dimensions identified by us thus far in other emerging economies in Latin America, such as Argentina, 

Brazil, Colombia, Chile, and Panama. 

We also recommend that future research perform confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using new data sets to analyze 

criterion validity (e.g., convergent and discriminant validity) as a continuation in the refinement process of OCB in Mexico. 

This is in line with previous efforts in OCB research (e.g., Coyne & Ong, 2007; Farh, Earley, & Lin, 1997; Farh, Zhong, & 

Organ, 2004; Lievens et al., 2004; Ortiz, 2000; Paillé, 2009, 2010). Through this, future research can provide a better 

empirical understanding of the topic of organizational behavior and answering the how, what, where, and why of OCB in a 

more global context. It can also better contribute to cross-cultural OCB research toward an emic (indigenous) direction in 

order to uncover unique/indigenous dimensions in other cultures. 
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Table 1: Factor Analysis Results 
 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 Factor 8 
osinc1 0.527 0.275 0.159 0.158 0.223 0.145 0.295 0.405 
osinc2 0.611 0.343 0.018 0.172 0.142 0.040 0.312 0.251 
osinc4 0.561 0.329 0.125 0.254 0.216 0.103 0.332 0.287 
pdev4 0.612 0.091 0.155 0.307 0.132 0.069 0.299 0.170 
court1 0.754 0.274 0.337 0.160 0.193 0.247 0.008 -0.058 
court2 0.779 0.251 0.245 0.154 0.217 0.179 0.043 0.047 
court3 0.651 0.196 0.281 0.112 0.249 0.255 0.101 0.123 
court4 0.563 0.171 0.194 0.144 0.171 0.292 0.077 0.137 
alt1 0.304 0.700 0.136 0.321 0.129 0.103 -0.056 0.074 
alt2 0.184 0.851 0.225 0.164 0.147 0.125 0.096 0.048 
alt3 0.261 0.752 0.174 0.081 0.192 0.202 0.181 0.195 
sport1 0.234 0.160 0.598 0.135 0.283 0.159 0.116 0.124 
sport2 0.125 0.261 0.499 -0.051 0.215 0.230 0.261 0.038 
sport3 0.301 0.230 0.669 0.214 0.162 0.214 0.055 0.123 
sport4 0.328 0.190 0.703 0.280 0.177 0.106 0.217 0.101 
alt4 0.338 0.439 0.064 0.546 0.184 0.120 0.156 0.098 
civic1 0.193 0.214 0.284 0.737 0.107 0.090 0.258 0.061 
civic3 0.295 0.269 0.203 0.615 0.112 0.111 0.053 0.217 
preso1 0.354 0.112 0.155 0.189 0.703 0.243 0.122 0.007 
preso2 0.211 0.186 0.259 0.044 0.838 0.186 0.078 0.092 
preso3 0.179 0.213 0.158 0.126 0.653 0.266 0.025 0.185 
harm1 0.243 0.109 0.143 0.198 0.202 0.635 -0.041 0.067 
harm2 0.207 0.164 0.120 0.053 0.217 0.891 0.117 0.093 
harm3 0.163 0.160 0.269 0.062 0.214 0.595 0.179 0.065 
pdev1 0.233 0.112 0.226 0.129 0.019 0.107 0.566 0.141 
pdev2 0.019 -0.069 0.191 0.057 -0.009 0.083 0.511 0.025 
consc2 0.200 0.246 0.088 0.380 0.296 0.122 0.502 0.023 
ocam1 0.426 0.361 0.233 0.254 0.177 0.199 0.119 0.539 
ocam2 0.400 0.298 0.247 0.249 0.261 0.184 0.256 0.503 
 
Eigenvalue 6.014 4.174 3.153 2.955 2.923 2.669 2.067 1.595 
% of 
Variance 16.254 11.280 8.523 7.986 7.899 7.214 5.586 4.311 
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Table 2: OCB Dimensions in Mexico 
 
Dimension Conceptual Definition Emic or Etic 
Organizational 
Dedication 

Unconditional dedication to the organization and coworkers demonstrated 
by proactively taking responsibilities and sharing information without 
hidden motives (New). 

Emic 

Altruism Behavior that is intended to assist a certain individuals in a firm with 
important assignments (Organ, 1988). 

Etic 

Sportsmanship Behavior that is intended to avoid the provocation of uncommon cost, 
inconveniences, and minor frustrations (Organ, 1990). 

Etic 

Civic Virtue Participation behavior that an employee displays by participating, getting 
involved in, or being concerned about the interests of the organization 
(Organ 1988; Graham, 1991; Podsakoff et al., 1990). 

Etic 

Protecting 
Company 
Resources 

Voluntary behavior that monitors and prevents the abuse of the 
organization’s policies and its resources for personal benefit (Farh, Earley, 
& Lin, 1997). 

Emic for 
Collectivistic 
Cultures 

Interpersonal 
Harmony 

Behavior targeting at facilitating and preserving peaceful work environment 
and encouraging harmonious relationships at work (Farh, Zhong, & Organ, 
2004). 

Emic for 
Collectivistic 
Cultures 

Personal 
Development 

Engagement in activities in order to better support the organization’s 
missions by acquiring extra skills and enrolling in professional degree 
programs (Ortiz, 2000). 

Emic for 
Collectivistic 
Cultures 

Organizational 
Camaraderie 

Willingness to exceed the norm by demonstrating friendship and fairness in 
daily contact with coworkers (Ortiz, 2000). 

Emic 
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Appendix: Measurement Items in Questionnaire 
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(alt1) 1. The coworkers help to finish the details and the tasks of work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(alt2) 2. The coworkers are available to help at any given moment.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
(alt3) 3. The coworkers have a good disposition for helping other coworkers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(alt4) 4. The coworkers help their boss at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(civic1) 5. The coworkers make an effort to speak positively about the 
company and to give a good image of it to the community. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(civic2) 6. The coworkers give good advice to others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(civic3) 7. The coworkers try to communicate to others before making a 
decision that could affect their work. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(civic 4) 8. The coworkers share common resources of the company (i.e., 
office supplies). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(consc1) 9. The coworkers are always available when needed by the company. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(consc2) 10. The coworkers do a great effort to arrive early to begin work (i.e., 
they prepare their work area before starting the day). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(consc3) 11. The phrase, “The employee puts true effort into their work” 
applies my coworkers. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(consc4) 12. The coworkers exceed the normal or average level of attendance 
at work. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(sport1) 13. The coworkers are involved in/or creating gossip.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(sport2) 14. The coworkers bring personal problems to the professional 
working environment (i.e., personal problems from home).* 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(sport3) 15. The coworkers are jealous of others in the company.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(sport4) 16. The coworkers spend their time complaining about minor issues.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(ocam1) 17. The coworkers demonstrate a good spirit of fellowship. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(ocam2) 18. The coworkers demonstrate a good attitude to all people. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(ocam3) 19. The coworkers are fair to others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(ocam4) 20. The coworkers treat everyone the same. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(osinc1) 21. The coworkers take the responsibility to motivate others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(osinc2) 22. The coworkers find ways to improve processes even if there are 
not sufficient resources to do so. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(osinc3) 23. The coworkers are faithful (loyal) to the company. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(osinc4) 24. The coworkers are creative in solving work problems. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(pdev1) 25. The coworkers try to improve their knowledge or work skills (e.g. 
they improve themselves or study in their free time). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(pdev2) 26. The coworkers make an effort to learn another language (e.g. 
English). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(pdev3) 27. The coworkers help other departments within the company. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(pdev4) 28. The coworkers give their opinions, ideas, and points of view to 
improve business environment (e.g. they give advice to achieve better quality 
work). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(court1) 29. The coworkers avoid creating problems for others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(court2) 30. The coworkers take preventive measures to avoid problems with 
others. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(court3) 31. The coworkers consider the impact of their actions on others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(court4) 32. The coworkers do not abuse the rights of others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(harm1) 33. The coworkers use illicit tactics to seek personal influence and 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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gain harmful effects on the interpersonal harmony of the company.* 
(harm2) 34. The coworkers use position power to pursue selfish personal 
gain.* 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(harm3) 35. The coworkers take credit, avoid blame, and fight fiercely for 
personal gain.* 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(harm4) 36. The coworkers often speak badly about the supervisor or 
colleagues behind their back.* 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(preso1) 37. The coworkers conduct personal business on company time (i.e., 
go shopping).* 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(preso2) 38. The coworkers use company resources for personal matters (i.e., 
use copy machines).* 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

(preso3) 39. The coworkers view sick leave as a benefit and make invalid 
excuses to take sick leave.* 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

* Reverse-coded items 

 


