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ABSTRACT

Organizational research examines different types of employee behaviors. There is, however, a complexity 

about which term refers to prosocial behaviors in work life. Relevant literature employs many concepts and 

adopts different perspectives to explain the idea. This way, the extent of prosociality is dismissed since it 

creates complexity for specifying prosocial organizational behavior. A literature review is needed to show the 

critical differences between the concepts used interchangeably with prosocial organizational behavior. Thus, 

the current study makes several contributions to the field: First, definitional issues surrounding prosocial 

behaviors were provided. Second, other perspectives and related conceptualizations were summarized. In 

doing so, theoretical challenges and a future agenda were addressed. 

Keywords: Prosocial Organizational Behavior, Prosociality, Extra-Role Behavior



, 

2022 -84 - ISSN: 2148-9874 64

INTRODUCTION

Prosociality is valued because it is expected to maintain social cohesion and harmony. 

In general, prosocial behavior refers to behaving for the benefit of others (Bolino & Grant, 

2016; Padilla-Walker & Carlo, 2014) and encompasses a broad range of behaviors such as 

sharing, helping, comforting, cooperating, donating blood, volunteering, and complementing 

Ryan, 2010). Therefore, research on prosociality is specialized in different social contexts and 

age groups to understand the phenomena further (Flook, Zahn-Waxler, & Davidson, 2019; 

Graddy-Reed, 2018). For example, Carlo and Randall (2002) suggest six dimensions of 

prosocial behavior for adolescents: (a) Altruistic prosocial behavior is voluntary aid for taking 

care of others. (b) Obedient prosocial behavior is a type of behavior that comes after a verbal 

or nonverbal request. (c) Emotional prosocial behavior is helping behavior in the presence of 

emotional, environmental stimuli, such as seeing someone hurt in his or her legs. (d) Dire 

prosocial behavior is about taking action during emergencies and crises. (e) Public prosocial 

behavior is exhibited with motives such as gaining the respect and approval of other people, (f) 

Anonymous prosocial behaviors are performed without knowing who helped. 

Thinking and behaving for others' welfare have also been discussed in the business 

context because organizations usually expect employees to go beyond the prescribed job 

definitions. Employees can engage in extra-role behaviors to benefit stakeholders, including 

other organizational members (Brief ; Welbourne & 

Paterson, 2017). Relevant literature shows that employees exceed their formal job duties by 

working extra hours, helping co-workers, and attending non-mandatory work meetings. These 

behaviors can positively affect stakeholders, including other employees, leaders, organizations, 

Podsakoff, & Blume, 2009). However, prosociality research in the organizational context is a 

controversial issue. Since researchers use different labels and many psychological concepts 

(e.g., altruism) interchangeably to refer to the phenomenon (Zettler, 2022), reviews may face 

challenges. Also, the prevalence of prosociality in the business environment has been discussed 

in the literature. One perspective suggests that prosocial behavior is weaker in market-oriented 

economics (Rosenbaum, Billinger, Stieglitz, Djumanov, & Atykhanov, 2012), while another 

states that prosocial behavior can be transformed into business settings (Fosgaard, Fosgaard, & 

Foss, 2017). Because of the complexity and clutter of the relevant literature, this paper 

addresses definitional issues of prosociality in organizations by showing the theoretical 
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similarities and differences between different prosocial organizational behavior 

conceptualizations. Therefore, it is aimed to provide a review of prosociality in organizations 

and recommendations for future research to reduce the ambiguity of using different concepts 

and encourage researchers to rethink using prosociality when employing different concepts.

1.1. Definition of Prosociality

Three terms explain prosociality in the literature: prosocial behavior, motives, and 

impact. Prosocial behaviors usually explain actions to establish and protect the welfare of other 

parties (Bolino & Grant, 2016; Organ, 1997). Yet, there are some different points in defining 

prosocial behavior (Pfattheicher, Nielsen, & Thielmann, 2022). One definition perspective 

defines prosocial organizational behavior by describing it in terms of the intentions, that is, "the 

action intended to benefit others than oneself" (Batson & Powell, 2003, p. 463). Another 

standpoint defines prosociality as "any action that benefits another" (Schroeder & Graziano, 

2015, p. 255). Definitions also integrated both the intention and consequence of prosociality by 

characterizing it as a behavior that intends to benefit others and benefits them (Eisenberg & 

Miller, 1987). Differently from this view, prosociality has been defined for its role in society 

(Dovidio, 1984). Penner, Dovidio, Piliavin, and Schroeder (2005, p. 366) explained it as "a 

broad range of actions defined by some particular segment of society and social groups as 

generally beneficial to other people." 

Prosocial motivation is the desire to benefit and expend effort because of the concern 

for others (Bolino & Grant, 2016). Meta-analytical evidence shows that prosocial motivation 

usually precedes prosocial behavior (Liao, Su, Ptashnik, & Nielsen, 2022). Psychological states 

and goals by specific situations(e.g., being in contact with others who need help) and 

personality traits, values, and identities are in the scope of prosocial motivation (Pavey, 

Greitemeyer, & Sparks, 2011; Thielmann, Spadaro, & Balliet, 2020). The prosocial impact is 

the experience of making a positive difference in the lives of others (Grant & Sonnentag, 2010). 

In organizations, the prosocial impact may be related to prosocial motivation because 

prosocially motivated employees are more interested in providing benefits to others (Grant & 

Berg, 2012). 

1.2. Prosociality in Organizations

Employees can go beyond their job roles and engage in several behaviors (Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). Katz (1964) stated three propositions about job roles in 

organizations. Firstly, employees engage and stay in their organizations. They meet the 
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performance standards. Then, they exceed the role demands and engage in behaviors such as 

behaving cooperatively. The third pattern includes spontaneous employee actions for 

organizational benefit. While Katz (1964) did not explicitly study prosocial phenomena in 

organizations, in the later years, Staw (1984) discussed prosocial behavior in an organizational 

context by stating that individuals can be motivated to behave selflessly and altruistically in 

some organizational contexts, such as universities.

Nevertheless, Staw (1984) did not propose a conceptualization for prosocial 

organizational behavior. Based on this paradigm of Katz (1964) and previous research on 

prosocial behaviors (e.g., Latane & Darley, 1968a), Brief and Motowidlo (1986) described 

prosocial organizational behavior as the behavior which is performed by an employee while 

carrying out an organizational role to promote the welfare of another person, group, or 

organization. In general, they explained prosociality in organizations based on three recipients: 

Organizational members, organization, and consumers, and thirteen specific types of POB are 

listed below (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986):

1. Giving help to other organizational members on job-related issues.

2. Assisting organizational members with their problems (e.g., family issues) 

3. Adopting leniency in personal decisions by behaving in favor of others

4. Helping consumers (i.e., customers or clients) by providing services and products 

5. Helping consumers (i.e., customers, clients, and so forth) by providing services and products 

in an organizationally inconsistent way. For example, a salesperson can offer an inappropriate 

price

6. Helping consumers (i.e., customers, clients, and so forth) with their issues 

7. Complying with organizational rules, policies, practices, and values

8. Making suggestions for organizational improvement

9. Making objections to illegal or/and unethical policies and procedures 

10. Making an extra effort for the job 

11. Being a volunteer for more tasks and assignments 
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12. Staying in the organization despite challenges 

13. Positively representing the organization to outsiders

According to Brief and Motowidlo (1986), the prosocial organizational behavior 

described above can be both functional and dysfunctional for organizations. For example, Katz 

(1964) 's descriptions of behavioral patterns are the organizationally beneficial type of prosocial 

organizational behaviors (i.e., behaving in favor of the organization). Dysfunctional prosocial 

behavior includes helping a worker to benefit them directly, but it may be costly for 

organizational efficiency. Employees can benefit a customer by decreasing the price of a 

product while reducing the organizational utility (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986) or, conversely, 

breaking the law and societal moral norms to benefit the organization (Umphress & Bingham, 

2011). Prosocial behaviors can also be either extra-role (i.e., going beyond the role 

requirements) or role prescribed (i.e., formal parts of the organizational role and job). Some 

occupations aim to help individuals, such as psychotherapists, and behaving for the benefit of 

others is in the scope of their job definitions (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986). 

Although Brief and Motowodlio's (1986) approach was comprehensive because it has 

several prosocial behavior recipients and behaviors, it was not widely adopted by organizational 

researchers (Organ, 1997; Organ, 2018; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 2014). Several scholars 

described the concept differently from the initial definition by Brief and Motowidlo (1986). For 

example, in different studies, prosocial organizational behavior has sometimes been named 

moral behavior (Dozier & Miceli, 1985) and working cooperatively (Vos & Van Der Zee, 

2011). In Turkish literature, prosocial organizational behavior has been explained from 

different perspectives. Studies have evaluated prosociality in the scope of positive 

organizational beha

(2014) differentiated prosocial organizational behavior with its beneficiaries that target 

organizations such as compliance and protecting reputation and individuals with behaviors like

helping a co-worker and a customer. In another study, prosocial organizational behavior was 

defined as being role-prescribed and extra-

overlook of different prosocial organizational behavior definitions.
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Table 1. Examplary Definitions of Prosocial Organizational Behavior

Definition

Socially desirable behaviors ( -
Gadot, 2004)

A behavior performed by an employee while carrying out an organizational 
role to promote the welfare of another person, group, or organization.

(Brief & Motowidlo, 1986)

Behaviors that can be directed externally (e.g., customers and protecting 
organizational reputation ) and internally (e.g., organization and other 
organizational members) depending on the target that is the organization and 
other individuals

, 2013)

Acts to produce and maintain the well-being of others including taking the 
initiative

(Campbell, 2000)

Voluntary behaviors outside the work contract (De Dreu & Nauta, 2009)

A moral behavior that also can encompass political behaviors like 
whistleblowing

(Dozier & Miceli, 1985)

Functional and dysfunctional behavior that can be recognized by the 
organizational reward system. Also, it may be either role prescribed and extra 
role, and active and passive

(George, & Brief, 1992)

Assisting (i.e.,extra-role; actions that are not required for a particular 
organizational role) and compliance behaviors (i.e., role prescribed;  
willingness to follow organizational rules and procedures) 

(Hatcher, Ross, & Collins, 1989)

Actions for the welfare of others in matters that are not within the scope of the 
individual's duty and responsibility. Also, these behaviors can be explained by 
traditions, ethics, and personal characteristics rather than performance. 

7)

Employee behaviors to ensure the peace of the individuals, groups or 
organization while fulfilling organizational roles.

( zdevecio lu, 2009)

An umbrella concept that includes both in-role and extra-role behaviors (Pandey, Palo, & Varkkey, 2020)

Supportive actions with the intention of promoting the welfare of others (Pelled, Cummings, & Kizilos, 2000)

Nontask behavior that benefits the organization (Puffer, 1987)

Working cooperatively (Vos & Van Der Zee, 2011)

Besides variations in the descriptions, some researchers developed different prosocial 

organizational behavior-based terminology. McNeely and Meglino (1994) proposed three types 



A Review on Prosocial Organizational Behavior: Different Conceptualizations and Future Agenda -
Industrial Relations and Human Resources Journal

2022 Cilt/Vol -84 - ISSN: 2148-9874 69

of prosocial organizational behavior: role-prescribed prosocial behavior, prosocial 

organizational behavior, and individual prosocial behavior. Role-prescribed organizational 

behavior refers to actions that an occupational role demands. In other words, if employees do 

their job effectively, this can be considered role-prescribed prosocial behavior (Culliver, Sigler,

& McNeely, 1991). Prosocial organizational behaviors focus on the behavior that benefits the 

organization, including engaging in extra-role tasks, while individual prosocial behavior is 

about contributing to the welfare of another organizational member, such as helping a co-

worker. In Bettencourt and Brown's (1997) research, prosocial behavior is explained by 

adopting three dimensions: role-prescribed, extra-role, and cooperation. Role-prescribed 

prosocial behavior is characterized as desirable and expected employee behaviors since it 

exemplifies the organization's and related job descriptions' obligations. Complying with 

organizational policies and procedures and performing work roles is the scope of these 

behaviors. Extra-role prosocial behaviors refer to voluntary behaviors that go beyond formal 

roles. This type of prosocial behavior usually is voluntary and not officially rewarded in 

organizations. Putting extra effort into organizational processes is an example of extra-role 

prosocial behaviors. Cooperation is helpful behavior towards other individuals in organizations. 

Employees can assist others in their personnel or job-related matters. Different from these 

conceptualizations, Morrison (2006) suggested prosocial rule-breaking behavior as a new term 

that describes positive, constructive deviant behavior and a voluntary departure from 

organization norms for example, performing job duties efficiently, helping another employee, 

and providing better service to customers. These behaviors are effective on other organizational 

Dyne's (2016) study among workers of a non-profit organization, organizational prosocial 

helping behavior was used as a "prosocial helping identity directed specifically at beneficiaries 

associated with a particular organization" (p. 770). In another terminology, unethical pro-

organizational behavior was proposed as the actions that intend to promote the benefits of the 

organization and its members at the expense of core societal values, laws, or standards of proper 

conduct (Umphress & Bingham, 2011).

In addition to using prosocial behavior as a notion, scholars employed various terms 

interchangeably with prosociality. 

1.3. Prosocial Organizational Behavior and Related Constructs

Several constructs are used to explain prosocial behaviors in organizations based on 

performance since organizational behavior has traditionally been studied in terms of 
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performance (Robbins, Judge, & Campbell, 2010). Mainly, there are two principal segments of 

job performance. In-role performance covers behaviors that produce goods and services in the 

organization (Van Scotter, Motowidlo, & Cross, 2000). Extra-role performance shows 

behaviors not required by any particular job (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997; Organ, 1988). 

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB; Bateman & Organ, 1983) is one of the most used 

concepts for prosociality and extra-role behaviors in organizations. OCB was first defined as 

employees' unrewarded extra-role contribution to the organization (Organ, 1988). Organ (1997) 

later described OCB as a behavior that supports the psychological and social environment in 

which task performance takes place because of the critics that OCB can be seen both in the role 

and extra-role behaviors (Morrison & Phelps, 1999; Vey & Campbell, 2004). The general sub-

dimensions of OCB are altruism, courtesy, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and civic virtue. 

Altruism is discretionary interpersonal helping behavior in organizations. Courtesy is the 

behavior that aims to prevent possible problems before occurring. Examples of courtesy are 

gestures and notifying someone about a delay (Organ & Ryan, 1995). Conscientiousness goes 

beyond the formal role requirements and duties. Examples are arriving at work early and not 

wasting organizational resources (e.g., electricity, water, and equipment; Podsakoff et al., 

2000). Sportsmanship avoids complaining about undesirable work conditions and 

organizational crises. Civic virtue contributes to organizational governance processes with 

employee behaviors such as attending meetings even if it is not required (Ocampo, Acedillo, 

Bacunador, Balo, Lagdameo, & Tupa, 2018; Organ, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 2005).

Conceptual studies also proposed different perspectives of OCB by offering two types 

of OCB: Change-oriented OCB and affiliative-oriented OCB. Change-oriented OCB is a 

constructive employee effort to offer and implement necessary changes in work (Choi, 2007; 

Morrison & Phelps, 1999). By change-oriented OCB, employees suggest improvements to 

work procedures and correct organizational errors (Bettencourt, 2004). Affiliative citizenship 

behavior is a suitable type of interpersonal behavior that contributes to the overall effectiveness 

of groups and other individuals, such as voluntary extra-role behavior to protect colleagues and 

superiors in fulfilling their work functions. According to a recent meta-analysis, an OCB has 

three focuses: change, individuals, and organizations(Chiaburu, Oh,  Stoverink, Park, Bradley, 

& Barros-Rivera, 2022). More specifically, OCB may center change and revise organizational 

policies, benefiting other individuals and organizations distinctly. 

Williams and Anderson (1991) divided OCB into two broad categories: OCB-O and 

OCB-I. OCB-O refers to behaviors that benefit organizations, such as following the informal 
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rules of the company. OCB-I benefits others in the organization, such as caring about other 

employees. OCB-I consists of the altruism and courtesy dimension of Organ's (1988) 's OCB 

dimensions, whereas OCB-O captures sportsmanship, civic virtue, and conscientiousness 

(LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002). Interpersonal citizenship behaviors (ICB; Settoon & 

Mossholder, 2002) is related to OCB-I (Williams & Anderson, 1991). Person-focused ICB (P-

ICB refers to interpersonal facilitation (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997; Van Dyne, Graham, & 

Dienesch, 1994). An employee helps a co-worker resolve a problem and complete a project 

(Organ, 1988). These behaviors are based on concern for others and providing emotional 

support. Nevertheless, task-focused interpersonal citizenship behavior (T-ICB) targets work-

related challenges. Examples of T-ICB include assisting a co-worker with heavy workloads and 

giving work-related advice (Settoon & Mossholder, 2002). 

Besides citizenship behaviors, other terms are related to and used to refer to prosociality 

-role behavior is generally used instead 

rs to employee behavior beyond 

the role requirements. These behaviors are voluntary, and there are no formatted rewards and 

behavior is not in the formal job requirement, but it supports technical and organizational 

2019; Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). Mentoring as an extra role behavior contributes to the 

mentee's progress (Bear & Hwang, 2015). Through knowledge-sharing behavior, an employee 

helps others with information exchange and sharing (Connelly & Kelloway, 2003). Table 2 

shows an overview of concepts that overlap with prosocial organizational behavior.
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Table 2. An Overview of the Concepts Overlap with Prosocial Organizational Behavior

Concept and Definition

OCB is a behavior that supports the psychological and social 
environment in the organization where performance takes place

(Organ, 1997)

Contextual performance: Performing extra effort to complete tasks, such 
as volunteering for extra-assignments and defending organizational aims

(Borman & Motowidlo, 1997)

Interpersonal helping refers to voluntary and spontaneous actions to help 
and resolve a co-worker's task-related issues

(Chou, Chang, & Han, 2019)

Organizational spontaneity includes protecting the organization, helping 
others, making constructive suggestions, developing oneself, and 
spreading goodwill.

(George & Jones, 1997)

Knowledge sharing is the proc
converted into a form that can be understood and used by other 
organizational members

(Ipe, 2003)

Mentoring refers to formally or informally guiding another person to the 
personal and professional success

(Kalbfleisch, 2002)

Whistle-blowing refers to disclosing illegal or immoral practices under 
the control of their employer to other people or organizations who may 
be able to solve 

(Near & Miceli, 1985)

Organizational compliance is described as complying with corporate 
regulations, rules, and procedures regardless of being monitored.

(Podsakoff et al., 2000).

Individual initiative is about exceeding task role activities, such as being 
enthusiastic about taking extra responsibilities and being innovative.

(Podsakoff et al., 2000)

Organizational environmental citizenship behavior is an employee 
discretionary behavior. The organizational reward system does not 
explicitly recognize that. It directly benefits the natural environment and 
indirectly contributes to the benefits of the organization and individuals.

(Robertson & Barling, 2017)

ICB: Discretionary behavior that are not explicitly recognized by the 
official reward system, but contributes to the organizational functioning 

(Settoon & Mossholder, 2002)

Extra-role behaviors helping others, and voice behaviors, such as sharing 
ideas, making constructive suggestions

(Van Dyne & LePine, 1998),

Voice is informal and discretionary employee communication about 
problems, concerns or opinions of work-related issues to others to bring 
about improvement or change. 

(Van Dyne & LePine, 1998)

Interpersonal facilitation: helping, assisting, and cooperating with others (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996).
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1.4.The Difference between Prosocial Organizational Behavior and Related 
Concepts

Prosocial behavior has a broad scope, and many concepts are used parallel to prosocial 

behavior. Because of the variety, relevant fields of psychology classify it based on several 

perspectives (Penner et al., 2005). For example, in developmental psychology research, studies 

on prosociality rely on social-cognitive assessments (e.g., goals and emotions) and the ability 

to represent various mental states that show significant developmental patterns (Wellman & 

Liu, 2004). 

While prosociality keeps its presence in the organizational research literature, 

researchers have transformed it into a different conceptualization. The most widely used term 

has been citizenship behavior. While early thinking about OCB was influenced by prosocial 

behavior and subsequent research (Organ, 1988; Organ, Podsakoff, & Scott, 2005), 

organizational context is a dominant social environment that shapes the behaviors of 

individuals, and the 'spontaneous' nature of prosociality may be inadequate to explain behaving 

for the benefit of organizational stakeholders. By its definition, OCB has its own restricted 

space (i.e., performance unrewarded behaviors), and there are only two targets of OCB (i.e., 

other employees and the organization). However, prosocial behavior in the organizations 

usually focus on various organizational stakeholders (Brief 

2013), and OCB is limited to capture all possible parties. Alternatively, research has used 

specific terminology to target other parties in terms of citizenship, such as green organizational 

citizenship behavior (Hooi, Liu, & Lin, 2021). Despite the common usage, citizenship-based 

definitions and other terms, such as organizational spontaneity and extra-role behaviors, are 

conceptualized as discretionary (George & Jones, 1997). Prosocial organizational behaviors do 

not necessarily be distinct from one's organizational duties. Especially in today's work 

environment, sticking into job roles and defining behaviors based on in-role and voluntarily 

discretionary may be irrelevant to the employee prosociality. Individuals even feel pressure to 

do some tasks, even if they are not included in their official job description. They may do it 

without consent because of an upcoming performance evaluation or not to be jeopardized (Liu, 

Zhao, & Sheard, 2017; Vigoda-Gadot, 2006). Therefore, there are some critiques of prosociality 

and its effects on organizations.

1.5. Critiques of Prosociality in Organizations

Although prosocial organizational behavior intends to benefit others, this behavior often 

can only capture some stakeholders simultaneously. While a behavior benefits another party, it 
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may hurt another person or organization (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986). Employees often damage 

one party to benefit another (Molinsky & Margolis, 2005). Five types of negative impacts of 

prosocial behaviors in the organizational context have been introduced (Bolino & Grant, 2016). 

Firstly, there is discourse regarding the relationship between prosociality and justice. For 

example, employees can be biased toward specific individuals to benefit them, such as by giving 

discounts to specific customers  (Gino & Pierce, 2009). Secondly, behaving prosocial can cause 

distortive thoughts in the person. An individual may feel morally licensed to act unethically 

after engaging in prosocial behaviors. More specifically, prosocial behavior can be a source to 

behave unethically since the person has already done something good (Klotz & Bolino, 2013). 

Thirdly, individuals may feel pressure to behave prosocially (Weinstein & Ryan, 2010). 

Vigoda-Gadot (2006) proposed compulsory citizenship behaviors as an extra role behavior and 

the consequence of the social or managerial pressures within the organization. Likewise, 

employees may also experience citizenship fatigue, feeling tired and exhausted from engaging 

in OCB (Bolino & Grant, 2016). Fourthly, even research suggests some role in prosocial 

behavior, and literature also states that prosocial behavior usually requires substantial time and 

energy investments which is likely to influence one's task performance negatively and 

eventually employees' careers (Koopman, Lanaj, & Scott, 2016). OCB research shows that 

individuals who spend more time performing OCBs have less time to perform the task and have 

lower salary increases and slower promotion rates than employees who spend less time 

performing OCBs (Bergeron, Shipp, Rosen, & Furst, 2013). Other studies show a curvilinear 

relationship between task performance and citizenship behaviors (Ellington, Dierdorff, & 

Rubin, 2014). In other words, high levels of prosocial behavior may take away from task 

performance, especially when employees lack interpersonal and time-management skills. 

Fifthly, prosocial behaviors can leave recipients feeling indebted or dependent on the person 

who benefited them (Beehr, Bowling, & Bennett, 2010), which resulting in vulnerability. 

Although extensive evidence suggests that prosocial behaviors help those who want to gain 

status (Kafashan, Sparks, Griskevicius, & Barclay, 2014), people may hurt their reputations. 

Research has documented that observers may see people who benefit from them as a threat to 

their self-images (Minson & Monin, 2012) and expel them from the group (Parks & Stone, 

2010).

1.6.Theoretical challenges and a future agenda 

Scholars primarily focused on OCB as a prosocial organizational behavior (Bolino & 

Grant, 2006) and chose their measurement tool accordingly (e.g., Wan, Carlson, Quade, & 
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Kacmar, 2022). However, several disagreements have emerged in the OCB literature, including 

the extra-role nature of OCB and whether it is unrewarded. Even though Organ (1997) redefined 

OCB by taking a step back to describe it as discretionary and defined it as a behavior that 

supports the social and psychological context of the organization, researchers may still prefer 

to conceptualize OCB as discretionary and less likely to be formally rewarded. Likewise, there 

are contrasting views about the number of OCB dimensions (Podsakoff et al., 2000). The best 

way to categorize the various types of OCB (Williams & Anderson, 1991), conceptualizing 

OCB as a multidimensional or unitary construct (LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002), and the 

benefits of investigating OCB-related terms such as helping and taking the initiative (Van Dyne 

& LePine, 1998). It is essential for research on prosocial behavior to review OCB literature to 

get to know the discussions and the possible scope of prosociality.

Research initially evaluated prosociality with positive aspects, such as positive 

organizational behavior literature used it as a positive employee behavior (Donaldson, Lee, & 

as whistle-blowing, and voice, also occur in organizations that may need to be more favorable 

for organizational stakeholders (Morrison, 2014). Researchers usually fail to characterize them 

explicitly as prosocial behaviors since they may also increase particular parti

recognizing that these behaviors share common points concerning contributing to others, 

researchers can develop a more comprehensive and consistent portrait of prosocial behaviors. 

Accordingly, it is recommended that researchers need to specialize in one specific form of 

prosocial behavior to gain ideas from and export these discoveries back to the broader 

). Although Brief and Motowodlio (1986) proposed such a 

conceptualization, the following empirical papers have directed to different definitions and 

conceptualizations.

Due to the width of organizational stakeholders and employees and prosocial behavior 

may change based on the concerned party (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986), future research may need 

to highlight the variances of prosocial behavior based on different stakeholders. For example, 

pro-

prosocial organizational behavior can be conceptually different. A novel conceptualization may 

need to reveal prosocial behavior that targets specific organizational stakeholders. Therefore, 

showing and broadening the scope of prosocial organizational behavior is crucial to deepen the 

general understanding of its antecedents and outcomes and develop an accurate 

conceptualization of these behaviors. This could have substantial implications for measuring 
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prosocial behavior comprehensively. Thus far, research on prosociality should consider the 

costs and benefits of using broad labels (e.g., prosocial behavior) or specific labels (e.g., 

interpersonal helping) due to the reason that it has critical implications for research design, 

including measurement, data analysis, and conceptual background. Considering redefining 

prosocial behaviors in the organizational framework can be helpful for construct cleaning. 

Some prosocial behaviors, such as taking the initiative for organizational benefits, should be 

categorized differently than behaviors like helping a co-worker.
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CONCLUSION 

Individuals tend to help other individuals and organizations where they work. Over the 

years, extensive research examined the antecedents, consequences, and different versions of 

these behaviors  (e.g., Podsakoff et al., 2000; Liao et al., 2022). In particular, prosocial 

resource specialist or psychological counsel), and is directed toward other individuals, 

organizations, and clients (Brief 13; Organ, 1997). Despite the 

research that proposed several properties and types (i.e., compassion, mentoring, and 

knowledge sharing; Bolino & Grant, 2016) of prosocial behaviors, scholars have used some 

concepts instead of prosocial behavior. Discrepancy remains about how many different 

dimensions of the concepts that refer to prosociality in an organization exist (Podsakoff et al., 

2000) and the benefits of revealing the specific types of prosocial behaviors (Batson & Powell, 

2003; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). This paper aims to show some fundamental theoretical 

aspects of prosocial phenomena in organizations. Concerns stay prevalent regarding the current 

understanding of prosocial organizational behaviors. Based on the discussions and gaps in the 

literature, informative and in-depth research is needed to clearly explain prosociality with its 

focus (i.e., different organizational stakeholders) in organizations.
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