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Abstract 

 

In the field of leadership research, the constructive aspects of leadership, such as 

transformational, authentic, and ethical leadership, have been the predominant areas of focus. 

Nonetheless, the destructive aspects are gaining attention, with the subject of abusive 

supervision (AS) receiving more emphasis than toxic, aversive, and tyrannical types of 

leadership. AS is still in its infancy in terms of its theoretical development and efforts to 

understand the consequences AS has for working behaviors and how individual cultural 

dimensions might influence a leader–follower relationship within a work group. Furthermore, 

most relevant studies have been conducted in the Western context.  

 

In this study, conducted in a Chinese cultural context, I investigate the effects of AS on group 

identity (GI), defined by the group members’ value congruency and sense of belonging. I 

explore their associated organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs), defined by 

discretionary behaviors beyond the scope of any work contract. OCBs, in the aggregate, 

reinforce an organization’s effectiveness. I further test the moderating effect of the power 

distance (PD) between AS and GI and approach conflict with supervisors (CWS) in terms of 

the roles and goals during rounds of conflict, testing the hypothesis that CWS exerts an 

influence on GI and OCBs. The results from 337 direct reports and 61 of their respective 

supervisors confirm that AS and GI have a negative causal relationship, and low PD 

strengthens that relationship. The findings also suggest that GI plays no role in mitigating the 

relationship between AS and OCBs, and high PD does not facilitate adapting to the hostile 

behavior of supervisors. This study’s theoretical and practical implications are discussed, and 

future research areas are outlined. 
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Chapter 1: Background of the Study 

 
As a business consultant in the field of human resource management (HRM), I have spent 15 

years focusing on the Asia-Pacific region and specifically on mainland China. In this role, I 

have often provided consultation services or resolved issues related to subordinate–supervisor 

conflict. Such conflict normally includes contrasting perceptions of an employee’s 

effectiveness, with employees reacting to negative performance evaluations by describing 

insufficient managerial support—and with their employers claiming the opposite. As a 

consultant sitting between these two parties, I have often witnessed managers adopting 

abusive practices and behaviors as they seek to express their views and authority. My 

experience of these exchanges between employers and employees motivated this study 

because I found it fascinating that their results—that is, their outcomes—varied so widely. 

Although there were numerous cases of employees using a crisis to grow both personally and 

professionally, there were also cases of employees being transferred or dismissed, and some 

cases ended up as lawsuits in court.  

 

Research has consistently shown that Chinese people demonstrate a workplace culture based 

on collectivism (Li, Tang, Wang, Liu, & Yan, 2012). This cultural orientation is such that 

those in positions of authority are treated with considerable respect, even more so than in 

other cultural contexts, leading to increased power distance (PD). Where there is a greater 

degree of PD, employees, typically those in a lower position, tend to accept the prevailing 

uneven distribution of organizational power, and, in China, this acceptance is greater than in 

many other Asian cultures, let alone Western ones (Hostede, 1980; Triandis, 1995). 

 

Some leadership behaviors are inherently abusive, such as using intimidation, threatening to 

fire someone, gesturing disrespectfully, being nonresponsive with employees, insulting or 
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humiliating subordinates, showing unequal treatment to subordinates despite their similar 

performance levels, and punishing employees by assigning them unrelated or additional tasks 

(Gabler, Nagy, & Hill, 2014). Such behavior has been observed by researchers in many kinds 

of organizations and across multiple industries, and it has produced significant demand for 

professional consultation services. Schyns and Schilling (2013), in a meta-analysis of the 

literature, noted that studies have found an increasing percentage of workers regularly face 

destructive leadership. Hubert and van Veldhoven (2001) reported that about 11% of 

domestic workers in the Netherlands suffered from abusive supervision (AS). Moreover, a 

third of employees reported destructive leadership behaviors in Norway (Aasland, Skogstad, 

Notelaers, Nielsen, & Einarsen, 2010), and 13% of American workers are estimated to be 

affected by AS (Tepper, 2007). Despite the paucity of similar research in China, my 

observations suggest that this problem, at least in southern China, may be even more serious. 

  

As a business consultant who has facilitated training workshops, recruited talent for HRM, 

and engaged with many mainland Chinese people, I have come to understand the perception 

these employees have of their connectedness with their supervisors and other coworkers. This 

perception can be defined as group identification (GI) and has been shown to strongly 

influence work effectiveness, as illustrated by employees’ organizational citizenship 

behaviors (Li, Zhang, Yang, & Li, 2015). 

 

Conflict between supervisors and their subordinates arises for different reasons. Some of 

these are related to disagreements over tasks, some are triggered by perceived unfairness in 

performance objectives and compensation, and some are sparked by poor interpersonal 

communication styles. Additionally, some subordinates become noticeably proactive and 

motivated to perform at a high level, some become reactive and passive, some come up with 
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creative yet perhaps ineffective ways to communicate with their supervisors, and some refuse 

to communicate verbally altogether. 

 

This phenomenon led to my strong interest in researching the causal relationship between 

supervisors’ AS behaviors and their subordinates’ self-perceived GI—and subsequently its 

influence on subordinates’ discretion, inexplicitly expressed through the formal reward 

system of working behaviors known as organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs; Organ, 

1988).  

 

1.1 Theoretical Background 

 
 
With the above research question in mind, I searched the relevant literature on leadership 

behaviors that are of an abusive nature, and I found that the outcomes of this destructive 

leadership behavior were universally counter-productive. I came across little research that 

reported alternate results. Liu, Zhang, Liao, Hao, and Mao (2016) linked the rigid 

hierarchical nature of China’s Confucian culture to these abusive supervisory behaviors, and 

Hu, Wu, and Wang (2011), in their research conducted in Taiwan with Chinese students 

pursuing a master of business administration degree, noted that supervisors seeking to build 

their authority in a traditional Confucian setting might be more likely to practice AS. 

Furthermore, the high collectivism culture value among Chinese workers in their respective 

cultural working environments might cause workers to possess a higher threshold for these 

AS behaviors due to the desire to maintain positive interpersonal relationships with the group 

(Triandis, 1995). These studies explored whether Chinese employees would behave 

differently under destructive leadership behaviors, but they are rather scattered and not 

consistent. 
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I also examined studies demonstrating that individuals with high PD values can weaken the 

effect of leadership behaviors such as delegation (Chen & Aryee, 2007), decision-making in a 

participative manner (Lam, Chen, & Schaubroeck, 2002), and transformational leadership 

behaviors (Kirkman, Chen, Farh, Chen, & Lowe, 2009). Furthermore, subordinates with high 

PD values are more likely to agree with their supervisors’ behaviors than they are to oppose 

them. Moreover, I studied other cultural values largely observable among Chinese people, 

including how the collectivist culture of mainland China helps create a sense of belonging 

among group members within the same working group in an organization because it 

reinforces the motivation of employees to work for the betterment of their group, team, or 

organization (Brickson, 2007). Again, these limited research studies illustrated results that 

open up other perspectives of AS behavior outcomes. 

 

Over the past few decades, corporations have shifted away from a purely departmental 

approach to solving problems and toward more flexible and specialized approaches 

undertaken by smaller groups and taskforces that resemble less a bureaucracy and more an 

adhocracy (Drucker, 1988; Kolb & Putnam, 1992; Peters & Waterman, 1982). As a result of 

these long-term trends, we should observe more cases of conflicts occurring between 

supervisors and employees, along with their effects on the other significant components of a 

business’s success.  

 

Kolb and Putnam (1992) found that conflict between supervisors and employees (CWS) 

should not be overlooked, especially the effect of CWS on employees’ OCBs. This advice 

should be heeded especially in contexts such as those of China, where rapid economic and 

social change can have disruptive effects on the behavior and performance of both 

individuals and organizations. However, there is relatively little research on the effects of 
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conflict and PD in the Asian cultural context. 

 

Most studies on this topic have been conducted in Western settings, and there is inconsistency 

in their results. Numerous studies have reflected a view that is different from the common, 

general view whereby CWS elicits negative rather than positive effects. Here, goal conflict is 

of particular importance, with some research having indicated that its effects are more 

complex than might be expected. For example, Boudreaux and Ozer (2013) obtained the 

unexpected result that conflicting goals may not be innately harder to reach than 

nonconflicting goals. De Clercq, Rahman, and Belausteguigoitia (2017) found a direct 

relationship between task conflict and employee’s abilities to create low goal congruence (a 

high level of goal conflict), but found no significant relationship with high goal congruence 

(a low level of goal conflict). 

 

Within the limited research conducted in the Chinese sphere, some researchers have found 

differences between Chinese and Western responses, but others have not. Some authors have 

maintained that collectivist cultural values, such as those associated with PD, should be 

consistent with those in the West (e.g., H. Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang, & Chen, 2005). 

Indeed, some researchers have conducted empirical tests indicating that collectivist cultures, 

as found in China, produce results highly consistent with those of the West (Hui, Law, & 

Chen, 1999). However, Walumbwa, Wang, Wang, Schaubroeck, and Avolio (2010) 

uncovered that broadly accepted cultural values may profoundly affect OCBs. When 

examining CWS in China, Zhang, Tsingan, and Zhang (2013) identified different 

relationships from those in studies performed in countries with individualistic cultures. 
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1.2 The Research Gap 

 
 
Despite the growing number of studies on the negative aspects of leadership, those studies 

focusing on positive aspects remain in the overwhelming majority. However, negative 

leaders, by generating high employee turnover and other harmful outcomes, cost companies 

dearly. Through what mechanisms does negative leadership work? Does it work by eroding 

employees’ identification with their group or organization? Is there an overarching theory that 

helps us understand negative leadership? Are there any factors, such as low PD, that repair 

the damage caused by negative leaders or that can at least mitigate that damage? 

 

In addition to a lack of research, two other factors impede the understanding of AS and other 

forms of harmful leadership. One is that research on Eastern, particularly in China, work 

settings is particularly sparse, even though these settings are becoming increasingly important 

in the world economy. In addition, most available research has been in narrative form, and 

there is little in the way of empirical studies. 

 

In this study, I address these shortcomings by performing a meticulous survey of workers and 

supervisors in a business located in Shenzhen, Guangdong Province. Through this research, I 

hope to provide clearer and more quantifiable answers to questions about AS and CWS, 

especially in the context of Chinese culture and customs. 

 

1.3 Research Questions 

 
 
In China, as in many places, much of the work in factories, restaurants, and other workplaces 

is performed by teams or small subunits, and this is reflected in the literature. However, there 
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has been minor research progress on the relationship dynamics in settings in which group 

members and leaders are required to work together in close proximity on a daily basis. Are 

these individuals able to identify with the group as a whole and perform well despite being 

under hostile supervision? 

 

In this paper, I look carefully at the abundant research on organizational identification to 

improve our understanding of GI. I draw on social identity theory to gain insight into the 

relationship dynamics of coworkers in small groups. Crucially, I also analyze the survey 

results of team members in a restaurant chain in Hong Kong to gain a better idea of how AS 

affects GI. I also examine whether GI has an effect on OCBs, which is a good indicator of 

work effectiveness. Finally, I also examine whether PD values influence GI in the context of 

Chinese supervisor-subordinate relationship, which is typically considered as high PD values, 

and whether CWS moderates the relationship between GI and OCBs. I intend for managers 

to find this study’s conclusions useful for improving the effectiveness of their subunits and 

teams. 

 

1.4 Research Objectives 

 
 
• Prove that AS, as a type of destructive leadership, has a significant effect on in-group 

members’ sense of belonging to their work group (i.e., GI). 

• Prove that congruence in values among in-group members (i.e., GI) has a significant 

effect on voluntary working behaviors (OCBs). 

• Show how in-group members’ opinion of unequally distributed power (i.e., PD), one 

of the dominant cultural values in China and most East Asian societies, is associated 

with the relationship between AS and GI. 
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• Show how CWS, a significant influencing factor, either consciously or 

subconsciously, affects the relationship between GI and OCBs. (Can supervisors 

maintain a high level of OCBs among their subordinates, cultivating a high level of GI 

and thus avoiding unnecessary role and goal conflict?) 

• Prove that GI partially mediates the relationship between AS and OCBs. 

 

1.5 Construct Definitions 

 
 
Table 1.  Definition Summary of the Five Constructs  

Research Constructs Definition 
Abusive Supervision (AS) Employees’ perceptions toward their supervisor’s 

continuous display of hostile verbal and nonverbal 
behaviors, not including any physical contact (Tepper, 2000) 

Group Identification (GI) 
 

Relational identification among the members of an 
organization’s particular subunit or work team, and is the 
way in which individuals understand themselves as being a 
component of a relationship or entity (Ashforth, Harrison, & 
Corley, 2008) 

Organizational Citizenship 
Behaviors (OCBs) 
 

One’s voluntary work behaviors not required by job 
description or rewarded by the official remuneration system, 
and in amassed promotes organizational excellence (Organ, 
1988) 

Power Distance (PD) 
 

The degree to which individuals agree and accept the 
unequal distribution of organizational power (Hofstede, 
1980) 

Conflict with Supervisors 
(CWS) 
 

A type of misinterpretation that results from the different 
thoughts, values, and feelings of employees and their 
supervisors (Marquis & Huston, 2000; Rahim, Magner, & 
Shapiro, 2000) 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

 
In this section, I examine the literature relevant to the key constructs outlined in the previous 

chapter: abusive supervision, group identification, and organizational citizenship behaviors. 

In addition, I examine the effect of power distance and its potential moderating effect 

between AL and GI, and I explore CWS as another moderating factor by testing its influence 

on the relationship between GI and OCBs. Therefore, I also review the literature on the two 

constructs. 

 

2.1 Research on Abusive Supervision 

 
 
Tepper (2000) defined abusive supervision (AS) as employees’ perceptions toward when their 

leaders were witnessed in the continuous display of hostile verbal and nonverbal behaviors, 

not including any contact physically. In this paper, I identify AS as an independent variable 

affecting employees’ OCBs indirectly through their GI with their work groups. 

 

2.1.1 AS Antecedents 

 
 
One antecedent to AS is leader identity (Johnson, Venus, Lanai, Mao, & Chang, 2012). 

Leader identity refers to the avenues in which people define themselves relative to others. 

The results of a study by Johnson et al. (2012) indicated that strong individual identity can 

lead to abusive behaviors that harm others. Another antecedent is corporate psychopathy, 

which C. Mathieu and Babiak (2016) found positively correlates with AS. The nature of these 

two antecedents underscores the toxic nature of AS. Leaders with strong individual identity 

define themselves by separateness, and they are motivated by personal interest. Corporate 
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psychopathy includes a lack of empathy and pathological lying.  

 

Tepper (2000)’s landmark study stated that justice theory helps explain the effects of AS 

perceptions. Recent studies by Chan and McAllister (2014), Klaussner (2014), and others 

have found that perceptions of supervisors’ injustice behaviors are antecedents of perceptions 

of AS, according to a meta-analysis by Mackey, Frieder, Brees, and Martinko (2017).  

 

Subordinates’ perceptions of AS are associated with a wide range of variables. Mackey et al. 

(2017) found that AS was strongly associated with leadership, showing a positive tie with 

authoritarian leadership and a negative tie with ethical leadership. They also found moderate 

to strong associations between perceptions of AS and justice, with the strongest correlation 

being an adverse relationship between interpersonal justice and interactional justice. 

However, the researchers discovered weak-to-moderate associations with individual 

differences (e.g., agreeableness and negative affectivity), along with weak to moderate 

associations with demographic categories (e.g., gender and age; Mackey et al., 2017). 

 

2.1.2 AS Outcomes 

 
 
Unsurprisingly, the undesirable attributes of AS produce highly negative outcomes. Mackey 

et al. (2017) found that the linkages between perceptions of AS and the associated outcome 

constructs appeared to be collectively destructive. 

 

The negative outcomes of AS, according to Mackey et al. (2017), include emotional 

exhaustion and strain (Wheeler, Halbesleben, & Whitman, 2013), along with reduced job 

satisfaction as a part of an overall reduced sense of affective well-being (e.g., Kernan, 
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Watson, Chen, & Kim, 2011; C. Mathieu and Babiak, 2016), and below-average-quality 

interpersonal exchanges (Lian, Ferris, & Brown, 2012). Moreover, perceptions of AS have 

been tightly connected with dysfunctional workplace behaviors, such as workplace 

nonconformity (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007), and with task performance, which are 

considered lower levels (e.g., Xu, Huang, Lam, & Miao, 2012). As I state in the chapter on 

OCBs, these behaviors are largely discretionary, which means they depend on the willingness 

of subordinates to do extra-role work. It is logical, therefore, that the AS variables listed 

above weaken that willingness. Therefore, it is not surprising that abused subordinates report 

engaging in fewer OCBs, according to Zellars, Tepper, and Duffy (2002) and others. 

 

Examining the effects of increased emotional strain in a set of interviews with individuals, 

Starratt and Grandy (2009) highlighted three common emotional outcomes— hopelessness, 

humiliation, and anxiety—and three common behavioral outcomes—retaliation, distancing, 

and leaving. Another study found that AS had a negative effect on another facet of employee 

OCBs, namely creativity (Liu et al., 2016). See Table 2 for a summary of articles on the 

effects of AS. 

 

Table 2. Summary of the Abusive Supervision (AS) Effect Studies 

Construct No. of studies Citations 
Behaviors (Antecedent) 2 Johnson et al. (2012) 

C. Mathieu and Babiak (2016) 
 

Justice theory (Antecedent) 3 Chan and McAllister (2014) 
Klaussner (2014) 
Tepper (2000) 

Culture (Moderator) 4 Liu et al. (2016) 
Liu and Wang (2013) 
Hu et al. (2011) 
Triandis (1995) 

Culture (Mediator) 1 Liu and Wang (2013) 
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OCBs (Outcome) 2 Zellars et al. (2002) 
Liu and Wang (2013) 

Emotional strain (Outcome) 2 Wheeler et al. (2013) 
Starratt and Grandy (2009) 

Lower task performance 
(Outcome) 

1 Xu et al. (2012) 

Lower affective well-being 
(Outcome) 

2 Kernan et al. (2011);  
C. Mathieu and Babiak (2016) 

Low-quality interpersonal 
exchanges (Outcome) 

1 Lian et al. (2012) 

Workplace deviance (Outcome) 1 Mitchell & Ambrose (2007) 
Creativity (Outcome) 1 Liu et al. (2016) 

 

However, although the negative effects of AS are generally apparent, the literature suffers 

from some shortcomings. Mackey et al. (2017), noting this deficiency, stated that perceptions 

of supervisory injustice, a significant antecedent of perceptions of AS, are influenced by 

culture and vary around the world (Shao, Rupp, Skarlicki, & Jones, 2013). Below, in the 

section on power distance, I examine the role of China’s collectivist culture in moderating 

AS. 

 

Mackey et al. (2017) also recognized that rigorous study of AS began only in 2000 and that 

the field has yet to profoundly explore the potential moderators in the associations between 

employees’ perceptions of AS and its antecedents and outcomes. The lone study I found on 

mediators between AS and OCBs was a survey by Liu and Wang (2013) of employees and 

their direct supervisors in a Chinese organization, which concluded that guanxi, a form of 

personal relationship peculiar to China, is a mediator between AS and OCBs. They also 

found indications that AS is directly related to subordinates’ OCBs directed at individuals 

(e.g., helping coworkers who have a heavy workload), but not to OCBs directed at the 

organization (e.g., work attendance above average). 

 

 



 

 
 

13 

2.2 Research on Group Identification 

 

GI occupies a central position in the model of this thesis. GI is directly influenced by the 

principal independent variable, AS, and it serves as the mediator between AS and the 

principal dependent variable, OCBs. GI was derived from a theory that serves as the 

backbone of this thesis: social identity theory (SIT). Ashforth and Mael (1989) used the terms 

social identification and group identification interchangeably, explaining that SIT was 

developed primarily by Tajfel (1978, 1981), Tajfel and Turner (1985), and Turner (1982, 

1984, 1985). The authors posited that people develop social identities in that they think of 

themselves and others as part of certain social categories, such as being a woman or an 

employee of a certain company or a member of a specific work group. Social identification 

“is the perception of oneness with or sense of belonging to some human aggrate” (Ashforth & 

Mael, 1989, p.21). This classification allows people to define others systematically and locate 

their position in a social environment. 

 

In this study, GI refers to the relational identification among the members of an 

organization’s particular subunit or work team and is the way in which individuals understand 

themselves as being a component of a relationship or entity (cf. Ashforth et al., 2008; Sluss & 

Ashforth, 2007). As such, relational identification refers to the internalization of one’s 

association with others, and it becomes a fractional definition of oneself (Sluss & Ashforth, 

2007). 

 

GI contains important elements of two other types of identification that have been the subject 

of much more research: organizational identification (OI) and individual identification (II). 

At the organizational level, identification refers to a category of social recognition that 
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reflects specific avenues in which individuals define their attachment within an organization 

(e.g., Cole & Bruch, 2006; Mael & Ashforth, 1995). Individual identification has been 

defined as the relationship between two individuals based on roles (e.g., Sluss & Ashforth, 

2007; Walumbwa & Hartnell, 2011). Sluss and Ashforth (2008) referred to this type of 

identification as a role relationship. In the context of group identification, this refers to the 

vital relationship between members of a subunit or team and their leader. 

 

The literature demonstrates that group identification, with its organizational and individual 

components, plays a key role in determining whether the workplace environment for OCBs is 

positive or negative. Furthermore, studies have suggested that the personal characteristics of 

a team leader are crucial in determining the nature of GI. Ashforth and Mael (1989) stated 

that a new worker’s situational and self-definitions are likely to be based on the relationships 

in a subunit or work group. This is partly because of the “interdependence, proximity, and 

similarity” of the group’s members (p. 17). AS occupies the extreme negative end of those 

characteristics.  

 

According to numerous studies, OI has several features that are important for the functioning 

of work teams and subgroups, as well as for individuals and the organization (Ashforth & 

Mael, 1989; Cole & Bruch, 2006; Riketta, 2005). For example, OI lays the foundation for 

effective organizational communication, as recognized by Haslam, van Kippenberg, Platow, 

and Ellemers (2003). Albert and Whetten (1985) posited that OI shapes fundamental beliefs 

and attitudes, including the central attributes of the organization and the qualities that endure 

in the face of organizational change. Given these characteristics, I propose that relational 

identification in the group context is profoundly influenced by OI. 
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There is evidence that OI affects OCBs, the dependent variable in this paper’s model. Riketta 

(2005) performed a meta-analysis of 96 studies on OI and found that 25 studies addressed the 

effects of OI on extra-role behavior, which Organ (1988) defined as voluntary and beneficial 

to organizations. Such activity is an important element of OCBs (see Section 2.3), and 

Riketta (2005), for example, found that OI was a predictor of extra-role behavior. 

 

Dukerich, Golden, and Shortell (2002) surveyed 1,504 physicians, and, a year later, received 

follow-up data from 285. They found that identification with the system by physicians’ 

identifying with a health care system was positively related to cooperative behavior such as 

OCBs, which includes participating in committees and task forces. The authors wrote that the 

results generally supported the OI model. 

 

Although OI has a strong influence on GI, the focus in these relatively small subunits and 

teams tends to be on the individual or role relationships between the group leader and each 

group member. Sluss and Ashforth (2007) maintained that supervisor–subordinate 

interrelation identification is the product of the interaction between the supervisor’s two 

identities, role- and person-based identities, with subordinate’s same two identities. The term 

role-based is associated with general job-related activity, such as a subordinate submitting 

regular reports. Person-based refers to interpersonal behavior, such as a supervisor belittling 

a subordinate. 

 

According to Sluss and Ashforth (2007), the way an individual evaluates the other party’s 

identity results in a positive or negative valence. If, for example, a team member regards the 

supervisor as an effective provider of supplies and technical knowledge, and if that team 

member interprets the supervisor’s behavior as respectful, the valence for both identities is 
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positive. In that case, the team member’s relational identification is strengthened. However, 

the presence of two negative valences, according to Sluss and Ashforth, encourages the team 

member to disidentify with the supervisor–subordinate relationship. The authors asserted that 

identification promotes cooperation, mutual understanding, and altruism, whereas 

disidentification promotes the opposite. It is worth noting that, in his landmark 1988 book, 

Organ (1988) listed altruism as one of the five dimensions of OCBs, alongside 

conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue. 

 

Sluss and Ashforth (2007) clearly indicated that person-based identification is more 

important: “Roles are fundamentally abstractions until brought to life by walking and 

breathing individuals” (p. 11). According to Organ (1988), when a person-based identity has 

a negative valence, and a role-based identity has a positive valence, disidentification is likely. 

Sluss and Ashforth also underscored the power of personal relations when they wrote that an 

individual is less likely to exhibit positive behavior such as empathy and loyalty toward 

another person if that person’s negativity is attributed to character or intentions. 

 

The salience of personal relationships also helps explain why CWS modifies the effects of GI 

on OCBs. Additionally, in the supervisor–subordinate relationship, the power of person-

based identification provides fertile ground for the extremely negative potential of AS to 

weaken GI or even produce disidentification. Thus, GI is linked to both AS and OCBs 

through the two main components of GI: role identification and OI. With GI in this central 

position, in this study, I examine whether it mediates AS’s effect on OCBs.  
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2.3 Research on Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 

 

Research on social psychology in organizations (Katz & Kahn, 1978) has suggested that 

workers’ “willingness to cooperate,” and performance-driven behaviors that go beyond their 

job roles and responsibilities can contribute to organizational success.  

Organ (1988) defined OCBs as follows:  

One’s work behavior that is voluntary, not directly or unambiguously required by the 

job description or rewarded by the official remuneration system, and that in the 

amassed promotes the operational excellence of the organization. By voluntary, the 

behaviors are entirely a matter of personal choice, in the occasion of not 

demonstrating such behaviors one is not generally treated with punishment. (p. 4) 

Examples of OCBs include proactively helping coworkers with work-related problems, being 

courteous with colleagues, and speaking in positive terms about the organization outside the 

work sphere (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). 

 

2.3.1 OCBs Antecedents 

 
 
According to Podsakoff et al. (2000), by the late 1990s, a spate of scholarly papers had 

proposed that OCBs consisted of more than 24 worker attitudes and qualities. From this long 

list, their review identified seven common dimensions of OCBs, namely helpful behavior, 

sportsmanship, organizational loyalty, organizational compliance, individual initiative, civic 

virtue, and self-development. Although this research field has generated almost 200 OCBs-

related publications since 1983, the initial research focus was less on the complex 

relationships between OCBs and other constructs than on the nature of OCBs themselves 

(Van Dyne, Cummings, & Parks, 1995). 



 

 
 

18 

Among the seven OCBs dimensions, individual initiative has often been left out of OCBs 

studies because researchers have either regarded it as controversial (MacKenzie, Podsakoff, 

& Fetter, 1991) or found it empirically difficult to differentiate this dimension from other in-

role behaviors that also contribute to task performance (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). 

Additionally, the field lacks a clear conceptualization of whether OCBs should be defined as 

in-role or extra-role behaviors (Morrison, 1994) 

 

In this vein, Podsakoff et al. (2000) reviewed the literature and identified four major 

antecedents of OCBs: (a) individual characteristics, (b) task characteristics, (c) organizational 

characteristics, and (d) leader behaviors—the last of which the authors divided into 

transformational and transactional behaviors. Not surprisingly, their review also found that all 

of the transformational leadership behaviors and only half of the transactional leadership 

behaviors were positively correlated with OCBs.  

 

One limitation of the leader behavior-OCBs research was that the vast majority of studies 

have focused on the positive and constructive elements of such behavior, and few researchers 

have examined the extent to which OCBs may be an outcome of negative affect or 

destructive or abusive supervision. Furthermore, the same study concluded that moderators or 

mediators should be considered when exploring causality in the relationship between leader 

behavior and OCBs. My thesis aims to fill this gap in the research by determining the 

strength of GI as a mediator in the relationship between AS and OCBs. 

 

2.3.2 OCBs Outcomes 

 
 
Addressing the possible influence of OCBs on organizational effectiveness, Podsakoff et al. 
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(2000) stated that, in line with Organ’s suggestion in 1988 that OCBs on the whole promote 

organizational efficiency, the claim that OCBs contribute to the success of organizations or 

employees rested largely on assumptions rather than on empirical research until the 

publication of four studies in the mid-1990s: Podsakoff, Ahearne, and MacKenzie (1997); 

Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1994); MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Ahearne (1997); and Walz and 

Niehoff (1996). 

 

Studies of the extent to which OCBs influence the organization have yielded widely varying 

results, and Podsakoff et al. (2000), attempting to understand this variation, found patterns 

that generally support the hypothesis that OCBs promote organizational effectiveness. The 

author stated that  

On average, OCBs contributes to approximately 19% of the variance in workers’ 

performance magnitude; over 18% of the same in the qualitative measurements of 

their performance; about 25% of the variation in financial efficacy measurement 

indicators (operating efficiency, operational cost percentage, and revenue); and 

around 38% of the discrepancy in customer satisfaction related performance 

indicators such as the number of customer complaints. (p. 546) 

These results confirm the value of OCBs as a proxy for worker effectiveness, which enhances 

their usefulness as a dependent variable. 

 

At the polar opposite of the OCBs research field, in terms of the positive and negative 

dimensions, Zellars et al. (2002) explored the causal relationship between AS and OCBs and 

noted that “an open question [is the one] concern[ing] subordinates’ behavioral responses to 

Abusive Supervision” (p. 1,068). They provided a theoretical explanation along with research 

into the issue of workers maintaining a sense of autonomy in the face of supervisor abuse 
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(Wright & Brehm, 1982). However, because of the difference in power dynamics, employees 

are not likely to respond with similar abuse. After all, doing so could render subordinates 

vulnerable to retaliation from their supervisors, which could include dismissal. 

 

At this point, the discretionary and voluntary nature of OCBs becomes important. The 

statement by Organ (1988), that withholding OCBs “is not generally regarded as a cause for 

punishment” (p. 4) is particularly salient, according to Zellars et al. (2002), because it may 

give subordinates a safe way to respond to supervisors’ hostility. That is, workers could 

reduce organizational effectiveness by withholding OCBs without risk of retaliation. 

However, Zellars et al. (2002) stated that some research has suggested that many workers do 

not regard OCBs as discretionary and think of these activities as required parts of their job (or 

in-role; e.g., Lam, Hui, & Law, 1999). Those workers might not see withholding OCBs as a 

safe response to AS. 

 

To address the hypothesis that AS leads workers to withhold OCBs and that workers are less 

likely to withhold OCBs if they regard those behaviors as an in-role part of their job, Zellars 

et al. (2002) conducted research on a sample of 373 members of the U.S. Air National Guard 

and their supervisors in the military. The subordinates completed a survey measuring AS, 

OCBs role definitions (in-role or extra-role), and procedural justice. The supervisors filled 

out a survey measuring subordinates’ performance of 20 OCBs using an instrument from 

Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter (1990). The authors reported that “the results of 

this research propose that (a) subordinates of abusive leaders demonstrate fewer OCBs than 

their nonabused colleagues, (b) . . . the effect is more pronounced among subordinates who 

define OCBs as not part of the required in-role behavior” (p. 1073).  
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These conclusions underline OCBs’ potentially significant connection to AS, with the caveat 

that workers who view OCBs as discretionary are affected more by AS than workers who 

regard them as required. As shown in Table 2, the causal relationships between OCBs and an 

array of antecedents or outcomes related to organizational effectiveness and performance are 

apparent and of high research value; however, further study is needed to clarify the boundary 

between in- and extra-role behaviors, and thus gain insight into how indirect constructs may 

influence the effect of leaders’ behaviors on OCBs. Please see Table 3 below a summary on 

review of empirical studies on effects of OCBs 

 

Table 3. Review of Empirical Studies on Effects of OCBs 

Study Effects of OCBs Design & Samples Constructs 
related to 
OCBs 

Theories 

Zellars et al. 
(2002) 

Withholding OCBs 
when abused 

373 Air National 
Guard members and 
their military 
supervisors 

Abusive 
supervision, 
OCBs role 
definitions, and 
procedural 
justice 

Abusive 
supervision 
and low-
intensity 
revenge 

Walz and Niehoff 
(1996) 

Organizational 
effectiveness and 
performance 

30 general managers 
from 30 limited-
menu restaurants 
with 150 employees  

In-role 
behaviors, 
organizational 
effectiveness 

 

Van Scotter and 
Motowidlo 
(1996) 

Job dedication as 
part of in-role 
behaviors 

760 U.S. Air Force 
mechanics 

Interpersonal 
facilitation and 
job dedication 

Task 
performance 
and 
contextual 
performance 

Avila, Fern, and 
Mann (1988) 

OCBs as a criteria 
for sales 
performance 
evaluation 

One sample of 70 
computer 
salespeople, and one 
sample of 198 sales 
managers 

Sales behaviors, 
goal 
achievement 

Sales 
performance 
model: 
behavior, 
performance, 
and 
effectiveness 

Podsakoff and 
MacKenzie 
(1994) 

OCBs’ impact on 
objective unit 
performance 

116 representatives 
of insurance sales 
agencies 

Helping, civic 
virtue, and 
sportsmanship, 
and overall 
agent evaluation 

Norm of 
reciprocity 
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Podsakoff et al. 
(1997) 

Effects of OCBs on 
both the quality 
and quantity of 
performance 

218 workers from 40 
paper mill work 
crews 

Helping, 
sportsmanship, 
civic virtue, 
quality, and 
quantity 

 

Allen and Rush 
(1998) 

Performance 
judgments 

One sample of 80 
managers from cross 
industries rating 148 
subordinates,  
and one sample of 
136 undergraduates 

Liking, 
perceived 
affective 
commitment, 
and overall 
evaluation 

Social 
information-
processing 
theory 

Moorman and 
Blakely (1995) 

Individualism-
collectivism as 
predictor of OCBs 

185 employees of a 
southeastern 
financial services 
organization 

Interpersonal 
helping, 
individual 
initiative, 
personal 
industry, and 
loyal boosterism 

Individualism
-collectivism 

MacKenzie, 
Podsakoff, and 
Fetter (1991) 

Manager’s 
evaluation of 
salespersons’ 
objective sales 
productivity 

259 multiline 
insurance agents 

Altruism, civic 
virtue, courtesy, 
and 
sportsmanship 

 

Morrison (1994) Job satisfaction, 
affective and 
normative 
commitments 

317 clerical workers 
from an urban 
medical center 

Job definition 
and social 
interaction 

 

L. J. Williams 
and Anderson 
(1991) 

Job satisfaction and 
organizational 
commitment as 
predictors of OCBs 

127 
technical/professiona
l workers enrolled in 
MBA courses 

Organizational 
commitment, 
job satisfaction, 
and performance 

 

 

Finally, in this study, I aim to examine whether GI, along with other constructs borrowed 

from social identity theory, such as PD and CWS, mediates the effects of AL on OCBs. 

 

2.4 Research on Power Distance 

 
 
As one of the important elements of culture, PD and its effects on individual and organizational 

behavior have earned considerable research attention. According to researchers, culture can be 

defined as the values, beliefs, and assumptions absorbed in early childhood that differentiate 

people in one nation from those in another (e.g., Beck & Moore, 1985; Hofstede, 1991). Cultural 
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values, such as PD, can be considered a fairly stable variable in both academic research and 

managerial practice (Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961). Researchers have considered the 

influence of culture on individual and organizational behavior by taking two main approaches: 

convergence (England & Lee, 1974) and divergence (Kelley & Reeser, 1973). Both approaches 

assume that cultural values are stable and independent constructs influenced by different causal 

relationships. The convergence approach assumes that national cultures are constant and 

enduring. The divergence approach also assumes that a diversity of cultures will continue to 

exist, despite the worldwide trends of modernization and globalization.   

  

Based on these assumptions, researchers have been conceptualizing and measuring the 

differences between cultural values since the 1960s (e.g., Haire, Ghiselli, & Porter, 1963; 

Hofstede, 1980, 1983, 1984, 1991; Laurent, 1983, 1986; Trompennaars, 1993). Scholars have 

reported that culture can influence managerial decision-making (e.g., Schneider & Demeyer, 

1991), leadership style (e.g., Dorfman & Howell, 1988; Puffer, 1993), and human resource 

management (e.g., Luthans, Welsh, & Rosenkrantz, 1993). In addition, researchers have 

suggested that, in a given organization, group, or team, a leader should model the style and 

behavior they wish subordinates to reproduce (Wright & Mischel, 1987), such as a higher level 

of self-efficacy and a stronger commitment to their organizations (Earley, 1994). 

 

Many authors have studied the effect of PD, an important dimension of culture, as identified by 

Hofstede (1980). According to the literature (Farh, Hackett, & Liang, 2007; House, Hanges, 

Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004; House, Javidan, Hanges, & Dorfman, 2002), PD can be 

defined as the degree to which individuals, particularly those who sit in the lower ranks of the 

organizational hierarchy, agree and accept the unequal distribution of organizational power. 

Many researchers have tested the effects of power distance on individual and organizational 
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behaviors. For example, regarding individual behaviors, researchers have shown that an 

individual’s high PD values can weaken the moderating effects of leadership actions, such as 

delegation (Chen & Aryee, 2007), decision-making in a participative manner (Lam et al., 2002), 

and transformational leadership (Kirkman et al., 2009).  

 

As these studies have suggested, when supervisors simultaneously practice power sharing and 

management control, employees holding high PD values are more likely to show greater respect 

for authority. Such subordinates are also more likely to interpret supervisory behaviors as 

complementary rather than contradictory. As a result, these subordinates demonstrate a greater 

acceptance of their leaders’ decisions or instructions and are more likely to incorporate them 

(coexisting with power sharing).  

 

High subordinate PD values can heighten the effect of managerial control on the relationship 

between power allotment and spiritual empowerment. However, their counterparts with low PD 

values are likely to regard those dual behaviors, power allotment and managerial control, as 

poorly developed and less harmonizing. According to Chen and Aryee (2007) and Lam et al. 

(2002), individuals with low PD levels and who favor power sharing and delegation are more 

likely to realize their need for autonomy and freedom of control. In addition, these individuals 

are likely to see dictatorial or controlling leadership behavior as repetitive or inconsistent with 

the spirit of power sharing or employee participation. Accordingly, the complementary effect of 

management control on power sharing is reduced for employees with low PD values. 

 

At the organizational level, PD has been shown to influence organizational decision-making and 

firm strategies. For instance, Bluedorn and Lundgren (1993) showed that high PD and high 

uncertainty avoidance have a positive relationship with the “defender strategy” adopted by firm 
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managers, which particularly focuses on protecting present markets and serving existing 

customers (Miles & Snow, 1978). Conversely, low PD and low uncertainty avoidance are more 

likely to result in the “prospector strategy,” which emphasizes developing nonexistent products, 

markets, and the potential to grow (Miles & Snow, 1978). 

 

These studies have suggested that PD has a high tendency to moderate the relationship between 

AS and individual behaviors, such as the OCBs studied here. 

 

2.5 Research on Conflict with Supervisors 

 
 
Researching CWS can be considered part of the general effort to understand interpersonal 

conflict. Organizations are rife with conflict generated by individual, social, and cultural 

relationships (Pondy, 1992). Both formal and informal conflict is present in organizations 

(Kolb & Putnam, 1992). Research has focused on two dimensions of organizational conflict: 

role and goal conflicts.  

 

2.5.1 Role Conflict 

 
 
According to Landry and Vandenberghe (2009), role conflict between supervisors and 

employees is an important component of CWS. Bouckenooghe, De Clercq, and Deprez 

(2014) found that role conflict plays a crucial, mediating role in the supervisor–employee 

relationship by linking interpersonal justice and commitment to change. Accordingly, it can 

be argued that role conflict between supervisors and employees should be considered a major 

part of CWS.  
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Kacmar, Bachrach, Harris, and Noble (2012) defined role conflict as the personal 

incongruencies that might include differences in personal values and personality. These 

differences typically give rise to feelings of anxiety, tension, and animosity (Jehn, 1995; 

Peterson & Behfar, 2003; Simons & Peterson, 2000). Kacmar et al. (2012) emphasized the 

variable of supervisor trust, which is employees’ trust in their supervisor because trust plays a 

vital role in driving performance, as recognized by the theory of social exchange, with trust 

playing a vital role in the exchange process (Blau, 1964; Organ, 1988). 

 

According to Jehn and Mannix (2001), “Role conflict between supervisors and employees 

can be an insufficient type of conflict that apprehends the awareness of interpersonal 

mismatches [including] emotional components such as feeling tension and friction” (p. 238). 

Bouckenooghe et al. (2014) examined role conflict in the framework of conservation of 

resources (COR) theory, which focuses on how employees handle stressful situations 

(Hobfoll, 1989; Quinn, Spreitzer, & Lam, 2012). They used the naturally stressful context of 

organizational restructuring, surveying 77 employees in a Belgian-based German car brand 

distributor that was undergoing restructuring. COR theory holds that such situations may lead 

to employees’ development of counterproductive behaviors or negative attitudes. However, if 

employees have positive resources (such as strong connections to their family or church) to 

sustain their energy, they can produce positive work outcomes. The authors added that role 

conflict can also deplete employee energy. 

 

Finally, role conflict between supervisors and employees can directly affect behavior and 

performance in multiple dimensions, including lowering employee creativity (Podsakoff et 

al., 1990).  
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2.5.2 Goal Conflict 

 

The far-reaching scope and effects of goal conflicts were underlined by Kleiman and Hassin 

(2011). They suggested that goal conflict can induce behavioral changes and physical 

reactions even if an individual is not conscious of the conflict. Kleiman and Hassin (2011) 

performed six experiments, each involving several dozen students, setting up a conflict 

between a self-centered goal (such as keeping money for oneself) and a community goal 

(such as donating money to charity). Half of the students participated in an exercise with a 

scenario that surreptitiously included cues to evoke selfless behavior, whereas the other half 

were part of a scenario that did not. The participants were not aware of the conflict or of the 

cues. As the authors expected, the participants who had received the cues designed to elicit 

selfless behavior exhibited behavioral and physical evidence of inner conflict. Behaviorally, 

they tended to take more time to decide between the two goals and showed signs of 

“behavioral variance”: the practice of alternating between goals. As the decision between the 

two goals was quite narrow, the participants were also more likely to be influenced by minor 

and possibly irrelevant environmental cues. Hypothetically, one could conclude that if 

someone is having a hard time deciding between retaining their money or donating to charity, 

then the personality of the one who represents the charity might become the deciding factor. 

 

Physically, the participants who had received the conflict-inducing cues exhibited signs of 

physical arousal, as measured by levels of skin conductance. Kleiman and Hassin (2011) 

noted that choosing between conflicting goals is characterized by the states of unease and 

inconsistent affective tendencies, which are usually linked to higher levels of arousal (e.g., 

Kahneman, 1973). 
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Overall, Kleiman and Hassin (2011) claimed that contrary to the model’s view of goal 

conflict as a predominantly conscious process, “goal conflicts . . . may operate below 

consciousness’ radar” (p. 130). Furthermore, the authors found evidence that goal conflict is 

motivational in nature, partly because the subtle cues had lingering effects. In addition, the 

authors noted the phenomenon of resumption of goal conflict after interruption, which is 

regarded as a central feature of the motivational process (Bargh, Gollwitzer, Lee-Chai, 

Barndollar, & Trötschel, 2001; Zeigarnik, 1938). 

 

Pursuing meaningful goals has been linked to healthy psychological functioning and feelings 

of subjective well-being (Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999), and contributes to successful 

work performance (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002; Locke & Latham, 2002). 

 

Goal conflict may arise when the chase of one goal undermines the desire of another, or when 

two or more goals imply incompatible plans and behavior (Riediger & Freund, 2004; 

Segerstrom & Nes, 2006). Goal facilitation refers to situations in which the pursuit of one 

goal makes it easier to succeed in another goal, such as by making better use of time and 

improving one’s grades. 

 

Boudreaux and Ozer (2013) surveyed 180 undergraduate students enrolled at a university in 

southern California to examine contradicting and facilitating goals and assess the relationship 

between each type of goal, goal achievement, and psychological well-being. Most of the 

conflicting goals reported were attributable to limited resources such as time and wealth and 

did not suggest any inherent incompatibility between their plans or behaviors, as with, for 

example, the conflict between saving money and gambling.  
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Some of the findings were as expected. The students who experienced goal conflict were less 

successful in achieving their goals and reported higher levels of negative distress and 

increased levels of anxiety. Those who experienced goal facilitation reported more success in 

goal attainment and higher levels of positive affect. 

 

Goal conflict may also have some positive effects. According to the literature, without any 

goal conflict, a strong consensus-seeking mechanism may reduce employees’ propensity to 

evaluate opposing opinions critically (Homburg, Workman, & Krohmer, 1999; Richter, Hirst, 

van Knippenberg, & Baer, 2012). High levels of goal congruence (i.e., low levels of goal 

conflict) might also make it less likely for employees to change their assumptions about 

existing organizational practices (Jackson, Joshi, & Erhardt, 2003; Milliken, Bartel, & 

Kurtzberg, 2003), thereby making it more difficult to turn opposing viewpoints into creative 

solutions. 

 

2.5.3 Conflict with Supervisors (CWS) 

 
 
According to research (e.g., Marquis & Huston, 2000; Rahim et al., 2000), CWS, which can 

have significant effects on the performance of both individuals and organizations, can be 

defined as a type of misinterpretation that results from the different thoughts, values, and 

feelings of employees and their supervisors. Most organizations are vulnerable to conflict, 

and the clinical working environment setting is no exclusion (Almost, 2006). Therefore, the 

effective management of CWS can help increase the likelihood of producing positive 

outcomes (Park & Antonioni, 2007; Seren & Baykal, 2007; Tjosvold, 1998). 

 

Based on prior research on conflict, including studies in the Chinese cultural context (e.g., 
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Hofstede, 1980; Kaushal & Kwantes, 2006; Longo & Sherman, 2007), it can be argued that 

CWS in high PD societies arises mainly from goal conflict rather than role conflict. Hofstede 

(1980) claimed that, in societies with high PD, such as those in East Asia, individuals behave 

according to their roles in an organizational structure with highly centralized political power 

and vertical hierarchies. The higher the PD, the more likely it is that these individuals view 

their supervisors as benevolent dictators and do as they are told. Therefore, they are less 

likely to experience role conflict with their supervisors. For this reason, when studying CWS, 

I mainly consider employees’ conflict with their supervisors in terms of contrasting goals and 

values. 

 

As with goal conflict, CWS is likely to be observed when employees’ pursuit of their own 

goals undermines those of their supervisors (Riediger & Fruend, 2004; Segerstrom & Nes, 

2006). Boudreaux and Ozer (2013) argued that goal conflict may arise when pursuing one 

goal undermines the pursuit of another goal, which, in turn, can affect individual 

performance. 

 

Goal conflict may also result when there is incompatibility between the plans and behaviors 

relating to two or more goals (Riediger & Freund 2004; Segerstrom & Nes, 2006). 

Boudreaux and Ozer (2013) conducted a study in which the participants who experienced 

goal conflict were less successful at attaining their goals and reported higher levels of 

negative affect and increased anxiety. In an East Asian collectivistic society, this type of 

conflict may also occur when a supervisor has several goals with which an employee does not 

agree. In this situation, the employee may work hard to achieve only some of the goals, 

which could cause conflict with their supervisor.  
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Chapter 3: Theoretical Background and Hypotheses Development 

 

In this chapter, I first examine the theoretical background of my conceptual model. Then, 

drawing on current theory and research, I propose hypotheses related to the conceptual model 

constructs. 

 

I propose that the interrelationships of the constructs in my conceptual model can more 

clearly be understood by applying social identity theory (SIT). This theory states that 

identification leads individuals to feel “oneness with or sense of belongingness to some 

human aggregate” (Ashforth & Mael, 1989, p. 21). This includes groups and strengthens our 

understanding of GI. This theory also maintains that identities and identifications that are 

antecedents for GI are shaped by myriad temporary situations (Ashforth et al., 2008). I posit 

that temporary acts of AS may be among these situations and can weaken GI—and in some 

cases cause disidentification with the supervisor. I hypothesize that these negative reactions 

by subordinates make it less likely they will identify the group’s interests with their own, 

which has a negative effect on OCBs, and that GI mediates the effect of AS through the 

effects of abusive temporary situations. 

 

PD at high levels makes subordinates more willing to view their supervisors as benevolent 

dictators and do as they are told (Hofstede, 1980), which I posit could reduce the negative 

effect on identifications, thereby making PD a moderator. Moreover, the effect of abusive 

temporary situations can explain how the moderator CWS could result in group members 

being less likely to engage in OCBs. 

 

Below is an illustration of the conceptual framework based on the literature review, as well as 
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the interrelationships among the constructs derived through their associations to SIT (see 

Figure 1): 

 

3.1 Theoretical Background 

 

Tajfel (1978) offered a landmark definition of social identity as “that part of an individual’s 

self-concept which derives from his knowledge of his membership of a social group (or 

groups) together with the value and emotional significance attached to that membership” (p. 

63). Ashforth et al. (2008) stated that identities described in SIT are embedded in 

organizations, teams, and other collectives. 

 

Identity is a vital basic concept in the field of human cognition and behavior that helps “to 

explain why people think about their environments the way they do and why people do what 

they do in those environments” (Sluss & Ashforth, 2007, p. 334). 

 

SIT posits that one part of the self-concept is personal identity (Ashforth & Mael, 1989), which 

includes an individual’s unique traits and abilities. The other part of the self-concept is social 

identity, which is distinguished by an individual’s use of group classifications (Ashforth & Mael, 

1989). According to SIT, people generally think of themselves and others as belonging to 

certain social categories or classifications, such as being a woman, an employee of a certain 

company, or a member of a specific work group. This classification leads to individual’s 

developing a sense of social identification, which is a perception of “the oneness with or 

belongingness to some human aggregate” (p. 21). I propose that the operations of the 

components of my model can be better understood by examining the mechanisms involved in 

building social identity and identification. 
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A narrow view of SIT proposed by Ashforth and Mael (1989) regards social identification as 

a cognitive construct that does not have direct ties with affects or behaviors, which are said to 

be consequences of identification. Ashforth et al. (2008) acknowledged that some experts 

argue that social identity includes an affective component as well as a cognitive one (e.g., 

Tajfel, 1978). The authors stated that the arousal of visceral connections with an organization 

or group might be seen as evidence that social identities also involve affect. However, 

available SIT literature does not propose a direct link between the cognitive aspect of social 

identification and behavior. 

 

A useful way to look at the relationships among cognitive, perceptual identity, and behavior 

can be found in a broader framework discussed in a review of OI literature by Ashforth et al. 

(2008). The framework contains three formulations, from the narrowest to the broadest: core 

of identity, content of identity, and behaviors of identity. The first formulation, the core, 

consists of “I am ‘A,’ I value ‘A,’ and I feel about ‘A.’” The content of identity is made up of 

“I care about ‘B,’ I want ‘C,’ I believe ‘D,’ I generally do ‘E,’ and I can do ‘F.’” The broadest 

formulation is “I do ‘G’” (p. 330). 

 

This framework states that the core of identity and the content of identity are “the central, 

distinctive, and more or less enduring attributes that constitute identities in organizational 

contexts” (p. 328). Among these fundamental identities, there are those that are sufficiently 

valued by an individual that they evoke visceral emotions (see Whetten, as cited in Albert et 

al., 1998). It is just such an identity that forms the basis for an identification that brings out an 

individual’s emotions. Harquail (1998) stated that identification “engages more than our 

cognitive self-categorization and our brains, it engages our hearts” (p. 225). Another factor that 

is likely to give rise to visceral emotions in an individual would follow from the proposition by 
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Ashforth and Mael (1989) that social identification results in a feeling of oneness with a group, 

which effectively links the well-being of the individual to that of the group. 

 

Another way of looking at both temporary and enduring social identification is to distinguish 

between situated identification and deep structure identification (Riketta, van Dick, & 

Rousseau, 2006; Rousseau, 1998). Situational cues, seen as more temporary and unstable, 

give rise to situated identification, which is defined as a sense of belonging to a collective. 

Deep structural identification results from a more fundamental relationship between the 

individual and collective. This stable relationship may involve changes in self-schemas. This 

deep identification is itself formed by situated identification, which makes an individual 

aware of social categories, paving the way for fundamental connections (Meyer, Becker, & 

van Dick, 2006; Riketta et al., 2006; Rousseau, 1998).  

 

Moreover, a person’s identification with an organization, group, collective, or role might 

evolve over a long period of time and then change suddenly, according to Ashforth et al. 

(2008). Researchers have described this phenomenon of identification as dynamic (DiSanza 

& Bullis, 1999) and turbulent (Gioia, Schultz, & Corley, 2000). As explained by Ashforth et 

al. (2008), “The identification steps should consider for this vitality, elucidating the intense 

occurrences that require mindfulness, thoughtful decisions that serve to either congeal or 

transform identities, followed by intervals of mainly self identity processing and stabilizing 

these thoughts” (p. 340). 

 

Thus, both situated identification, which shapes the sense of belonging to a collective and the 

deeper more stable identification that represents a fundamental relationship between the 

individual and the collective are formed through the influence of many temporary, grounded 
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experiences. 

 

For the purpose of gaining insight into illustrating the interrelationships among the five 

variables in my conceptual framework, I propose it is important to study how identification 

evolves from a sterile, abstract concept—in terms of its effects on the organization through 

behavior—to a fertile construct animated by visceral emotions affecting the performance of 

the group. That is, how does “I am a member of group A” change to the “success of group A 

is important to me, and I will stay after work to help coworkers,” or to “I resent my 

supervisor’s harsh criticism, and I will do no more work than I have to.” At what points in the 

process of identification building and for what reasons do these emotions become active? 

 

I propose that AS and CWS influence an individual’s identity through a series of temporary 

situations experienced by the individual. Identity cues that form temporary identification with 

a group represent such temporary situations. Regarding the relationship between 

identification and behavior, I suggest there are two locations on the OI continuum proposed 

by Ashforth et al. (2008) at which such temporary situations may operate: the formation of 

the enduring aspects of identity and the gulf between enduring identity and behavior. 

 

The first place to examine in the OI continuum is in the formation of the enduring elements 

of identity—that is, “I am a member of A.” Ashforth et al. (2008) stated that although this 

identity is a stable one, it is first most likely formed by “generalizing from myriad grounded 

experiences to offer an abstracted take on what the group is along with his affinity for it” (p. 

332). I maintain that behavior by supervisors, possibly including actions and words that are 

abusive or cause conflict, are included in the “myriad grounded experiences” that determine a 

subordinate’s affinity for a particular group. The strength of the “I am a member of A” 
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identity is important for my thesis; the stronger the identity, the more likely a team member is 

to perform extra-role duties typical of OCBs. 

 

After enduring elements of identity are formed, another location in the OI continuum 

proposed by Ashforth et al. (2008) in which such a negative result could be fostered is in the 

tenuous relationship between the enduring elements of identity and behavior. The authors 

called the connection between these two constructs of OI “probabilistic” (p. 331). They noted 

that a large body of research (including Webb & Sheeran, 2006) indicated that “various 

factors may attenuate the link between cognitive and affective identification (i.e., the 

elements in the first two rings) and behavior” (p. 331). Factors included effects arising from 

particular situations. The example given referred to accountants violating their ethics due to 

pressure by supervisors to make false entries in an account. Although I found no explicit 

discussion in the SIT literature of the sustained hostile behavior found in AS, I assert that the 

example above can be seen as one of a succession of situations involving hostile verbal or 

nonverbal behaviors, as defined by AS. 

 

Regarding work teams or groups, the literature examined in the earlier chapter, “Research on 

Group Identification,” underlined the importance of the theory of relational identification, as 

proposed by Sluss and Ashforth (2007). The authors suggested that a subordinate and a 

supervisor evaluated each other on their role in job-related functions (e.g., a supervisor 

providing adequate supplies) and on their personal interactions (e.g., a supervisor belittling 

the subordinate). If a subordinate gives the supervisor negative scores on both areas, the team 

member is encouraged to disidentify with the subordinate–supervisor relationship. Because of 

the importance of interpersonal behavior, team members who rate their supervisor negatively 

in this area may disidentify with the relationship, even if the role-based performance is 
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positive. Sluss and Ashforth (2007) stated the following proposition: “The greater one’s 

relational disidentification, the less empathy, understanding, and loyalty one will tend to have 

regarding one’s partner and the less cooperation, support, and altruism one will tend to 

display toward one’s partner” (p. 21). This proposition does not apply to in-role performance, 

only to extra-role performance. I also maintain that PD operates through the subordinate’s 

evaluation of the supervisor’s personal interaction. That is, behavior that is abusive or 

conducive to conflict will tend to be tolerated better by subordinates who are influenced by 

high power distance. This may result in subordinates choosing not to disidentify with their 

relationship with their supervisor, weakening the effect of disidentification. 

 

The available literature suggests that the negative results of disidentification between 

subordinates and supervisors may affect the group as a whole. On the link between the 

interpersonal and collective, the literature focuses specifically on the positive results of 

identification. For example, Pratt (2000) found that US marketing company Amway 

attempted to foster positive attitudes toward the company by encouraging distributors to 

socialize with their sponsors (their nominal supervisors). Sluss and Ashforth (2007) put forth 

this proposition: “Relational identification will tend to generalize to identification with the 

salient collectives that are shared by the individual and his or her partner” (p. 17). I suggest 

that it is reasonable to conclude that this process of generalization may also apply to the 

negative effects of disidentification. 

 

Sluss and Ashforth (2008) also stated that relational disidentification might contribute to 

organizational disidentification through “affect transfer, anthropomorphization, and 

personalization (in the sense of ascribing organizational characteristics to the role 

relationship)” (p. 818). This process “may function much as they are proposed to for RI and 
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OI—only in a vicious rather than virtuous fashion—because these mechanisms are a 

relatively straightforward conduit for affect and cognition” (p. 818). I submit that this process 

affects group identification because both identification with the organization as a whole and 

with the individual group can be seen as components of OI (Ashforth et al., 2008).  

 

I conclude that SIT provides a theoretical foundation for assessing how AS affects the level 

of a workgroup’s GI; how CWS moderates OCBs through temporary, situational behaviors; 

and how PD would have a moderating effect on subordinates’ evaluations of their group 

value congruence impacted by their supervisor’s behavior in a relational experience. 

 

3.2 Hypotheses Development 

 
 
GI is at the center of my model. I propose that GI is a dependent variable that also acts 

directly on the other dependent variable, OCBs, and indirectly as a mediator for the 

independent variable AS. In my model, AS affects GI. I hypothesize that the moderator PD 

affects the link between AS and GI, whereas the moderator CWS affects the link between GI 

and OCBs. The aforementioned fundamentals of social identity theory help us understand the 

various components of the model and how they fit together.  

 

As discussed in Chapter 3, the salient qualities of SIT involved in the relationships between 

the variables in question are as follows: 

• Under SIT, there is a visceral relationship between the individual and the organization 

(including a group or team), which can give rise to negative emotional experiences; 

• The links between deep identities and actual behavior, in a broad view of OI, can be 

weakened by situational and ephemeral factors speaking to “situated identification”; 
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and 

• Identification with a group must be preceded by a multitude of “grounded experiences” 

(Ashforth et al., 2008, p. 332) to form an abstraction to represent the group. The overall 

process of identification is dynamic, incorporates daily experiences, and can include 

decisions made by the worker that either strengthen or weaken identities. 

 

3.2.1 The Effect of AS on Group Identification  

 
 
The available literature indicates AS causes a negative effect on GI through its actions on 

individual group members’ group-related identities and identifications. I will demonstrate 

below that writings on AS clearly show that this variable is likely to be perceived by 

subordinates as harmful, and that literature on SIT and on relational identification point out 

the processes by which subordinates’ harmful perceptions can negatively affect identities and 

identifications. Strength or weakness of identity and identification is relevant because 

individuals tend to adopt behaviors related to the most salient aspects of their identities and 

identifications (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). A related effect is that social identification helps 

determine outcomes that shape group formation, such as cooperation and altruism (Turner, 

1982, 1984).  

 

Social identity develops when individuals think of themselves as being in certain social 

categories, such as a member of a specific work group (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). SIT posits 

that this categorization leads to social identification through which an individual feels “the 

oneness with or sense of belongingness to some human aggregate” (Ashforth & Mael, 1989, 

p. 21). The literature on the subject makes it reasonable to conclude that this intimate bond is 

damaged by AS, which is commonly defined as “the continuous demonstration of hostile 
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verbal and nonverbal behaviors” (Tepper, 2000, p. 178). I suggest that this damage may 

penetrate deeply because of visceral emotions raised by identifications, which link 

individuals’ sense of oneness as well as their well-being to the collective (Ashforth & Mael, 

1989).  

 

Furthermore, each of the two main antecedents of AS, namely individually oriented identity 

and corporate psychopathy, as identified in the literature review of this paper, lead to 

behavior that is antithetical to the feeling of oneness posited by Ashforth and Mael (1989). 

Johnson et al. (2012) suggested that strong individual identity can lead to abusive acts that 

harm others. The authors claimed that leaders with strong individual identity define 

themselves based on their separateness from others, as opposed to their common interests.  

 

C. Mathieu and Babiak (2016) found that corporate psychopathy was directly correlated with 

AS. I contend that two of the elements of psychopathy damage the sense of oneness and the 

links between members of a group: the interpersonal element, which includes being 

manipulative, and the affective element, which includes a lack of empathy (from the 

Psychopathy Checklist—Revised [PCL-R]; Hare, 2003). 

 

SIT provides insight into the processes through which AS can weaken identities and 

identification and thereby negatively affect GI. All of these processes involve fleeting, 

temporary cues or experiences that may include hostile behavior resulting from AS. One 

process centers on the formation of situated identification, which is tied to a sense of 

belongingness to the collective (Riketta et al., 2006; Rousseau, 1998). This sense is 

temporary and not stable because it is formed by situational cues. Situated identification, in 

turn, precedes deep structure identification, which represents a more stable relationship 
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between the individual and collective, involving a feeling of “congruence between self-at-

work and one’s broader self-concept” (Rousseau, 1998, p. 218). This means it is possible that 

situational cues linked to AS may affect both situated and deep structural identification. 

 

After situated and deep structural identities are formed, they have a tenuous relationship with 

behavior that Ashforth et al. (2008) described as “probabilistic” (p. 331). Ashforth et al. 

further noted that a wide range of factors might weaken the link with behavior. These factors, 

I propose, may include acts by supervisors that arise from AS. 

 

The effects of this wide range of factors plus the myriad situational cues and practical 

experiences that shape identification, I contend, express themselves in the dynamic quality of 

development of identification, with identification evolving over a long period of time and 

then changing suddenly (Ashforth et al., 2008). 

 

Given the small size of work teams and the immediacy of interaction between team leaders 

and team members, the subordinate/supervisor interpersonal relationship addressed in studies 

on relational identification is vital. Sluss and Ashforth (2007) proposed that team members 

who rate their supervisor negatively on person-based performance may disidentify with the 

relationship, even if the role-based performance is positive. Sluss and Ashforth stated the 

following proposition: “The greater one’s relational disidentification, the less empathy, 

understanding, and loyalty one will tend to have regarding one’s partner and the less 

cooperation, support, and altruism one will tend to display toward one’s partner” (p. 21).  

 

The available literature suggests that the negative results of disidentification between the 

subordinate and supervisor may affect the group as a whole. On the link between the 
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interpersonal and collective, the literature focuses specifically on the positive results of 

relational identification (e.g., Pratt, 2000). Sluss and Ashforth (2007) made the following 

proposition: “Relational identification will tend to generalize to identification with the salient 

collectives that are shared by the individual and his or her partner” (p. 17). It is reasonable to 

suggest that this process of generalization may also apply to the negative effects of 

disidentification. 

 

Sluss and Ashforth (2008) also found that relational disidentification could contribute to 

organizational disidentification through “affect transfer, anthropomorphization, and 

personalization (in the sense of ascribing organizational characteristics to the role 

relationship)” (p. 818). They noted that this process may manifest itself “in a vicious rather 

than virtuous fashion” (p. 818). I submit that this process affects group identification because 

GI can be seen as a component of OI (Ashforth et al., 2008). 

 

I thus propose that the nature of the two major antecedents found in the AS literature gives 

rise to another reason to conclude that disidentification has a negative effect on the group as a 

whole. Both a strong individual identity and corporate psychopathy are rooted in the 

character or psychological make-up of the supervisor. Thus, hostile behavior expresses the 

psychological attributes of the supervisor and is not necessarily intended to address a 

particular situation involving an individual team member’s shortcoming. This, I suggest, 

raises the possibility that a number of team members, and possibly all of them, may 

experience some degree of hostile behavior. It is therefore clear that such a result would 

likely weaken GI as a whole. 

 

I maintain that the fleeting incidents that form situated identification, contribute to 
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disidentification, may attenuate the link between deep structural identification and behavior, 

and may be composed of hostile behavior events on the part of the supervisor that, when 

taken as a series, form AS. For example, a team leader may, in front of other team members, 

accuse a subordinate of being lazy. This one instance of hostile verbal behavior might result 

in the subordinate feeling less of a bond with the team, or it may make the team member less 

likely to convert the bond he feels to behavior that benefits the team, say, staying after hours 

to help other subordinates. If this one instance is part of a sustained series of actions belittling 

the team member through words, dismissive gestures, and so on, it would fit the definition of 

AS, and would be more likely to produce negative effects. 

 

Thus, I submit that, when subordinates’ AS perceptions are negative, and especially when 

they are part of sustained behavior by the supervisor, they can weaken the identification 

subordinates have for the team through the process described above, resulting in negative 

effects for the group. Therefore, I propose the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: There is a direct and negative relationship between abusive 

supervision (AS) and group identification (GI). 

 

3.2.2 The Effect of GI on OCBs 

 
 
The nature of GI and OCBs, as defined in the literature, strongly suggests a mutual 

relationship. The relational identification component of GI, in line with SIT, as defined by 

Ashforth and Mael (1989), involves group members identifying their interests with those of 

the group in general and undergoing the achievements and failures of the group (Foote, 1951; 

Tolman, 1943). It makes sense for members to engage in behaviors, including OCBs, that 

positively contribute to the group’s best interests. 



 

 
 

44 

Regarding the element of GI that is individual or based on role identity, Cialdini, Brown, 

Lewis, Luce, and Neuberg (1997) argued that because the self is expanded to include the 

other party in the role relationship, helping the other party is tantamount to helping oneself 

(as cited in Sluss & Ashforth, 2007). It seems logical that this intention to help includes 

OCBs. 

 

At the theoretical level, there is a clear relationship between GI and OCBs. The link between 

deep identity and behavior is a key part of the SIT-based theory on OI (Ashforth et al., 2008). 

A typical worker might say, “I am a member of work team A,” and, “I generally value hard 

work.” Moreover, such workers see the team’s success as intertwined with their own. These 

factors are the basis for the worker’s willingness to engage in OCBs. In this formulation, the 

connection between deep identity and behavior, including OCBs, is tenuous but still exists. 

The more important deep identity is to the individuals, and the more individuals see a link 

between the team’s success and their own, the more likely it is for workers to engage in 

OCBs. 

 

There is evidence that OI and GI affect OCBs. Riketta and van Dick (2005) found in a meta-

analysis that GI, when amalgamated with group commitment, was positively linked to group 

extra-role behavior, a key part of OCBs. Additionally, there is reason to believe that 

conclusions regarding OI also apply to GI. Ashforth et al. (2008), referring to teams and work 

groups, stated that “identification with these more localized loci tends to be greater than with 

the organization and better predicts outcomes at the localized level” (p. 359). 

 

Ashforth et al. (2008) stated that “nonbehaviorist operationalizations of identification have 

found that the construct is positively associated with behaviors that are supportive of the 
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entity in question, including organizational citizenship behaviors” (p. 331). They also note 

that OCBs are one of the organizationally relevant outcomes of identification (e.g., Dukerich 

et al., 2002; van Dick, Grojean, Christ, & Wieseke, 2006). In addition, Riketta and van Dick 

(2005) found in a meta-analysis that GI, when amalgamated with group commitment, was 

positively linked to group extra-role behavior, a key part of OCBs. The arguments above thus 

motivate me to propose the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2: There is a direct and positive relationship between group identification 

(GI) and organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) 

 

3.2.3 Mediating Effects of GI 

 
 
In Hypothesis 1, I propose there is a direct and negative relationship between AS and GI. 

Specifically, temporary situations arising from AS may damage group identities and 

identification of team members in a group. Due to the negative effect of AS on GI, I propose 

that GI acts as a mediator in the relationship between AS and OCBs. As a first step, I will 

note that literature on the subject indicates there is a negative relationship between AS and 

workplace attitudes and performance, including OCBs. Then I will present the argument that 

that link is largely the result of the negative effect of AS on the identities and identifications 

of each individual work team member. 

 

As for the negative outcomes of AS, I noted earlier in this thesis in the sub-chapter outcomes 

of AS, that Mackey et al. (2017) found that the linkages between perceptions of abusive 

supervision and the associated outcome constructs appeared to be collectively destructive. 

The authors said the negative outcomes of AS included emotional exhaustion and strain 

(Wheeler et al., 2013), along with reduced job satisfaction as part of an overall reduced sense 
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of affective well-being (Kernan et al., 2011; C. Mathieu and Babiak, 2016) and below-

average quality interpersonal exchanges (Lian et al., 2012). Furthermore, perceptions of AS 

have been tightly connected with dysfunctional workplace behaviors, such as workplace 

nonconformity (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007), and with lower-level task performance (e.g., Xu 

et al., 2012). As I state in the chapter on OCBs, that behavior is largely discretionary, which 

means it depends on the willingness of subordinates to conduct extra-role work. It is logical, 

therefore, that the AS variables listed above weaken that willingness. Therefore, it is not 

surprising that abused subordinates report engaging in fewer OCBs, according to Zellars et al. 

(2002) and others. Another study found that AS had a negative effect on another facet of 

employee OCBs, namely creativity (Liu et al., 2016). 

 

Furthermore, according to Zellars et al. (2002), the negative effect of AS is enhanced by the 

voluntary and discretionary nature of OCBs. The authors noted that there is substantial 

theory and research on workers supporting the likelihood that those who are victims of 

supervisor abuse try to maintain a sense of autonomy (e.g., Brehm, 1966; Wright & Brehm, 

1982). However, because of the difference in power dynamics between supervisors and 

subordinates, the employees are unlikely to respond with similar abuse (Lord, 1998).  

 

To address the issue of OCBs in the context of abusive supervision, Zellars et al. (2002) 

conducted research involving subordinates and their supervisors in a U.S. military unit. They 

reported, “The results of this research propose that (a) employees of abusive supervisors 

perform fewer OCBs than their nonabused team members, [and] (b) . . . the effect is more 

pronounced among subordinates who define OCBs as extra-role behavior” (p. 1,073). I 

suggest that these conclusions underscore just how sensitive OCBs are to AS, with the caveat 

that workers who view OCBs as discretionary are affected more than workers who regard 
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them as required. 

 

Assuming a negative effect of AS on OCBs, I address the question: Is this effect delivered 

directly or mediated by GI? In H2, I maintain that there is a direct and positive relationship 

between GI and OCBs. Now I assert it is logical that this direct relationship continues in a 

negative mode when hostile behavior attributed to AS has weakened GI. 

 

Ashmore et al. (2008, p. 331) used the term “probabilistic” to define the relationship between 

identification and behavior. I take that to mean that behavior, including OCBs, follows from 

identification in a majority of instances. The authors said, however, that behavior was not a 

necessary outcome of identification. They cited voluminous research (e.g., Webb & Sheeran, 

2006) that found various situational constraints might weaken the relationship between 

identification and behavior. One such constraint, according to Ashforth et al. (2008), might be 

pressure from a supervisor for an accountant to falsify the books. However, on the whole, as 

noted above, behavior, including OCBs, usually conforms to identification. 

 

Thus, the available literature indicates there is a negative relationship between AS and OCBs, 

and that link is largely the result of the negative effect of AS on identifications. I therefore 

propose: 

 Hypothesis 3: GI mediates the relationship between AS and OCBs 

 

3.2.4 Moderating Effects of PD  

 
 
Power Distance (PD) refers to the degree to which people, especially those working in lower 

positions, accept that institutional and organizational power is unevenly distributed (Farh et 



 

 
 

48 

al., 2007; House et al., 2002; House et al., 2004).  

 

On the theoretical level, SIT, as a purely conceptual construct, does not directly lead to any 

specific behavior (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). It is perhaps reasonable to assume SIT includes 

behavior that might result from the acceptance of, or resistance to, an unequal distribution of 

power. However, the SIT-based, broad formulation of OI, as presented by Ashforth et al. 

(2008), helps explain how PD might influence behavior. The narrowest definition of OI in 

this formulation consists of what the authors call the “heart and soul” of identification (p. 

328–329). This includes the statement “I am A,” in which “A” might stand for “woman,” “a 

member of this work team,” or “I do not accept the unequal distribution of power (in line 

with low PD.” This statement may result from cultural influences. Some studies have 

indicated that individualistic cultures tend to have low PD values, meaning that people tend 

to be less accepting of unequal power distributions (Farh et al., 2007; House et al., 2002; 

House et al., 2004). Meanwhile, subordinates in collectivist cultures tend to be more accepting 

and have high PD values (Hu et al., 2011). 

 

The second category in the OI formulation by Ashforth et al. (2008) consists of “the central, 

distinctive, and more or less enduring attributes” of identification, which expresses what it 

means to be “A” (p. 330). These statements include “I generally do this,” or, “I value this” (p. 

330). I suggest that, more specifically, a worker might say, “I generally do not accept that the 

leader has more power than I do,” which is a statement in line with the concept of low PD. I 

maintain that one expression of unequal power distribution is abusive behavior by 

supervisors: AS. 

 

 Following the logic of Ashforth et al. (2008), this low PD position will probably, but not 
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necessarily, lead to certain behaviors—in this case, resisting the authority of the supervisor. 

At this point it is useful to recall that SIT suggests that AS affects identities and 

identifications in OI through a series of myriad temporary hostile situations—such as harsh 

criticism. I maintain that it is logical to conclude that identification that includes a high PD 

position will tend to accept such temporary situations, whereas a low-PD oriented 

identification will resist more strongly to such hostile temporary situations, creating a 

negative response. Therefore, I propose the following: 

Hypothesis 4: PD moderates the relationship between AS and GI. In the case of low 

PD, a negative relationship between AS and GI is more likely to be observed 

 

3.2.5 Moderating Effects of CWS  

 
 
In Hypothesis 2, I propose there is a direct and positive relationship between GI and OCBs. 

For this hypothesis, I will examine the possibility that CWS moderates that relationship. In 

the process, I will argue that, as a moderator, CWS has a negative relationship with OCBs 

and that SIT helps elucidate how that relationship develops. 

 

CWS, caused by the pursuit of incompatible goals by a supervisor and a subordinate 

(Riediger & Freund, 2004; Segerstrom & Nes, 2006), affects the performance of the 

subordinate (Boudreaux & Ozer, 2013). One study stated that conflict between a supervisor 

and a worker can involve differences in personal values and personalities (Bachrach, Harris, 

& Noble, 2012). These differences can give rise to feelings of anxiety, tension, and animosity 

(Jehn, 1995; Peterson & Behfar, 2003; Simons & Peterson, 2000). 

 

However, some studies have indicated that conflict may have positive outcomes, introducing 



 

 
 

50 

uncertainty into the search for the moderating effects of CWS. Bouckenooghe et al. (2014) 

found that workers subject to increased conflict due to large-scale organizational 

restructuring can produce positive work outcomes if they have access to positive resources 

that sustain high energy levels. Moreover, Sluss and Ashforth (2007) stated that ambivalent 

relational identification, resulting from a positive assessment of either role or personal 

identity, along with a negative assessment of the remaining identity, could produce a positive 

outcome because that inconsistency might reveal contentious issues and prompt a 

constructive renegotiation of the role relationship. 

 

In contrast, research has also found that the absence of goal conflict may lead to a strong 

consensus-seeking mechanism, which erodes an employee’s tendency to evaluate conflicting 

opinions critically (Homburg et al., 1999; Richter et al., 2012). Additionally high levels of 

goal congruence (i.e., low levels of goal conflict) might make it more difficult to turn 

differing viewpoints into innovative solutions (Jackson et al., 2003; Milliken et al., 2003). 

 

I submit that these possible positive outcomes are limited in scope—in one instance applying 

to extreme periods of stress under the condition that subordinates can sustain high energy 

levels. (Bouckenooghe et al., 2014). The other examples of positive outcomes are uncertain 

and generally depend on a far-sighted approach by both management and workers. I conclude 

that the anxiety, tension, and animosity generated by CWS is more likely to produce negative 

than positive outcomes. Further, it seems that these negative factors will make OCBs less 

likely to occur or occur in a less positive form because OCBs depend on the willingness of 

workers to perform voluntary, extra-role tasks. 

 

SIT helps explain how the positive relationship between GI and OCBs posited in H2 can be 
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moderated by CWS. In their formulation of SIT-based OI, Ashforth et al. (2008) proposed 

that links to behaviors in general can be attenuated by temporary and situational factors. The 

authors offered as an example of one of these situated identifications: a supervisor pressuring 

an accountant to falsify accounting records. Such pressure can be seen as a source of CWS, 

which involves a negative interaction between workers and supervisors. In general, CWS 

incidences are the type of situated identifications that attenuate links, in this case between GI 

and OCBs behaviors. Given the direct and positive relationship between GI and OCBs 

proposed in H2, the negative effect of animosity and anxiety caused by CWS, and the role of 

temporary situations defined in SIT in possibly altering behavior, I propose the following 

hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 5: CWS moderates the relationship between GI and OCBs. In the case of 

intense CWS, a positive relationship between GI and OCBs is less likely to be 

observed 

Below is an illustration of the theoretical model shown, with expected results based on the 

hypotheses developed in this chapter (see Figure 2). 
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Chapter 4: Research Methodology 

 
 

4.1 Sample and Procedure 

 
 
In this study, I provided supervisory and frontline participants with separate questionnaires 

intended to measure the effects of AS on OCBs by looking at the mediating effects of GI and 

the moderating effects of both PD and CWS. Examining PD and its moderating effects on AS 

and GI contributes to the sparse collection of data on business environments where power 

distribution-related cultural values such as power distance would have a significant impact. 

The goal is to provide both researchers and managers with a better understanding of the 

effects of how CWS moderates subordinates’ OCBs in overall business settings. 

 

Data is collected from a large Hong Kong restaurant chain that had over 70 work teams with 

five to eight people on each team. Each of these teams consisted of frontline table-waiting 

service employees and their immediate team leaders. The frontline employees performed jobs 

such as providing table service under the supervision of a designated team leader. 

 

I distributed 400 sets of questionnaires in three phases and sent out letters explaining the 

voluntary and confidential nature of the survey to all participating employees at every phase 

of the data collection process. In Phase 1, I measured each employee’s perceived AS and PD 

(see Appendix 1). Three weeks later, I invited the same employees to respond to another 

questionnaire to determine their group identification (GI; see Appendix 2). After one week, I 

invited the leader of each team to assess the performance of their subordinates, one by one, in 

terms of the employees’ conflict with their supervisor (CWS) and their OCBs (see Appendix 

3).  
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The 3-week time lag between survey phase 1 and 2, considered as normal, is to demotivate 

and disenable the participating employees from filling out the phase 2 questionnaire based on 

their consistency motif and to stabilize their respective transient mood state, which are major 

causes of inconsistencies or biased results (Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). 

In contrast, in phase 3 we aimed to retrieve the team leaders’ perspectives on their employees’ 

performance in terms of CWS and OCBs; this is another procedural remedy helping to reduce 

common method bias as the sources of obtaining measures for the predictor variable (AS) 

and the criterion variable (OCBs) are separated (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Phase 2 and 3 should 

ideally be conducted at the same time, again, for better method bias control; however, the 

suggestion was kindly declined by the researched organization’s senior management team 

due to manpower coverage concerns. These survey time intervals were mutually aligned with 

the researched organization’s senior management team members, with a priority of causing 

the least amount of interruptions to their business operations. 

 

Of the 398 questionnaires distributed to the designated employees and the 70 questionnaires 

delivered to their respective team supervisors, we received 337 completed employee 

questionnaires and 61 completed supervisor questionnaires. The response ratio was 83.17% 

and 87.14% from the employees and the supervisors, respectively.  

 

4.2 Measures 

 
 
I adopted a 5-point Likert-type scale for all of the measurements. We carried out all the 

surveys and administered them in the Chinese language. The questionnaires were originally 

designed in English, so we adopted Brislin’s (1980) recommended “back translation” 

procedure to ensure the fidelity of the Chinese translation was well preserved. 
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4.2.1 Independent Variable 

 

I measured AS (used interchangeably with abusive supervision) using a slight adaptation of 

Tepper’s (2000) Abusive Supervision Scale. Items began with the phrase “My group leader,” 

and included stems such as “ridicules me,” “gives me the silent treatment,” “invades my 

privacy,” and “breaks promises made.” This instrument has a reliability alpha coefficient of 

0.90. 

 

Tepper’s (2000) classic definition of AS states that it refers to “subordinates’ perceptions of 

the degree to which their supervisors involve in the persistent demonstration of intimidating 

verbal and nonverbal behaviors, omitting bodily contact” (p. 178). AS behaviors can include 

the following: “using insulting names, engaging in hotheaded arguments, coercion through 

the threat of dismissal, withholding required information, hostile eye contact, the silent 

treatment, and humiliating someone in the public” (Keashly, 1998, p. 87). 

 

4.2.2 Dependent Variables 

 

I measured OCBs using a 16-item instrument adapted from Lee and Allen (2002), which is 

commonly used to measure citizenship behaviors. Items began with the phrase “this 

employee,” and included stems such as “helps others,” and “shares personal property.” This 

instrument has a reliability alpha coefficient of 0.87. 

 

4.2.3 Moderators 

 

I measured PD with a set of 5-point Likert scale items adapted from the GLOBE study (see 
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House et al., 2004, and Appendix 1). The scale has a reliability alpha coefficient of 0.83. 

 

 In line with previous research (Farh et al., 2007; House et al., 2002; House et al., 2004), we 

defined PD in this study as an individual orientation on the legitimacy and acceptability of 

uneven distribution of organizational power and authority differentials.  

 

I measured conflict with supervisors (CWS) using a three-item instrument adapted from 

Almost (2006), which was used to ascertain the degree or frequency of CWS from the 

supervisors’ point of view. This instrument adopted for measuring CWS effectively 

extrapolates the degree of conflict the supervisors perceived from their subordinates. Item 1, 

“There are lots of relationship tension between this employee and me” helps understand 

supervisors’ level of task conflict, otherwise known as cognitive, debate, and substantive 

conflict with their subordinates, because this type of conflict concerns the different 

viewpoints over a team task or goal (Jehn & Mannix, 2001). Item 2, “This employee and I 

often get angry while working” provides perspectives on supervisors’ level of process task 

with their subordinates because this type of conflict relates to how the task or goal is to be 

accomplished. Item 3, “There are lots of emotional conflict between this employee and me” 

extracts supervisors’ level of affective or emotional conflict with their subordinates as it 

pertains to interpersonal incompatibilities, personality clashes, hostility, and irritation (Jehn, 

1995), and these are key attributes to role conflict (Jehn & Mannix, 2001). This instrument 

has a reliability alpha coefficient of 0.72. 

 

According to research (e.g., Marquis & Huston, 2000; Rahim et al., 2000), CWS can be 

defined as a type of misunderstanding that results from differences in thoughts, values, and 

feelings between given employees and their supervisors. In East Asian societies, CWS can be 



 

 
 

56 

defined as the degree to which subordinates experience goal conflict with their supervisor 

(Jehn & Mannix, 2001). Goal conflicts, according to Boudreaux and Ozer (2013), may arise 

when the pursuit of one goal undermines the pursuit of another. 

 

4.2.4 Mediator 

 

I tested GI using a scale adapted from Walumbwa and Hartnell (2011). The instrument has 10 

7-point items, such as “I feel very much a part of my work group” and, “My work group 

makes me believe that I am included in it.” During a pretest, I found that this scale had an 

acceptable reliability (Cronbach’s α = .70; 10 items). 

Li and Xin (2011) explained the following: 

Relational identification at the group level can be considered as another type of social 

identification suggesting explicit avenues in which people regard themselves as 

members of any group. Contrary to identification at the organizational level, the 

group-level relational identification is strongly affected by the relationship between 

two persons namely the group member and the group leader. From a different 

perspective, different from the identification at the individual role level, the group-

level identification is significantly affected by the organization’s overall as well (p. 

10). 

 

4.3 Validation of the Measurement Model 

 

I applied structural equation modeling with MPLUS 7.4 to conduct a series of confirmatory 

factor analyses (CFAs) and thus verify the convergent validity of the multiple-item variables. 

The CFA began with a five-factor or all-factor model (see Table 4), which includes AL, PD, 
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GI, and employees’ OCBs. All factor loadings ranged from 0.53 to 0.88 and were significant, 

demonstrating sufficient convergent validity. As shown in Table 4, the full model yielded an 

acceptable fit to the data (χ 2 = 254.99, df = 80, root mean square error of approximation 

[RMSEA] = 0.08, comparative fit index [CFI] = 0.94, Tucker-Lewis index [TLI] = 0.93). All 

of this information supports the assumption that the variables are independent and separate 

constructs. Next, I computed 10 alternative four-factor models and a one-factor model (see 

Table 4), all of which resulted in a poorer fit than the all-factor model. These results illustrate 

that these variables have sufficient discriminant validity. 

 

4.4 Aggregation of Group-Level Variables 

 
 
Based on the analyses above, I further computed the intra-class correlation coefficient (ICC), 

which included the rWG(J) values for both ICC(1) and ICC(2), to assess the viability of the 

group-level variables. ICC(1) shows the percentage of variance explained by group 

differences, whereas ICC(2) illustrates the reliability of the group means. I first conducted the 

one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) for AS and the cultural values of PD, and the results 

showed the between-group variances for both variables to be significant at the .05 and .01 

level. In addition, when rWG(J) values were calculated using the uniform null distribution, 

the results showed mean and median values of .78 and .81 for AS and .80 and .85 for PD, 

respectively, which are all sitting at a level above the conventionally acceptable rWG(J) 

value of .70 (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1993). 

 

Next, I computed the inter-rater reliability index (ICC1) and the reliability of the group mean 

index (ICC2). The values of ICC(1) and ICC(2) were .57 and .65 for AS and .69 and .75 for 

the cultural value of PD, respectively. The literature provides no definite guidelines for 
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researchers on selecting acceptable values for aggregate group-level variables (Cerne, 

Nerstad, Dysvik, & Škerlavaj, 2014). Although some researchers have considered it 

acceptable to have an ICC(2) of about .70 (e.g., Bliese, 2000), others have published in 

prestigious journals with ICC(2) values lower than .70 (e.g. Leroy et al., 2012). Therefore, 

the values of ICC(1) and ICC(2) in this thesis provided evidence to justify data aggregation, 

which allowed me to apply AS and PD as group-level variables for further analysis. 

 

Not only did the ICC values validate the data aggregation on PD for further analysis as a 

group-level variable, Hofstede (1980) originally defined PD as a societal-level construct. 

Subsequent research has successfully explored PD at lower levels, such as the group- and 

individual-level, in empirical analyses (Hu et al., 2017). 

 

4.5 Data Analysis Strategy 

 
 
In line with prior multilevel studies, I tested all of the hypotheses using hierarchical linear 

modeling (HLM), given the nonindependence of the data. The supervisors evaluated and 

commented on the OCBs of team members within their own work group (employees nested 

within supervisors; e.g., Huang et al., 2016). To test the employee-level (level 1) moderation 

hypothesis (i.e., the effect of PD), I used standardized data to create an interaction term and 

control the threat of multicollinearity (Enders & Tofighi, 2007).  
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Chapter 5: Research Results 

 

5.1 Descriptive Statistics 

 
 
Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics of the data set used in this thesis. A number of 

interesting correlations can be observed among the variables. For example, AS has a 

significantly negative correlation with employees’ GI (-0.20, p < .01). In addition, employees’ 

GI has a significantly positive correlation with their OCBs (0.22, p < .01; see Table 5). One 

can see that these correlations are consistent with hypotheses 1 (H1) and 2 (H2) as proposed. 

 

5.2 Hypotheses Testing 

 
 
To assess the potential impact of multicollinearity on regression estimates, I first conducted 

variance inflation factor (VIF) tests. The results of this analysis suggest that none of the 

regression models had a VIF over 10, which is the threshold recommended by Gujarati 

(2003). In other words, this result indicates that multicollinearity should not create bias in the 

empirical findings from the later regression analyses, which may be because the main 

independent and dependent variables had been collected from different sources.  

 

First, I ran null models with only GI and employees’ OCBs as dependent variables. The 

results indicated significant between-group variances for both GI (c2(60, 339) = 441.35, p 

£ .01, ICC(1) = .53, indicating that 53% of the variance was between the teams and 

employees’ OCBs (c2(60, 339) = 138.22, p £ .01, ICC(1) = .20, indicating that 20% of the 

variance was between groups). Therefore, I next tested my hypotheses using the HLM 

approach. 
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In Hypothesis 1 (H1), I proposed a direct and negative relationship exists between abusive 

supervision (AS) and group identification (GI). This prediction is supported by the data 

analysis results. Specifically, the regression result indicates AS has a significant and negative 

effect on GI (g = -0.14, p < .05, Model 1b; see Table 6). Thus, Hypothesis 1 (H1) was 

supported. For Hypothesis 2 (H2), I proposed group identification (GI) has a direct and 

positive relationship with organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs). This hypothesis was 

also supported, as shown in the regression result that GI has a significant and positive effect 

on OCBs (g = 0.15, p < .05, Model 2c; see Table 6). Thus, Hypothesis 2 (H2) was also 

empirically supported. 

 

5.3 Mediating Effect Testing 

 
 
I tested the mediating effect of GI on AS and OCBs by adopting the approach recommended 

by J. E. Mathieu and Taylor (2007). The authors suggested that a mediation effect will be 

supported if these four conditions are met (shown in Table 6): (a) the independent variable 

(AS) is negatively related to the mediator (GI, Model 1b); (b) the independent variable is 

significantly related to the dependent variable (OCBs, Model 2b; this condition was not met, 

as shown); (c) the mediator is significantly related to the dependent variables (was not tested 

because of the result in Model 2b); and (d) after controlling for the effect of the mediator, the 

effects of the AS become weaker, showing a partial mediation effect (was not tested because 

of the result in Model 2b).  

 

I then applied the Monte Carlo simulation method to assess the indirect mediating effect of 

GI between AS and OCBs; with 20,000 replications using R, the 95% confidence interval 

result indicates the mediating effect was not supported (see Figure 4); however, the 90% 
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confidence interval result does not cover zero; hence, the mediating effect proposed as 

Hypothesis 3 (H3) of GI on AS and OCBs was marginally supported (see Figure 5). 

 

5.4 Moderating Effect Testing 

 
 
Hypothesis 4 (H4) and Hypothesis 5 (H5) predicted the moderating effects of the cultural 

value of PD and of CWS, respectively. First, H4 predicts that the value of PD shall moderate 

the relationship between AS and GI. As shown in Table 6, Hypothesis 4 (H4) is supported 

empirically (i.e., an interaction with a significant effect between AS and that cultural value (g 

= 0.26, p £ .01, Model 1d; see Table 6). 

 

Figure 3 shows the nature of the significant interaction effect (AS ´ PD) on employee GI, 

which is presented in graphical form following the recommended procedure by Cohen and 

Cohen (1983). The predicted relationship between the two variables becomes more salient 

with a low scale of PD (one standard deviation above the mean) than with a high level of PD 

(one standard deviation below the mean). Moreover, a simple slope analysis shows that the 

relationship between AS and GI was significant (g = -0.33, p £ .01) when the value of PD is 

low, and it was not significant (g = 0.15, p > .05) when the value of PD is high. These results 

further supported the moderating effect of PD (see Figure 3). 

 

Taking the same approach, I also tested the moderating effect of CWS. As the data in Table 6 

show (g = 0.02, p £ .03, Model 2d), the moderating effect of CWS was not significant. 

Therefore, the results did not support H5. 
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Chapter 6: Discussion of Results, Contributions, and Research Limitations 

 

6.1 Results 

 
 
Considerable empirical research has proven that employees’ OCBs have a direct and positive 

effect on organizational effectiveness and performance (MacKenzie et al., 1996; Podsakoff & 

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

 

Our rapidly growing and changing global economy, with its increasing volatility, uncertainty, 

complexity, and ambiguity caused by disruptive innovations, requires supervisors, managers, 

and leaders to behave more entrepreneurially, lead large-scale and nonstop change, and 

integrate functions and procedures within the organization to create more robust 

competencies more rapidly (Millar, Groth, & Mahon, 2018). None of these leadership 

capabilities are particularly straightforward. Because they remain difficult to understand, 

acquire, and internalize—let alone practice with confidence—desired business results can be 

elusive. This interruptive and stressful expectation of developing leadership competencies 

can create a self-enhancement bias, and, when this is partnered with a strong individual 

identity, may lead to AS (Johnson et al., 2012).  

 

 Zellars et al. (2002) supported the hypothesis that subordinates who experience AS behaviors 

from their respective supervisors perform fewer OCBs compared with counterparts who are 

not exposed to AS.  

 

I incorporated GI into this study following researches associating it with loyalty. Ashforth 

and Mael (1989) stated that it is sensible to expect that identification would be linked with 
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loyalty to and being proud of a group and its undertakings. The literature on GI suggests that 

one of the three general consequences of relevance to organizational work teams is that 

individuals in work groups may appreciate other members of the same work group as 

colleagues but dislike them as people (Turner, 1984, p. 525). This suggests that, even though 

AS weakens GI or provokes disidentification, individuals may still be willing to perform 

OCBs because this member, via role identification, is loyal to the abusive leader while still 

disapproving of the abusive leader as a person. From the organizational perspective, Ashforth 

and Mael (1989) explained that “identification provides a mechanism whereby an individual 

can continue to believe in the integrity of his or her organization despite wrongdoing by 

senior management” (p. 28). 

 

Moreover, compared with Western culture, Chinese culture is generally considered to show a 

higher level of acceptance of PD, meaning that the Chinese are more likely to endorse and 

accept the unequal distribution of institutional and organizational power (Farh et al., 2007; 

House et al., 2002; House et al., 2004). For this reason, as indicated in the literature review, 

Chinese subordinates are more likely to experience goal conflict, and less likely to experience 

role conflict, with their supervisors.  

 

The results also indicate that GI marginally mediates the relationship between AS and OCBs. 

As the results indicate, GI has a minimal effect on the relationship between AS and OCBs. 

This suggests that although OCBs are highly likely to be observed when the group share a 

high level of relational identity among one another, as shown in the result of Hypothesis 2 

(H2; see Table 6), GI could only slightly induce OCBs in the group when the leader 

demonstrates AS.  
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The aim of this research was to use the constructs of PD and CWS to test their moderating 

effects on AS, GI, and OCBs, and to position GI as the mediator between AS and OCBs. This 

effort contributes to the growing literature on identification and how it affects the 

discretionary energy so important to the performance of subordinates in a group, even in the 

context of AS. 

 

The results empirically support that AS has a negative correlation with GI, and that GI relates 

positively to OCBs. However, CWS does not appear to be a significant moderator of the 

interrelationship between GI and OCBs. This means that OCBs are expected to be observed 

in a work group within which every member identifies with it, regardless of their level of 

conflict with their work group supervisor. Conversely, a low degree of PD significantly 

moderates the negative relationship between AS and GI, which means that the less 

subordinates accept the unequal distribution of power within a work group under AS, the less 

likely it is for them to identify with the rest of the work group.  

 

SIT posit that the most prototypical behaviors are demonstrated by the leader of a social 

identity group; in another words, the individual acting with the most representative, ideal, and 

essential behaviors in a group is perceived as the leader because he or she embodies the 

group (Dalton & Chrobot-Mason, 2007; Hogg, Hains, & Mason, 1998). This helps to further 

validate the results stating that groups in a low degree of PD and with a leader demonstrating 

AS behaviors would significantly worsen the negative relationship between AS and their GI 

toward the group; the team members in this context just simply disagree and disapprove their 

leader’s behaviors. 

 

In contrast, it is interesting to see results indicating the impact on the directly negative 
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relationship between AS and GI is insignificant on groups with a high degree of PD. 

Although high PD teams accept the power within the organization should be unevenly 

distributed, and they expect leaders to provide specific and strict direction with behaviors 

showing more esteem to authority (Kirkman et al., 2009), the teams may not be able to 

withstand the abusive natured supervisory behaviors such as silence, unfair treatment, or 

ignorance. This indicates groups with a high degree of PD simply conform to the AS 

behavior as the ideal and essential behavioral representation of the group. 

 

The data analysis results indicated Hypothesis 5 (H5) was not supported, which is interesting 

though not surprising. As mentioned in the development of H5, studies have alluded that 

CWS does lead to positive outcomes, such as receiving positive resources, which sustains 

high energy levels during restructuring exercises in a large organizations (Bouckenooghe et 

al., 2014). Additionally, negative relational identification between workers and supervisors 

can lead to positive outcomes because it would result in a constructive renegotiation of the 

role relationship (Sluss & Ashforth, 2007). 

 

To further illustrate the robustness of the conceptual model, I have also tested the moderating 

effect of CWS within the causality relationship between AS and GI.  The result indicates 

CWS does not significantly moderate the relationship (g = -1.10, p > .05). On one hand, this 

empirical result suggests that there are other constructs which would more significantly affect 

the relationship between AS and GI such as PD as illustrated in the conceptual model and the 

hypotheses discussions; on the other hand, this submits the workers’ reactions to their leaders’ 

abusive supervisory behaviors would not cause a major impact to the group value 

congruence. 
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All of the survey participants work for a fast-food serving chain restaurant, which is a large-

scale business and is constantly going through restructuring exercises in regard to food and 

services offerings, ownership, and variable income (Hong Kong Chinese restaurants typically 

operate under a partnership structure where all workers in various levels own a small 

percentage of the business as an incentive scheme); moreover, this demanding customer-

service-centric working environment draws high levels of energy out of workers in all areas 

within the restaurant, and an evenly distributed bonus payment coming from the voluntarily 

customer service charge, known as tips, is to be paid out to all workers at the end of each 

evening. This does fulfill the narrow band of circumstances Bouckenooghe et al. has 

described for positive outcomes instilled by conflict. 

 

Furthermore, Tang and Kirkbride (1986) cited research by Tang (1985) in Hong Kong 

looking at differences in conflict resolution among Chinese managers—with participants 

from governments and private organizations—and a sample of British government 

executives. Using the Thomas-Kilmann scale, the study found the Chinese participants 

favored “compromising” and “avoiding” behaviors, whereas their British counterparts 

adopted the relatively assertive measures of “collaborating” and “competing.” Tang and 

Kirkbride (1986) also noted that the less assertive Chinese approach had advantages and 

disadvantages. On the plus side, Chinese executives could prevent the escalation of conflict 

and open aggression. It would also help avoid the destruction of relationships through open 

aggression, such as personal attacks. This helps to explain the unsupported hypothesis in a 

sense that the CWS behaviors are generally more subtle, submissive, and less evidential, 

which does not lead to a lower level of OCBs; however, serious problems could remain 

unaddressed, which could cause an organization to operate at less than top efficiency or to 

fail to adopt the best means to realize its goals. 
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6.2 Theoretical Contribution 

 

Research in the field of leadership has conventionally and predominantly been focused on 

identifying increasingly effective and positive behaviors to manage and lead people. Among 

these, the noticeably most popular are transformational leadership, ethical leadership, and 

authentic leadership. At the other end of the spectrum of leadership qualities, it is possible to 

see the negative effects on employee behavior and performance. As Schyns and Schilling 

(2013) stated, “regardless of what researchers and practitioners may consider ideal, some 

leaders behave in ways that are detrimental to their follower[s] and often the organization as a 

whole” (p. 118). These undesirable leadership behaviors are directly associated with surges in 

excessive corporate operating costs due to employee absenteeism, employee turnover, and 

lowered effectiveness (Tepper, Duffy, Henle, & Lambert, 2006). 

 

To look at AS more holistically and better understand its underlying mechanisms and 

relationships, further development of the theoretical model is necessary (Schyns & Schilling, 

2013). In this study, I expanded the emerging field of AS research, particularly regarding the 

consequences of destructive management behavior. I also made progress in understanding 

AS’s relationship with social identity theory at the group level, as well as in measuring PD at 

the cultural level.  

 

First, studies conducted in the recent past on AS or other aspects within the field of 

detrimental leadership tend to be of a more narrative than empirical nature (e.g., Lipman-

Blumen, 2004; Sutton, 2007). The reason behind this is related to human nature: subordinates 

are unwilling to speak up about being victims in a hostile supervisor–subordinate relationship 

because they prefer to prevent further, greater, or cyclical abusive behaviors. This thesis 
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contributes quantitative analysis to this subject, in particular by connecting AS to employee 

identity, among others within the same work group, following Van Knippenberg et al. (2004). 

These early scholars in the field started to research the integration of leadership, self, and 

identity (Walumbwa et al., 2011). 

 

Second, Burris et al. (2008) proposed that subordinates suffering from destructive leadership 

and mistreatment expose the entire organization to the negative attitudes they received from 

their direct supervisors. Not only do subordinates perceive their abusive supervisor as 

representing the organization but they also note that the organization did nothing to prevent 

such abuse in the first place. Moreover, studies concentrating on the work group-related 

consequences of AS are still in their early stages (Schyns & Schilling, 2013). In this paper, I 

thus considered how AS affects subordinates’ sense of belonging and value congruence 

toward the work group, and I provided a quantitative approach that supports a significant and 

negative relationship between AS and GI. 

 

Third, no research addressed AS and its effects on followers using individual cultural 

dimensions—such as collectivism/individualism, power distance orientation, and high/low 

uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 1980)—in the Chinese business or national context until 

Wang and Chen (2013). Their paper supported the expectation that high PD values weaken 

the relationship between AS and subordinates’ job satisfaction and psychological health. My 

research findings support Wang and Chen’s 2013 study in that low PD values strengthen the 

negative relationship between AS and value congruence among members of the same work 

group in a Hong Kong-based restaurant chain operating in mainland China. 

 

I thus support the body of AS research by adding additional empirical results to considering 
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cultural dimensions as moderating effects when testing the impact of AS on subordinates. As 

a side effect, I also contributed to the field by conducting a study in the context of a purely 

Chinese community, an accomplishment with both academic and practical implications. 

Since the focus of this research lies on the causality relationships among AS, GI, & OCBs, 

more studies in the Chinese context are needed now that the global economy is witnessing the 

rise of Chinese businesses with global reach and the assignment of Chinese executives and 

workers to foreign posts. 

 

6.3 Practical Implications 

 
 
In this paper, I offer several practical contributions to the areas of training, leadership 

development, and human resources management, particularly in cross-cultural working 

environments. 

 

My finding that PD directly moderates the negative relationship between AS and GI suggests 

that, when working under an abusive leader, employees tend to disagree more often and be in 

misalignment with the work group’s goals, values, and image. They rarely express their 

feelings with their leaders because they believe that speaking up often worsens the situation. I 

also found that work groups at the lower levels tend to value congruence, leading to lower 

levels of discretionary energy being exerted at work. This suggests that AS causes nothing 

but harm to the overall team, individual performance, and talent development, despite the fact 

that individuals who value high PD are most likely to respect authority and interpret 

supervisory behaviors as complementary, as opposed to contradictory. 

 

Traditionally, leadership development strategies and activities have focused more on 
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establishing an appropriate mind-set that includes, but is not limited to, cultivating a mind-set 

of growth among all subordinates. Business performance is the collective result of every 

subordinate’s contribution when they are fully maximizing their capabilities; developing 

practical skillsets, such as demonstrating effective communication skills when delivering 

constructive feedback; developing a strategic vision; and going above and beyond the results-

oriented tactical approach. These topics, which have yet to be adequately researched, are 

imperative for leaders or potential leaders as they seek to expand their understanding of what 

kind of person they are, what set of values they embrace when it comes to leading others, 

and, more importantly, how they go about effectively improving themselves. 

 

To assist leaders in becoming more self-aware and better able to self-manage, businesses 

should provide them with activities such as classroom workshops or one-on-one coaching 

sessions. These can help them become more self-aware of their own real or potential AS 

behaviors and their conscious and unconscious causes. Businesses should explain to leaders, 

in vivid terms, that the consequences of their hostile verbal and nonverbal behaviors when 

leading a team are undesirable, causing high employee turnover, a lack of employee 

motivation, reduced effectiveness, and a failure to achieve business objectives.  

 

Through this study, I also emphasize another topic of leadership training, which is the need to 

more effectively align values and goals. The results reveal that that GI, despite its positive 

effect on OCBs, does not mediate between AS and OCBs and substantiates the potential harm 

of AS and the essential role of value congruence in the work group. These results reinforce 

the importance of incubating OCBs. Therefore, it behooves leaders and future leaders to 

effectively establish an environment based on a true teamwork environment in which the 

objectives of the team and individuals are aligned. This encourages agreement over behaviors 
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and work ethics, creating an image of the group that allows group members to feel proud of 

being an integral part of it, not only when it succeeds but also when it fails.  

 

In light of the previous point (i.e., helping leaders cultivate a better management attitude and 

realize goal alignment), through this paper, I also contribute to how organizations, especially 

multinational companies, should consider adapting their human resource management 

policies and practices. The world economy is evolving much more quickly than in the past, 

resulting in a greater magnitude of change.  

 

China, whose economic status has been increasing since the mid-1980s, is now the second-

largest economy in the world after the United States. The recent trade wars between these two 

gigantic economies suggest that, although they compete with each other, they see each other 

as belonging in the same league. Moreover, they undeniably need one another to sustain and 

further develop their economic status. There are increasingly more Chinese businesses 

expanding to other continents, and these businesses are succeeding. 

 

China is considered to be a collectivist culture with high PD values (Hofstede, 1980). 

According to Li et al. (2012), 61 Chinese firms, some with Western investors and others 

owned by local owners, showed significantly positive financial performance as a result of 

adopting approaches based on collectivist human resource management (C-HRM). In the 

same article, Li et al. wrote, “Under C-HRM, rewards are mainly offered to teams of 

individuals rather than a single individual, employee training and development focus on 

enhancing teamwork rather than individual performance and promotion priority goes to those 

who can work well with others” (p. 193). 
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Promoting more value congruence and objective alignment for teams may be a C-HRM 

approach and some argue that this may not yield the same results when implemented in a 

more individualistic culture. The findings of this paper provide human resources practitioners 

with another angle from which to consider the most appropriate HR policies. This is 

especially useful when they consider expanding their businesses to other regions and 

countries where their future employees have different cultural values.  

 

6.4 Research Limitations and Suggested Future Directions 

 
 
I found several limitations during the process of interpreting the empirical results of this 

research that could be addressed in future studies: 

 

First, GI appeared as a marginal mediator, and CWS is indicated as an insignificant 

moderator from a theoretical framework, pointing to the need to identify new mediators and 

moderators with levels of significance sufficient to illustrate causal relationships. Another 

potential mediator option for AS and OCBs is relational identity (RI). Sluss and Ashforth 

(2007) identified the four components of RI: the supervisor’s role-based identities (i.e., 

assigning tasks and objective settings), the supervisor’s person-based identities (i.e., being 

fair and being transparent), the subordinate’s role-based identities (i.e., performing tasks and 

being punctual), and the subordinate’s person-based identities (i.e., being supportive and 

being self-motivating, for example when looking at the subordinate–supervisor relational 

identity). The more detailed defined construct of RI provides more aspects to be measured, 

which can more vividly interpret supervisors’ abusive behaviors and their effect on 

subordinates’ OCBs. 
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Furthermore, PD was applied as a group-level construct for this research, and although a 

group’s PD value consists of its members’ attitudes and perceptions toward uneven 

distribution of power, direct and dominant control behaviors, and the expectation of strict 

compliance as an aggregation of values within the group (Cole, Carter, & Zhang, 2013; 

Drach-Zahavy, 2004; Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001), individual group member’s perceptions 

toward the same set of values may differ should the working environment be different from a 

closely encountered chain restaurant with little degree of personal working space and privacy. 

I recommend future studies be conducted with PD analyzed as an individual-level construct 

to explore more in-depth how PD moderates the relationship between AS and GI. 

 

Second, as with the previous point about GI not demonstrating any mediating effects between 

AS and OCBs, I recommend looking deeper into SIT, from which GI was derived. One of the 

four factors that the SIT literature recommends exploring, and that is directly related to the 

organizational context, the distinctiveness of the work group’s values and practices in relation 

to comparable work groups (Oakes & Turner, 1986). Researchers have discovered that 

“interestingly, even negatively valued distinction[s] have been associated with identification. 

Negatively regarded groups often utilize such defense mechanisms as recasting a negative 

distinction into a positive one (Black is beautiful)” (Ashforth & Mael, 1989, p. 24). 

 

It is possible to gain a deeper understanding of how work group members perceive their 

group’s distinctiveness by adding a few more questions to the GI input questionnaires, such 

as, “What would you consider voluntary common practices in the team?” “What ways of 

working have you shared with the rest of the team since the day you joined it?” and “To what 

extent do you rate your team’s voluntary common practices as different from those of your 

previous team?” These questions increase the potential of GI as a construct playing a 
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mediating role. 

Third, the data input for AS, PD, and GI all came from a single source and therefore from the 

same employees. Although they were separated into two waves, with three weeks between 

each wave, this may have resulted in a common method bias. By the same token, the CWS 

and subordinates’ OCBs were only measured through their supervisors, which may also share 

some common source variance. I recommend identifying other sources to evaluate OCBs 

such as coworkers and perhaps gathering out-group members to rate in-group GI. 

 

Fourth, this study focused on chain restaurants whose target customer is the general public. 

Although the chain has dining areas and provides waiting services, the restaurant aims to 

provide services similar to those of fast-food chains. The employees who work for this 

industry are generally not well educated, and their job choices can be quite limited, either in 

terms of the industry or in the nature of tasks and responsibilities. This study creates a model 

that can and should be examined in various different industries and with employees and 

supervisors who have tasks and responsibilities of a different nature, thus enabling tests of the 

model’s reliability and validity. 

 

The other reason I suggest performing this study in other industries concerns the cultural 

values associated with the Chinese cultural environment. As the context of this paper does not 

concentrate on Chinese culture, more research around other cultural contexts and working 

environments would help broaden the contribution to the study of the interrelationship among 

AS, GI, CWS, & OCBs.  

 

Chinese culture is generally considered to be collectivistic, with high PD values and low 

uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 1980). Thus, the Chinese pay particular attention to 
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maintaining relationships, especially in the working environment. This may have led the 

participants to answer the questionnaires in ways that would not expose them to any risk for 

breaching the relationship with their supervisors, even though confidentiality was emphasized 

in writing. This may, in turn, have affected the validity of the findings, as “Chinese tend to be 

situationally oriented and emphasize mutual dependence” (Farh et al., 1998). Performing this 

study in other industries with Chinese nationals could at least further confirm generalizations 

about Chinese culture. 

 

Fifth, there were only three weeks between the distribution of the two surveys to the 

employees, and the evaluations on AS and PD were more subjective and descriptive in 

nature. One could argue that an employee may have had a disagreement or conflict with their 

supervisor during the 3-week period, and their negative feelings toward the supervisor may 

have affected the data quality. Therefore, I recommend incorporating a longitudinal design in 

future studies to further substantiate the validity and reliability of all the model’s constructs. 

 

Sixth, after reviewing the available literature, I came to a preliminary conclusion that AS has 

a negative effect on GI. I did not find evidence of a reversal effect that GI affected AS. The 

two antecedents of AS mentioned in the literature were based not on influence from GI but 

on the supervisor’s character or personality. One antecedent was corporate psychopathy, 

which C. Mathieu and Babiak (2016) found was directly correlated with abusive supervision. 

The other antecedent was leader identity (Johnson et al., 2012), in which supervisors define 

themselves by separateness and are motivated by personal interest. The authors conducted a 

study that indicated that leader identity can lead to abusive behaviors that harm others. One 

could argue that workers within a group with low GI may induce the AS behaviors of the 
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group supervisor, or the ones with high GI may receive less AS treatment from their 

supervisors. Future studies could address the possibility that GI has a reversal effect on AS. 
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Chapter 7: Conclusion 

 
 
To extend the research on AS and OCBs, in this study, I highlighted the critical role of PD 

when seeking a deeper level of understanding of the causal relationships between the 

independent and dependent variables, as identified by SIT, with its focus on cultural 

dimensions and role and goal conflict. The results of this study indicate that high PD values 

have no significant effect on diluting AS or its negative influence on group members’ value 

congruence. Nor do high PD values have an effect on their discretionary and voluntary 

working behaviors. 

 

Additionally, the results indicate that CWS plays an insignificant moderating role in the 

positive causal relationship between the relational identification of work group members and 

OCBs. This provides management insight into the criticality of establishing and sustaining a 

strong group or organizational identification and helps strengthen fellow employees’ loyalty, 

commitment, and dedication to their working communities, thus realizing performance 

achievements, despite the occasional supervisor–subordinate conflict. 

 

The industry of choice for this study was a Hong Kong-based, mid-range, multilocation food 

and beverage provider with operations in mainland China whose target customer is the 

general public. The nature of this industry is similar to that of the retail-focused, fast-moving 

consumer goods (FMCG) industry. This study’s results have high reference value in terms of 

developing frontline leadership and working toward the alignment of group/organizational 

values. Furthermore, this study is particularly relevant to other Hong Kong-based FMCG 

companies operating in mainland China or considering doing so in the future as part of their 

plans for expansion. 
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Finally, in light of China’s growing economic power, both domestically and internationally, I 

hope this study can help stimulate interest in exploring the influence of employee loyalty in 

other domains of leadership. Such efforts can contribute to the expansion of theoretical 

frameworks in this research area, as well as to developing best practices to enhance the 

effectiveness of supervisor–subordinate relationships. 
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List of Tables 

Table 4. Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Variables Studied 

Model  χ 2 Df ∆χ2 CFI TLI  RMSEA SRMR 
All-factor model: 254.99 80  0.94 0.93 0.08 0.075 
Model 1: 
AL and GI combined 561.04 84 306.05** 0.85 0.81 0.13 0.12 

Model 2: 
AL and PD combined 530.00 84 275.01** 0.86 0.82 0.13 0.12 

Model 3: 
AL and CWS combined 868.59 84 613.6** 0.75 0.68 0.17 0.14 

Model 4: 
AL and OCBs combined 942.87 84 687.88** 0.72 0.65 0.17 0.15 

Model 5: 
GI and PD combined 503.87 84 248.88** 0.86 0.83 0.12 0.11 

Model 6: 
GI and CWS combined 863.94 84 608.95** 0.75 0.69 0.17 0.13 

Model 7: 
GI and OCBs combined 567.27 84 312.28** 0.84 0.81 0.13 0.12 

Model 8: 
PD and CWS combined 472.18 84 217.19** 0.88 0.84 0.12 0.10 

Model 9: 
PD and OCBs combined 455.15 84 200.16** 0.88 0.85 0.12 0.10 

Model 10: 
CWS and OCBs combined 900.17 84 645.18** 0.74 0.67 0.17 0.14 

One-factor model 2084.68 90 1829.69** 0.36 0.25 0.26 0.21 

Notes: TLI is the Tucker-Lewis Index, CFI is the Comparative Fit Index, RMSEA is the Root-Mean-Square Error of Approximation, and SRMR 
is the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual.
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Table 5. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Age similaritya ---          
2. Gender similarityb -0.03 ---         
3. Work time with supervisor  0.19** 0.0 ---        
4. Work tenure 0.01 0.21** 0.52** ---       
5. Team locationc 0.25** -0.04 0.59** 0.36** ---      
6. Power dis 2d 0.08 -0.19** 0.22** 0.11* 0.34** (0.71)     
7. Abusive supervision 0.09 0.01 0.04 0.03 -0.09 -0.09 (0.96)    
8. Group identification 0.14* -0.06 0.02 0.02 0.20** 0.18** -0.20** (0.78)   
9. Conflict with supervisors -0.08 0.16** -0.16** -0.10 -0.24** -0.39** 0.15** -0.13* (0.80)  
10. OCBs -0.17** -0.02 0.14** 0.10 0.08 0.24** -0.11* 0.22** -0.23** (0.91) 
           
Mean 74.16 0.04 752.85 1524.18 2.44 4.25 1.74 3.72 1.36 3.59 
SD 105.51 0.61 1084.33 3850.99 1.18 0.68 0.81 0.60 0.56 0.85 

 
Notes: 
Number of individuals = 337 
Number of teams = 61 
Internal consistency reliabilities appear in the brackets along the diagonal  
a Age similarity = square (leader age – subordinate age) 
b Gender similarity = (leader gender – subordinate gender) 
c Dummy-coded: 1 for xx, 2 for xx, 3 for xx, 4 for xx, 5 for xx 
d Items 1 and 3 were omitted because of low factor loading (<0.6) 
* p ≤ 0.05 
** p ≤ 0.01
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Table 6. HLM Results 

 Group Identification (T2) OCBs (T3) 
Variables Model 1a Model 1b Model 1c Model 1d Model 2a Model 2b Model 2c Model 2d Model 2e 
Intercept 3.76** (0.04) 3.76** (0.04) 3.76** (0.04) 3.76** (0.04) 3.59** (0.09) 3.59** (0.09) 3.59** (0.09) 3.59** (0.09) 3.59** (0.08) 

 
Age similarity 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00(0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 

 
Gender similarity -0.10 (0.08) -0.11 (0.07) -0.11 (0.07) -0.11 (0.07) -0.07(0.07) -0.07 (0.07) -0.05 (0.07) -0.06 (0.07) -0.06 (0.07) 

 
Work time with group leader 0.00* (0.00) 0.00* (0.00) 0.00* (0.00) 0.00* (0.00) 0.00† (0.00) 0.00† (0.00) 0.00* (0.00) 0.00* (0.00) 0.00* (0.00) 

 
Work tenure 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 

 
Location 0.11** (0.04) 0.11** (0.04) 0.09* (0.04) 0.09* (0.04) 0.06 (0.08) 0.06 (0.08) 0.06 (0.08) 0.06 (0.08) 0.01 (0.08) 

 
Independent variables          

T1 Abusive supervision 
(AS)  -0.14* (0.06) -0.14* (0.06) -0.11* (0.05)  0.02 (0.05) 0.04 (0.05) 0.05 (0.05) 0.05 (0.05) 

 
T2 Power distance (PD)   0.11* (0.05) 0.11* (0.05)     0.28* (0.14) 

 
T2 Conflict with supervisors 
(CWS) 

       -0.15 (0.11) -0.14 (0.10) 

 
T1 Group identification (GI)       0.15* (0.07) 0.15* (0.07) 0.14* (0.06) 

Interactions          
T1 AS × T2 PD    0.26** (0.01)     0.06 (0.09) 
T1 GI × T2 CWS        0.02 (0.03) 0.02 (0.03) 
Pseudo R2 change -- 4% 3% 8% --- 0% 2% 2% 2% 

Notes: Level 1 N = 337, level 2 N = 61. The values in brackets are standard errors (SE) for corresponding estimates. † p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p 
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< 0.01. 
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Figure 1. A Conceptual Model Summarizing the Research Objectives. 

 

 

 

Figure 2. The Model with the Expected Result Indicators. 
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Figure 3. The Graph Shows the Interactive Effects of AS and Team Culture on Group 
Identification. 

 

 

Figure 4. The Monte Carlo Simulation Method Showing at 95% Confidence Interval. 
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Figure 5. The Monte Carlo Simulation Method Showing at 90% Confidence Interval. 
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Appendix 1 

Survey of Frontline Employees’ Experience—Wave 1 

  

Dear Respondent: 

We are writing to kindly request your participation in the above survey by completing the 
attached questionnaire. Respondents were randomly selected from the ranks of customer-
contact or frontline employees in your organization. 
 
The objective of the survey is to examine frontline employees’ work experience and how it 
affects their customer service behaviors and ultimately their quality of work life. Your 
participation is vital. It will contribute to a greater understanding of employees’ perceptions 
of an organization’s human resource practices, reveal important aspects of the employment 
relationship, and suggest ways to satisfy employee and organizational needs or goals. 
 
Please read each question carefully and answer it according to how you personally feel about 
it. There are no right or wrong answers. For the study to be meaningful, it is important you 
complete all the questions in this survey. 
 
In accordance with the ethics of behavioral science research, individual responses will be 
completely CONFIDENTIAL. Please return completed questionnaires to the survey 
coordinator in your organization. 
 
Thank you very much for your participation. 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tony Lee, MBA 
DBA Candidate 
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Section A 
 
(i) For each statement, indicate the extent of your agreement or disagreement as a 

description of your group leader. Here 1 is “I cannot remember him/her ever using 
this behavior with me,” 2 is “He/she very seldom uses this behavior with me,” 3 is 
“He/she occasionally uses this behavior with me,” 4 is “He/she uses this behavior 
moderately often with me,” and 5 is “He/she uses this behavior very often with me.”  

 
1. Ridicules me 

2. Tells me my thoughts or feelings are stupid 

3. Gives me the silent treatment 

4. Puts me down in front of others 

5. Invades my privacy 

6. Reminds me of my past mistakes and failures 

7. Doesn’t give me credit for jobs requiring a lot of effort 

8. Blames me to save himself/herself embarrassment 

9. Breaks promises he/she makes 

10. Expresses anger at me when he/she is mad for another reason 

11. Makes negative comments about me to others 

12. Is rude to me 

13. Does not allow me to interact with my coworkers 

14. Tells me I’m incompetent 

15. Lies to me 

 
(ii) Below are statements that describe the culture in your group. For each statement, 

indicate the extent of your agreement or disagreement. Here 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = 
disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree. 

l According to the culture in this group, members should obey their leader without 
question. 

l According to the culture in this group, its leader should have special privileges. 

 
Section B 
 
Differences in background often influence the way individuals perceive their work situation 
as well as how they feel about it. We are asking the following questions so that we can study 
the effects of such background factors. Please check or write in your response as appropriate. 
 
Sex: Male_______       Female__________ 
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Age at last birthday: __________ years 

How many years have you worked for your present employer or company: _________years 

Marital status: Single__________        Married_____________  

On average, how many hours do you work per week?  ______________hours   

How many years have you worked as a customer-contact or frontline employee in this 

industry? ___________________years.  

How many years of formal education do you have? ___________________years 

How long have you worked with your present supervisor? ___________________years         

 
THE END 
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Appendix 2 

Survey of Frontline Employees’ Experience – Wave 2 

 

Dear Respondent: 
 
We are writing to kindly request your participation again because your participation is 
VITAL. It will contribute to a greater understanding of employees’ perceptions of 
organizations’ human resource practices, reveal important aspects of the employment 
relationship, and suggest ways to satisfy employee and organizational needs or goals. 
 
Please read each question carefully and answer it according to how you personally feel about 
it. There are no right or wrong answers. For the study to be meaningful, it is important that 
you complete all the questions in this survey. 
 
In accordance with the ethics of behavioral science research, individual responses will be 
completely CONFIDENTIAL. Please return completed questionnaires to the survey 
coordinator in your organization. 
 
Below are statements that describe the extent to which one identifies with and defines oneself 
in terms of membership of an organization. For each statement, indicate the extent of your 
agreement or disagreement as a description of inclusion in your workgroup or organization. 
 
1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly 
agree 
 
----I feel very much a part of my work group. 

----My work group makes me believe I am included in it. 

----I feel like I am an “outsider” in my work group. 

----I feel like I am an “insider” in my work group. 

----I feel included in my work group. 

----My work group makes me frequently feel left out. 

 
Thank you very much for your participation. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Tony Lee, MBA 
DBA Candidate 

 
THE END 
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Appendix 3 

Survey of Group Leaders’ Experience – Wave 3 

 

Dear group leader:  
 
We need your help to assess the performance of each of your group members. Please refer to 
your employee, __XXXX__, when answering the following questions.  
 
Here 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = 
strongly agree 
 
Part 1 
  
1) There is lots of relationship tension between this employee and me. 

 
2) This employee and I often get angry while working. 

 
3) There is lots of emotional conflict between this employee and me. 

 
 
Part 2 
 
Please refer to the same employee when answering the following questions (again, 1 = 
strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree). 
 
This employee is able to, 
 

1) help others who have been absent; 

2) willingly give her/his time to help others who have work-related problems; 

3) adjust work schedule to accommodate other employees’ requests for time off; 

4) go out of the way to make newer employees feel welcome in the work group; 

5) show genuine concern and courtesy toward coworkers, even under the most trying 

business or personal situations; 

6) give up time to help others who have work or nonwork problems; 

7) assist others with their duties; 

8) share personal property with others to help their work; 

9) attend functions that are not required but that help the organizational image; 

10)  keep up with developments in the organization;  

11)  defend the organization when other employees criticize it;  

12)  show pride when representing the organization in public;  
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13)  offer ideas to improve the functioning of the organization; 

14)  express loyalty toward the organization; 

15)  take action to protect the organization from potential problems; 

16)  demonstrate concern about the image of the organization 

 

Thank you very much for your participation. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Tony Lee, MBA 
DBA Candidate 

 
 
 
 

THE END 
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