Webster University

School of Business and Technology

Antecedents and Consequenées of Supervisory Support: The
Moderating Affects of Perceived Organizational Status of the
: Supervisor

By

~ Dawn P. Guild

A Research Project Submitted in Partial Fulfillment

of the Requirements for the Doctor of Management Degree

Committee Members:

Gary Renz, Ph.D. Chair
‘Al Marcella, Ph.D. Reader
Doug O’Bannon, Ph.D. Reader

April 2009

Saint Louis, Missouri



UMI Number: 3365044

Copyright 2009 by
Guild, Dawn P.

INFORMATION TO USERS

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy
submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality illustrations
and photographs, print bleed-through, substandard margins, and improper
alignment can adversely affect reproduction.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if unauthorized
copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion.

UMI

UMI Microform 3365044
Copyright 2009 by ProQuest LLC
All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code.

ProQuest LLC
789 East Eisenhower Parkway
P.O. Box 1346
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346



WEBSTER UNIVERSITY |
DOCTOR OF MANAGEMENT

Doctoral Project Approval

| To: John Patrick Orr, Ph'D
Director
Doctor of Management Program

From: Doctoral Project Committee -
Chair: Gary Renz, Ph.D. Chair

Member:  Albert Marcella, Ph.D.

Member: Douglas O’Bannon, Ph.D.

We, the Doctoral Project Committee, do certify that the Doctor of Management
candidate:

Dawn Guild
has satisfactorily completed all requiremeénts for the degree of Doctor of

Management in the Doctoral Program at Webster University, and do, therefore
recommend that this can“ ate be awarded the degree of Doctor of Management.

/ Z \ __ Date: ‘; | / L//é"‘ji 4
Re ‘ & -
Member: m/{\ /\(\ U\«- Date: __ ‘SJ' 7 0?

a\:?ua , 7 /
/ ’ // . _ 4 .
Member: /* __Z. /& oy ___ Date: x/L/ oG

a Doﬂglas O"Ba?non, Ph.D. 4

A,

CONCURRENCE:

I do concur with the recommendations of the Doctoral Project Committee as

stated above. C\_‘}\(\M D

Jbhn Patrick Orr, Ph. D.
Director
Doctor of Management Program




DEDICATION
I would like to dedicate this project to a few people who were truly inﬂ_uenﬁal in my
motivation to complete this.proj ect. First and foremost aré rhy parents é’nd brothgrs w_ho,
throughout my life, ﬁave nev“er wavered in their bélief of my potentialé their 'steady '
encouragement for rriy sUccesvs waS a‘:solid inspifatioh to keep moving forward, 1 10v¢ you

dearly.

 Second, for the man in my ﬁfe and my steadf»as‘ti friends; althbugh I'm sure they
found it hard to believe I would ever finish, and wefe somewhat confourided in
‘understanding exactly what it was I was doing, they pfovided the balancé my life needed.
Their ability tb know when to leaveme alone and when to drag mé out _to dinner, a
movie, or the bar, was a godsend, and | will always be grateful. Ilove each of ‘you like

family.

Finally, although a non-human, this is also dediéated to my faithful canine. I would
be remiss without acknowledging his role in this endeavor. - Whether it was late nights
with a pile of papers, or eafly mornings in‘ front of the computer, he was forever by my
side willing to wait for his sha;e of the attention. iOur long quiet walks not only relieved
much built—dp stress but allowed for a ﬂash or two of different avenues of apprbach for

tackling this endeavor. He will forever dwell in my heart.

ii



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I wbuld like to ackﬁbwledge the vChair of my prbject, Doctor Gary Renz, for the part
he played in ensuring that I complét‘e' this project. ‘His guidance and mentorship toward
the end of this process was an enormous benefit; the édded leaming experience he
provided allowed me to close the gapé and finalize this paper. To Dr. Renz, I will always

be thankful.

The completion of this project cbgld not haQ_e been attained without the support of
those participants from Vantage Credit Union and the Human Resource Command. To
Jim Cochran and LTC Abbenhaus, I am indebted to you both for allowiﬁg my surveys to
be distributed to your personnel; and finally, those who took the time to participate, you

will always have my appreciation.

iii



‘TABLE OF CONTENTS

- Chapter 1: Introduction and Literatur’e REVIEW ...ccvvvvemnenne. SRR e e e 1
Problem Statement ........................ w1
.  Research QUestions...........oviveeiininnicnnnnn, reeeeerastissnseeesrasersssntesesatetesasttesntrarsuntaenssnsabssneressnn 2
Orgamzatlonal Support PCI'CCIVCd Orgamzatlonal Support and Percelved Superv1sor
SUPPOTL . eeereeeererrrerrereseesiserssennssebessesestesesessessesensesesssessosssessestosssessensissssssesessasassasessessssenessosasns 3
Organizational support theory and POS .........ccccocoviiiiiiiinnininicictnnececscneseseaines 4
Relationship between POS and PSS ... 8
Antecedents of PSS: Transformational Leadershlp .................................................................... 8
Consequences of PSS: Affective Organizational Commitment and Affectlve
Commitment t0 the SUPEIVISOT .......cuiuimimiinitiiiitt s 13-
Overview of Affective Organizational Commitment s s s st s s s smee e ER s ten 14
Relationships between PSS and Different Types of Affective Commitments .............c.cceuuee. 18
Relationships between Transformational Leadership, PSS and Affective Commitments........ 26
Relationships between PSS and Affective Commitments will be Moderated by
Perceived Organizational Status Of the SUPEIVISOT.....cccceviiiiiiiieicereieiteceee et 28
Chapter 2: MethOAOLOZY «...........rveeemrrereensisssssensessssssssssssssones e e reeaees 35
‘Research Setting and Part1c1pants ....................... 35
* MEASUTEINENLS .........vovoveesssssssssssssnsesesesees RO SR R e 36
Transformational Leadership........ccceueviveierinniiviniesnsnsinsisssssssssississssssssssssssssessessssseses 30
Perceived Supervisor SUPPOIt (PSS) ...cueeiiiiiiiiiiciciicnitntre ettt sessaeenes 39
Affective Organizational Commitment and Affective Commitment to the Supervisor ....... 40
Perceptions Of the SUPETVISOI’S SLAUS.......cceerereerererrisrereseseuseruersserersseesanssssesenes SR 41
Marker Variables .................... ertenereren et aenenas [ ceerererennsnnsessennsiaenenennens 42
Control Variables................. S, 0 SN O OO OO 43
Chapter 3: Results..................... s eetensae et e e st e s s et a e n b s b n b et .45
~ Responses.......iiiiin ....... 45
Reliabilities ......oceveveverrnenes evererereerereterererereaetereasaeasarasines revererererenes reevrereretererenes e renenenas 45
DeSCIIPLIVE SEALISLCS. ....vervvvereeserresensseesssssssseesessssssssnessnns cetesuseesassssesassetaraststesenisesensaenssiosenren 47

- Hypothesis 1: Transformational leadership behav1ors are posmvely related to o
- employees’ Perceived Superv1sor SUpPOIt (PSS) e 48

iv



Hypotheses 2 and 3: Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS) will be positively related to
~ employees’ Affective Organizational Commitment and Affective Commitment to their »
N1 1S 47 ) Crreeesaesenins et sesaeeassaeneassaesaeaeees 49

Hypothesis 4: The effects of Transformational leadership behaviors on a) Affective
Organizational Commitment and b) Affective Commitment to their Supervisors are
partially mediated by employees’ Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS).......cccvvviiiininnnne. 51

Hypothesis 5 and 6: Employees’ Perceptions of the Organizational Status of their
Supervisor’s moderates the relationship between PSS and employees’ Affective
Organizational Commitment and their Affective Commitment to their Supervisors............... 56

Hypothesis 7: Affective Commitment to a Supervisor will mediate the relationship
- between Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS) and Affective Organizational

COMIMILIMENL. ....oeiineiiririreieiieineetreiesresseesesstssiesssesstsssessssessessseenssessenne SR
- Chapter 4: Discussion................ cenees ............. trerenisinnnsionss 60
Transformational Leadership Perceptions of Supervisor Support. .............coeevuene.. R |
Perceptions of Supervisor Support — Affective Organizational Comm1tment and | | ’
Affective Commitment to the SUPEIVISOL. ...cc..ccuevveirteiirieuirienininienenissteeeeeeeieneescessenessenses 01
Mediating Effects of Perceptions of Superv1sor SUPPOIL. ccoovvrriiirciiireienrcereeesiarene veeen 62
Moderating Effects of Perceptions of the Supervisor’s Organizational Status. ...ccceeveeeneene .. 64
Mediating‘Effect of Affecfive Commitment to the Supervisor between Perceived
Supervisor Support and Affective Organizational Commitment.......... S I
- Discussion of Overall Results................... heeerereeesrraiesseeseatetessteesstneas e s tae e areseeanaaeeraeeesssaaaeantne 67
Limitations Of the StUAY. ....ccocveeierirnriereneirtreeeeene ettt sae et bsae e se e sasaesasnene 69
Suggestions for Future ReSEarch. ...t 71
References ............................. oot besesesesesessesessssesesesssmmesesssessessesseeesessemasessssssssssssesesssessssessess T2
Appendix: Cover Letter and Questlonnalre .......... 85
: List of Figures
FAGUIE Lottt sttt e st e s et sens s snassae s sa s st e s b s et e sanassassnsensasasaessns 33
FIGUIC 21 ottt crr ettt sas et s st st ssas e bbbt st e g s st s s e s b e s nas et asae 34



List of Tables

Table 1 ..., ettt ettt tens 45
TADIE 2 cooveereeerererereerneeeasenesanes SO S SO .47
TADLE 3 oo ienseeeeeesesesmseresesesenseesseessessesseeasreseenemeerasen ettt se et es e e s e seasene 47
TADLE D .eereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeveveetsreeee e veeereseeeeeenene eveeesrerreretrrerasasann ereererernrronnnes eetereteeieererieereeaenetnaaen 48
B 15) (S TN eeteeteereeeereeteiiieiesiotesteseastatesrasttttatn——tabantrabtrasrareranrnanennansnnannnnnnionons 49
TADIE 6 .evereereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeserrreeeeeetaeeteeeeeeeteeeeeeseereeessststnsnssisnnssnssstasasssssinsnnsssnsssssssssssnssssssssoserrassesnes 50
TADLE T ettt eeeeeeeeeeatsesetteeaestsestareiereeeeeereaaessssasssasssssssasssssebarsssssssnnassssnsssnsnssssssssssosssaiersensens 52
g 10) (R T OO UUU RS 55
TADLE D eoreeeeeee e eeee b seesessesesseasseese s sseeseeaeseasesesesameseseeeseeasesassesseeaesensenssssseeaesensenasenneassean 57
TADLE 10 eeereeeerereereeeereeeaeeesesesessssaesesenesasesseaseassesesensesssas s sotesesesmssasensaseaseasesseasessiasesessenennsensteses 57
B 15) (0 1 LU SO ERUORRRRRN 58

vi



* Abstract |

This study investigated the relationships between transformational leadership,
perceived supervisory support (PSS), perceptions of the organizational status of one’s
supervisor, affective commitment to the organization, and affective commitment to one’s
supervisor. In a sample of 139 respondents,‘ transformational leadership was ,found(to
have a statistically significant relationship with PSS. PSS was found to have statistically
significant relationship with both affective commitment to the organization and affective
commitment to the supervisor, although the relationship was much smaller between PSS
and affective commitment to the organization. PSS was hypothesized to function as a
mediator of the relationship between transformational leadership and the two targets of
affective commitment. ' Analyses supported the hypothesis that PSS partially mediates the

relationship between transformational leadership and affective commitment to the '
supervisor; however-analyses did not find that PSS mediated the relationship between
 transformational leadership and affective commitment to the organization. In addition,
the potential moderating effect of perceptions of the supervisor’s organizational status on
the relationship between PSS and the two types of affective commitment was studied.
Hierarchical linear regression analyses found no interaction or moderating effect of PSS
and perceptions of the supervisor’s orgamzatlonal status on affective commitment to the
supervisor, but there was an interaction effect on affective commitment to the
organization. Finally, the analyses found that affective commitment to one’s supervisor
mediated the effect of PSS on affective commitment to the organization.
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Chapter 1 Introduction and Lyitera'ture‘ Review
An immense amount of reSearch has been achieved in uneovering organizatiOnal v

elements that positively affect employee attitudes and behaviors ‘which ultimately results
in their commitment and retentron (Blau & Boal, 1989; Errckson & Roloff 2007; Perryer

' & Jordan 2005 1998 Steers, 1977, Vuuren et a1 2006) The supervisor is one of these
B elements, and research supports the_ contention that they play an essen_tlal- role in shaplng
attitudes and hehaviors (Becker etal., 1996' Chen 2001; Becker et al. 1996). What |
makes the supervisor a core element of pos1t1ve employee outcomes is the focus of this .
study with employee perceptions of supervisory support bemg the driving force and
commrtment being the consequence. Perceptions of supervisory support (PSS) are the
~ degree to which employees develop opinions that their supervisors value their |
contribution, care about their well—being, and show supportive behaviors toward them
(Eisenberger et al., 2002). There have been mixed results in much of the literature
conceming PSS and its strength 1n influencing commitment. In addition, studies testing
| particular leader behaviors which may bring about positive l’SS are rare. Considering the
mixed results and a lack of specific leadership measurements ‘in these studies, it is

deemed beneficial to further investigate the association between these conc'epts.

Problem Statement

There is much literature available on PSS and its consequences, yet negligible
; literature available considering its predietors. Researchers claim that the leader and their |
behaviors affect the level of PSS an employee will experience. Where this isa logical

claim, the testing and measurement of actual leader behaviors is inadequate.



Additionally, there have been mixed results surrounding thé links between PSS and its’
association with organizational commitmenf. These mixed r’e'sult‘s span through a wide
specfrum, from clearly no assoéiation whatsoever, to strong positiv'e‘ associations. i_

The purpose of this study is to expldre the causes and consequences of PSS;
| specifically, the efféct of transformational leadership behaviors on PSS, and the dﬁal
consequences of PSS on affective éommitment to the supefvisor and affective
commitmenf to the organization. Additional interest in this study is the strength of the
supervisor’s stafus within the organization and its mbderating effects between PSS and

the two commitment foci.

Research Questions
Research Question 1: What specific leader behaviors influence employee’s

perceptions of supervisory support?

Research Question 2: Can the supervisor and their behaviors lead subordinates to

- affective supervisory and organizational commitment?

Research Question 3: How significant is the role of the supervisor’s status in

affecting supervisory and organizational commitment?



Organlzatlonal Support: Perceived Orgamzatlonal Support and Perceived -
; Supervrsor Support ’

This research 1nvest1gates certain antecedents to and consequences of perceived
supervisor support, as well as a moderator of the effects‘ of perceived supervisor - |
organizational status. -The constrnct of ;‘perceptions of supervisorsu'pport” (P_‘SS) was
originally proposed by Kottke and Sharafinski (1"988) as an extension ofa construct
called Perceptions of Organizationnl, Support (POS) that was originelly proposed by

‘Eisenberger and colleagues (1986). ‘Because Kottke and Sharafinski did not providea
‘ clear definition‘ of PSS, most researchers today rely on EiSenberger etal.’s (2002)
definition which states that employees “de\}elop general views concerning the degree to

which snpervisors value their contributions and care about their wellebeing” (p-565).

Eisenberger et al., (1986) _introduced the idea of organizational support for
employees and proposed the “perceptions of organizational support” (POS) construct,

, “

“ defining it as the employee’s “global belief concerning the extent to which the
organization values their contributions and cares about their well—being” (p. 501). In
addition, in this study they developed the Snr\rey of Perceived Organizational Support
(SPOS). Smce this initial study, NUMErous researchers have added to the orgamzatlonal
support 11terature with countless 1nvest1gatlons into the antecedents and outcomes of
perceptions of support (Dawley et al., 2007; Ferres et al., 2005; Loi et al., 2006; Meyer &
~ Smith, 2000; Rhoades et al., 2001; Stinglhamber et al.,'2006;‘ Settoon & Liden, 1996;

‘Tansky & Cohen, 2001; Wayne et al., 2002; Whitener; 2001).



Kottke and Sharafinski (1988) proposed that émployees distinguish between support
‘reccive‘d from the organization and support received from their supervisor. They argued
that both types of perceived support would “be important in terms of employee
- perceptions of being supported” (p. 1077). Hutchison (1997) was among the first to
investigate the relationship between POS and PSS and states that “both managément and
, the’ immediate supervisor form the basis for employee perceptioné of support from the
organizaﬁon” (p. 169). Research into the PSS construct has found it to be related to, but
different from, thé “perceptions of organizatioﬁ support” (POS) construct (Eisenberger et
al., 2002; Hutchison, 1997; Rhoad.es et al., 2001). “This has become a common assessment -
amongst researchers and can be linked fo Levinson’s (179‘65) position that actions |
exhibited by sﬁpewisqys are viewed by empfoyees as actions of the organization.
" Therefore, the support subordinates receive from their supervisors will have direct effects
on POS as supervisors are viewed by subordinates as agents of the organization

(Eisenberger et al., 2002; Rhoades et al., 2001; Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006).

Given that PSS is derived from and related to POS, to understand PSS one must also '
understand POS and its theoretical bases. Therefore, the next section describes the
theor’eticalvfoundations of POS,POS as a construct, and how POS felates to PSS.
Finally, prior research into the antecédents and consequences of PSS is described in |

detail.

| Organizational Support Theory and POS

The foundation of this paper is rooted in organizational support theory; therefore, a

synopsis of the concept is warranted. Organizational support theory is a relatively new



paradigm Which developed after multiplé studies were conducted concevmi‘ng the causes
an(i consequences of employee perceptions of support (e.g., Aube et al., 2007; Bi_shop e
al., 2005; Cheng et al., 2003; Coyle-Shapiro & Conway, 2005; Eisenbérger et él., 1 986;

_ 'Erdogan‘&‘ Enders, 2007; Hutchison, 1997; Settoon et al., 1996; Stinglhamber et ai.v, |
2006; Tansky & Cohen, 200 1, VanYperen et al., 1999;.Waync et alf, 1997). The théofy
proposes that empidyees acquire a sense of an entity’s willingness to reward and assist |
them in réturh for their work effort. Cohsg:ciuently, this attentiveness leads employees to

develop perceptions of support which, in turn, influences their attitudes and behaviors.

Organizational support theory reflects two prinéiples. The first principle is based on
Levinson’s (1965) discourse that employees view actions taken by agents of the
organization as representative of’ actions taken by the organization itself. His argument
responds to a belief that Qrganizations héve no life, and therefore, cannot relate to the
people within it. However, Levinson maintains that a transference occufs between
employee and organization, and that “people project upon organizations human qualities
and then relate to them as if the organization did in fact have human qualities” @377).
This occurs through a “generalized mode‘of behavior characteristic of organizational
agénts as they act on behalf of the organization, together with the demonstration of the |
organization’s power, make it possible for transference phenomena to occur which gives

the organization a psychological reality” (380).

Levinsén discusses this characterization of the organization having human qualities
as being further supported by, 1) the organization’s legal, rhoral, and financial
responsibility for the actions of ifs agénts; 2) its policieé, norms, and culture for guiding
behavior; 3) its selection ‘prvocess which leads to a generalized»rriode of behavior and
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continuity; and 4) by the extent with which power is exerted over employees. Interaction
with agents of the organization coupled with the above, lead employees to view the
- organization in humanistic terms; employees “genefalize from their feelings about people

-in the organization who aré,important to them, to the organization as a whole” (377).

'Or'ganizational supbort theory considers Levinson’s assertion as ba personifiéation of
the organization énd that this pefsonificatidn is “assumed to represent an employee’s
distillatidn of views concern»ing‘ all fﬁe other members who control that individuél’s
material and symbolic fesoufces” Y(Eisenbergevr et al.,> 1986, p.‘ 500). The theory argues
that an emplbyée’s persqniﬁcation‘bf the organization is what will lead to their global
belief about the “extent to which the organizétion values their contributions and cares |

about their well-beingf’ (Eisenberger et al., 1986, p. 501). |

The secbnd principle of érgaﬁizational support theory ‘surréunds-the concepf of social
: ,exchahge. The study of’social exéhange has a long and‘véried history such as, socjal |
psychology (e.g;; Gouldner, 1960), and ‘sociolog'y'(éig., Blau, 1964). Org_aﬁizational
‘support theory draws from the sociological perspéctiire with much emphasis on Blau’s
(1964) -discourse.‘ Blau defines social exchangé aS “voluntary actions of individuaié that ‘
v.are motivated by the returns they are expeéted to Bring and typically do 1n fact bring from
others” (p. 91). He goes further in stating that, “bénéfi‘ts involved in social exchange do
‘ ﬁOt have an exact price in terms of a single quantitative medium of e‘xchange. U (p-9). |
1t is this notion that leads Blaﬁ to yiew social exchange transactions as beiﬂg dominated

by unspecified obligations.



Accofdivngb tb Blau (1964) social éxchange involveé the give an’d>take of favors, band
becauée social benefits have no price tags, when a favor is given, the recipient
- experiences a sense of obligation to ‘retﬁm the favor, yet the précise featum and timing of |
tl;e returh is not stipulated; He states that, “social exchange . . . invblves favors that
~ create diffuse future obligat_ions, not precisely specifiéd ones, and the nature of the return
cannot be bargained about but must be left to the discretion of the one who mak‘e'sb it” (p.
93). This is what he terms hnspecified obligétiéns and goes further to discuss trust and

reciprocity as essential elements of the concept.

Trust, as discussed by Blau (1964), is a crucial cofnponent of social relationships,
and he alludes to the idea that it is §vhat cements the ease of social éXchange transactions. -
' 7 When people devélop social relationshipé, an element of trust must be present to ensure

that their giving will be returned in‘time; ‘Wifh un_speéified obligatibns playing a pivotal
role in this relationship, trusting behayiors inust exist for fhe exchénge procéss to
‘continue, and because “there is no wéy to assure an appropriate:retum for a favor, social
exchange requires trusting others to’discharge their obligétions” (Blau,‘ 1964, p. 94). This
relationship’s continuance is based on the trusﬁng nature within the association, for when
the trust is compronﬁsed exchange proéesseé will slow down or discontinue. With
"re'gards to reciprocity, Blau‘ describes it as gestures of goodwill as it is ones felt obligation
to return favors’ which'creaté the relationship within the scope of sociél exchange. Blau
(1964) states, “if we feel grateful and obligated to an associéte for favors received, we

shall seek to reciprocate his kindness by doing things for him” (p. 16).

* Thus, social exchange relationships experience a reciprocal process with the giveand
take of favors and with obligations of return being left to the discretion of the players

7



within the relationship. Reasonihg which ties social exchange to organizational support
‘ theory‘ is the proposition that employees’ ‘perceived support from a parficular entity will

- generate feelings of obligation to reciprocate to that entity as a return for the supportive

behavior. As stated by Bishop et al., 2005, “when individuals perceive that organizations

or teams care about their Well-being, then they are inclined to reciprocate by putting forth

greater effort on its behaif’ (p. 155).

Relatioﬁship between POS and PSS _

Studiesv linking POS and PSS have focused on how the strength of each construct
may ﬂuCtuafe with the change in stfength of the other. For example, Maertz et al. (2007) |
studied the interactive effects of POS and PSS on tufnover. vvFindings showed that the
POS-turnover association was stronger when PSS was low and vice-versa. They éxplain :
that, “(W)hen the supervisor provides high Support, POS becomes a less impbrtant»
predictor of tufnover. (p. 1070). Erickson & Roloff’s (2007) study mirrors these results
ﬁnding’that “when predicting organizational commitment subsequent to a downsizing,
POS moderates the associétion between PSS and organizational commitment such that
the reiationship becomes stronger as the level of POS decreases” (p. 46). Additidnally,
studies haye found that POS and PSS are distinct conétructs with each having the
capacity to positively affect followers’ attitudes and behaviors (Hutchison, 1997;

Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Stinglhamber & Vandenberghe, 2003).

Antecedents of PSS: Transformational Leadership
In regards to the antecedents of PSS there is little research to draw from. Although
these studies are limited in numbers, they have provided insight to the PSS phenomenon.

Antecedents that have been found to positively associate with PSS are consideration

8



(Hutchison, 1997), participative decision-making (Hutchison, 1997; VanYperen et al.,
1999), interactional justice (Stihglhamber et al., 2006), and intrinsically satisfying job

conditions (Stinglhamber & Vandenberghe, 2003).

Consistent with the importance of trest ivnk social exchange and organizational support
theories, trust is also impoftant to PSS. Because trust is a crucial element of
organiiational support theory, researchers considered it judicious to study links bet§veen
the two conStruets. Ihterestingly, though the following studies parallel one another with
'constvructvs, their ﬁndings are iﬁ conflict. Stinglhamber et al. (2006) explored the links
between PSS, interactional justice, and trust in the supervisor. Results showed that PSS
‘mediated the relationship of interactional justice and trust in supervisor, denoting that
PSS is an antecedent ef trust in the supervisor. Neves and Caetano (2006) conducted a
study to determine the relationship between PSS, interpersonal justice, trust in tﬁe
supervisbr, and affective commitment to the organization. Their results indicated that
trust in the supervisor fully mediated the relationship befween interpersonal justice and

| PSS, indicating here that trust is an antecedent of PSS. Differences in the results of these
two studies may be due to the cross-sectional design of measurements. The researchers
“from both studies state that this design prevents the determihation of causality. Trust

c'ouldv be a consequence or a cause of PSS (Stinglhamber et al., 2006).

Numerous studies have shown that, in general, leader behaviors difectly affect
employee Perceived Supervisor Suprrt (Hutchison, 1997; Maertz et al., 2007; Rhoades
etal., 2001; VanYpreen et al., 1999). Although these studies contend that the leader’s
behaviors influence PSS, specific leader behaviors have rarely been irivestigated or

measured. Because of this, some researchers have suggested in their closing remarks that

9



the measurement of spec1ﬁc leader behaviors and their 1mpact on perceptlons of support
would be beneﬁ01al for future research (Grifﬁn etal., 2001 E1senberger et al 2002
Shanock & Eisenberger 2006) Th1s study will investigate the effect of transformatlonal |

leadershlp on P_SS. -

| Trairisferm‘ational ‘1eader behaviors “make foliewers more aware of the importance
and values':"-[sic] ef tdsk outcomes, activate the higher-order needs, and induce them to
transeend self-interests for the sake 4of the ‘organizatiori”'(Podsakoff et al., 1990, p 108).
Alth'ough'researchers differ somewhat in their definitions of transfermational leadership
“and its associeted behaviors, PodSakoff et al. (19‘910) (ieﬁne this phenomenon as tlie.
ability of leaders to “transform or change the b‘asicivalues‘, beliefs, and attitudes of

- followers so that they are willing to perform beyond the minimum levels specified by the

B organization” (p. 108).

Research into the transformationai leadership and its corisequences began intlie late
- 1970s with much of its foeus ou specific leadei behaviors and the development of -
theories (Bass et al., 1987; Conger & Kanurigo 1987' House & Filley). Through the
years transformatlonal leadership has been found to induce pos1t1ve employee behav1ors
and orgamzatlonal outcomes (Bass 1997; Dionne et al., 2004; Emery & Barker, 2007
Keller, 1992; Podsakeff et al., 1990; Stasheysky & Koslowsky, 2006; Walumbwa et 'aI.,
2005). PedSakoff et al.’s (1990) study was an examinatio‘n.of the effects of
transformational leadersiiip on organizational citizenship,behaViors mediated by trust in
the leadei. Findings shoiNed that the effects of transformational leadership were indeedv

mediatedthrough trust in the leader.
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- Although there are different models of transformational leadership behaviors,
Podsakoff et al.’s (1990) model of transformational‘ leadership behaviors and their
definitions will be used in this study. The specific leader behaviors measured, and those
adopted f(ir the present study are 1) identifying and articulating a vision, 2) providing an
. appropriate model, 3) fostering the acceptance of groiip goals, 4) high performance
expectations, 5) providing individualized suppon, and 6) intellectual stimlilation. A short

description of each behavior follows.

Identifying and Articulating a Vision: This dimension of transformational leadership

deals with the leader’s ability to bliild commitinent for a notable vision of the future. Itis
“behavior on the part of the leader aimed at identifying new opportunities for his or her
unit/division/company, and developing, articulating, and inspiring others with his or her -
vision of the future” (Podsakoff et al., 1990, p. 112). The leader’s ability to‘ inspire a
vision of the future is essential; yet, more importantly is the transformational leader’s
ability to motivate employees toward embracing the vision and working toward attaining

it.

Providing an Appropriate Model: This dimension is described as. “behavior on the part of

the lea(ier that sets an example for employees to follow that is consistent with the values
the leader eSpouses”' (Podsakoff et al., 1990, p. 1i2). In other words it is the leader’s
capacity to ‘walk-the-talk’ to the extent ihat followers ebserve a consistent equivalence

~ between the leader’s words and their actions. It is this equivalence betiveeri the leader’s’
words and actions that brings about a sense of trust in the leader (Butler, 1999;

MacKenzie et al., 2001; Podsakoff et al., 1990).
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* Fostering the Accepténce of Group Goals: ‘Pod.s»akoff et al. (1990) describe this‘
; dimension as “behavior on the part of the leader aimed at prornoting, cooperation among | A
e_mployees -and‘ getting them to work together toward a common goal,” (p.112). An- |
- essential piece ofa leader’s effeCtiveness is their talent for enticing members to

comprehend and seize Ob]CCtheS for success. Once understood and accepted these group

~ goals will guide member actions to collaborate toward goal accomphshment

High Performance Expectations: High performance expectétions are described as
“behavior that demonstrates the leader’s expectations for excellence, _Cjuality, and/or hlgh
performance on the part of followers” (Podsakoff et al;, 1990, p. 112). This dimension

describes the leader’s conduct in conveying performance standards to employees.

' - Providing Individualized Support: Providing individualized support is “behavior on the
part of the leader that indicates that he/she respécts followers and is concerned about their

personal feelings and needs” (Podsakoff et al., 1990, p. 112).

~ Intellectual Stimulation: Finally, this element of transformational leadership behavior is
~ “behavior on the part of the leader that challenges followers to re-examine some of their
assumptions about their work and rethink how it can be performed” (Podsakoff et al.,

1990, p. 112). -

This paper contends that transformational leadershlp will be positively related to
PSS One of the six types of transformational leadership behav1or is prov1dmg
individualized support to followers. Almost by definition, this leader behavior should
‘directly influence employees’ perceptionsof their supervisor’s support.b In addition, trust -

has been found to be an outcome of transformational leadership (Podsakoff et al., 1990).
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Trust haé aléo been found to be positively related with PSS (N eves & Caétario, 2006), | |
pérhaps because trust is a core element of the social exchange process (Blau, 1964) anci
organizationill support thei)ry (Hutc‘hison,' 1997). ‘Likewise', Wech (2002) found rthat the
“trust context is a signiﬁcant predictor of work-related behaviors anii attitudes” (p-358)
with supervisory ielations being one of the measureable outcomes which can be easily

, péralleled to PSS. Therefore, logically, transformational leaderéhip should influence

PSS, perhaps with trust as a mediator, although trust is not measured in this study.

Based on the literature reviewed and the reasoning described above, the following
proposition/hypothesis is proposed:

- Hypothesis 1: Transformational leadership behaviors are positively related to
employees’ Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS)

Consequences of PSS: Affective Organizational Commitment and Affective
Commitment to the Supervisor

There are many possible consequences of perceptions of organizational and
supervisory support, but employee commitment is especially likely to be associated with
perceptions of organizational and supervisory support given the nature of organizational
support theory. Social exchange theory, for instance, would predict employees would
feel emotionally or affectively committed to the organization and its supervisors if they
are treated well. Organizatii)nal siipport theory purports that the supervisor is viewed as
an agent of the organization (Eisenberger, 2002) and thus émployee behaviors and
| aititudes dii”ectéd at the organization can, in i)art, be the result of supervisors’ actions.
Due fo this view some researchers have speculated that perceptions of support from a

supervisor would be transferred to the organization, which would influence employees’
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organizational comrinitment., Similarly, affective commitment to one’s supervisor would
refer to emotional attachment to and identification with one’s supervisor, just the target is
changed from the org}anization to the'suporvisor. This research foouses on the relationship
"between PSS and ‘those' two types of affective commitment: affective organizational

_ commitment and affective commitment to one’s supervisor.

Overview of Affective Ofganizational Commitment

In the last thirty years rosenrchers have witnessed inany different definitions of
organizational commitment. This lack of conforinity has also led to incons‘istencies and
confusion, not_ only with the definition but with measurements utilized (Allen & Meyer, |
1990). The following is a chronological sample of organizational coinmitment defini_tions

through time:

. ’i‘he process through which individual interests become attachéd to the
carrying out of socially organized patierns of behavioi which are seen as
fulfilling those interests, as expressing the‘nature and needs of the person
(Kanter, 1968, p. 500).

e An attitude or an orientatiOn toward the organizaiﬁon which links or attaches
the identity of the person to the organization (Sheldon, 1971, p | 143) |

o C‘ommitmen/t is primarily a sti'uotural phenomenon which occurs as a result of
individual—organizational transactions and alterations in side bets or
investments over time (Hrebiniak & Alutto, 1972, p. 556).

e The strength of an individual’s identification with and involvement in a

particular organization (Porter et al., 1974, p. 604).
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e A state of being in which an individual becomes b(')und by his actions and
_ through these actions to beliefs that sustain the aétivities and his own

involvement (Salancik, 1977, p. 62).

As can be seen ‘th.ere are a multifude of definitions to draw from when exploring |
Qrgaﬁizatibhal' commitrheht. Porterbet ﬁl. (1974) stated that organizational gémmitmeht ,
cén Be ,déscribed by the folloWing thrée featureé: “a)a Strong bélief in and acceptance of
fhe organizatioﬁ’s goals ahd vaiues; b)a willingneés to exert considerable effort onbbehalf
. of the organization; and c) a deﬁnite devs’irev to maintain organizational memberghip” (p- |

604).

- O'Reilly and Chatman (1986) édsb recog;riize attachmeﬁt_ as the critical component‘of
cpmfnitment, consisting> of three dimensions: compliance, identification and
intemélization. Internalization refers to value congruehce between the émployee and the
organiiation. _ Identification refers to the empldyee’s desire to be affiliated with the
organizatidn because he or she idenﬁfies with the organization, liker avtype of‘ social
identity. Compliance refers to empldyees' involvément based @n getting ektrinsic

rewards for desired activities.

Many studies of organizational commitment have been behavioral in nature and
focuS én the employee’s attainment of commitment after engaging in behaviors which
bind the indiv.idual to the fiﬁn (Hutchison, 1997; O’Reilly & Caldwell, 1980;vSa1ancik,,

: 1977). An example 6f behavioral éommitmcnt given by Hutchison (1997), states that “an
employee who attends specialized training offered by the organization may view those

skills as being specific to that particular brganization, which makes the employee less
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desirable to other organizations” (p. 161). In contrast, affective commitment comes
about through employees’ experiences at work which fulfill their “psychological needs to
feel comfortable within the organization and competent in the work-role” (Allen &

Meyer, 1990, p. 4).

Steers (1977) conducted a study of antecedents and outcomes of employee
.commitment to the organizatibn. He investigated the effects of three ‘antecedent ‘
Vériables, personal characferistics; job chardcteristics, and work experiences. Using the
Orgahizational Commitment Queétionnaire (OCQ) (Mowday & Steers, 1979) as a
measure for commitment he establjshed that work experiehceé were “more .closely
associated with commitment than the other two sets of variables” (p. 51). Although a
clear definition of work experiences is not to be found it is described by Steers (1977) as
“a majér socializing force and as such represent an irvnpvortant influence on the extent to

which psychological attachments are formed with the organization” (p. 48).

This definition relates closely to Allen and Meyer’s (1990) reseafch where they
found that work experiences signiﬁcantly correlated with affective commitment stating
that “employees who felt comfortable in their roles and who felt competent in the job,
expressed g'réater affective attachment to the organiiation” (p. 13)' Ih‘addition, itis
noted thét there are‘a surplus of variables falling under the category of work experiences
and after their examination of the research Meyer and Allen (1987) state that these |
experiences “communicate that the Organization is supportive of its employees, treats
them fairly, and enhances their sense of peréonal importance and competence by

appearing to value their contributions to the organization” (p. 46).
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L In Meyer and Allen’s (1991) review of the literafure they identified three .distihct

topics in the vast definitions of commitment: commitment as an affective attachment to |

- the organization, commitment as a perceived cost associated with leaving the
organization, and commitment as an obligation to remain in the organization. They
referred to these as affective, continuance, and normative commitment, respectively.
However, common to all three components is the view that “commitmént isa
psychological state that a) chafacterizes the employee’s relétionship with the organization
and b) has implications for the decision to continue or discontinue membership in the
organization” (Meyer & Allen, 1991). The three-component conceptualizatien of
organizational commitment developed by Allen and Meyer (1990) was developed in
response to concerns relating to the many differences between conceptualizations and

“measurements of the construct (Bateman & Strasser, 1984; Cook & Wall, 1980; Morris &
Sherman‘, 1981; Reichers, 1985; Steers, 1977). These differences “involve the
psychological state reflected in commitment, the antecedent conditions leading to its
development, and the behaviours (other than remaining) that are expected to result from

commitment” (Allen & Meyer, 1990, p. 1).

Meyer and Allen have contended that “commitment can take different forms, and it
is therefore, imperative that researcher‘s state clearly what form or forms of commitment
they are interested in and that they ensure that the measures they use are appropriate- for
the intended purpose” (Meyer et al., 1993, p. 538). HoWever, affective commitment has
been shown to be correlated with prior conceptualizations of organizational corhmitment.
For example, Meyer and Allen included the OCQ along with their affective eommitment

scale and found‘that the OCQ correlated strongly with the Meyer and Allen affective
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commitment scalé (Ailen & Meyer,, 1990; Meyér & Allen,‘ 1984; Meyér et él.,' 1991). .
» Se?éfal researchers ha\}e affirmed that éffeétiye commitment is an emotion-based attitude
- that‘:irwlcfeases‘ an erhployee’s &esire to work toWafds the goals of the'organization'and
ihcreases the deéire td femain With the "organizﬁation (Eisenberger et al., 1990; Porter et
-al., 1974, Reichers,' 1985)', In 'suimmary,: the most important‘cofnmitment compovnéntfor

- this study is affective commitment. |

‘ ’Relationships befween PSS ahd Different Types of Affective Cbmmitments
Percéptions of Qréanizationai support (POS) aﬂd supervisbry supbort (PSS) are
perceptions of tﬁe work éiperiencé; and thus should be associated with organizational
and supervisory commitment. ‘Studives examining specific v‘vork:experienc‘e Vériables'as
antecédents to affective orgaﬁiiational commitment include p_eréeptidns of organizational
support (Aube et al., 2007; Dawley et al., 2007; Eisenberger et alf, 1990; Rhoades et al.,
| 2001), procedural justice (Liden‘ et al, 2003; Loi et al., 2006) participative decision- -
fnaking (Scott-Ladd et al., 2005), supervisory communication (Vuui'envet al., 2006),
leadership behaviors- (Bérling et al., 1996; Nie;hoff et al., 1990; Perryer‘& Jordan, 2005;

Walumba et al., 2005), and perceptions of supervisory support (Erickson & Roloff, 007) . .

Research results, examining PSS and its »efféct (‘)n, Qrganizational commitment have
been mixed. Some researchgrshéve found positive associations between PSS and
organization;l ,cdmmitmgﬁt (Dawley et‘él.,_ 2007; Erickson & Roloff, 2007; Gagnon &
Michael, 2004; Gaertner, 1999; Joiner & Bakalis, 2006; Neves & Caetano, 2006) while
others have obtained overall negaﬁve vresults (bixon et al., 2005; Hutchison, 1997; Kidd

- & Smewing, 2001; Stinglhamber & Vandenberghe, 2003). HutchisOn (1997) found that -
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PSS had no direct effects on commitment finding only indirect effects heing mediated by
POS. Stinglhamber and Vandenberghe (2003) also found that PSS did not inﬂuence
organizational cdmmitment‘, its affects were only associated with superVisory ’ .
commitment. Dixon et al,, (2005) investigated several factors to deterrnine which were
antecedent to organizational commitment finding that‘ PSS was not associated. with
Lor'ganizut_io’nalv commitment. Finally, Kidd and Sme‘wingﬁ (260.1) stated in their.discussion
that oyerell PSS was unrelatedto organizational conimitment; however,this was

confusing as their data clearly‘showed a positive association.

Ina meta;analysis of the causes of job satisfaction and drg‘anizational commitment,
Gaertner (1999) concluded that supervi'sorysupport was directly related to organizatiqnal ‘
conimitment. This was supported through a study of wood production employees by
Gagnen and Michael (2004), which cOncluded‘with findings of positive links between .
supervisofy support and organizational commitment. Dawiey et al., (2007) showed that
| PSS had significant direct effects on orgnnizational commitment, although POS was a
stronger predictor than PSS. Likewise, Erickson and Roloff (2007) found that PSS w‘as» a
significant predictor of organizational cornmitrnent, but it interacted with POS. PSS had
a greater effect when POS was low. Finally, Joiner and Baikalis (2006) obtained support
 for the iink between these constructs in their study- of university staff members, stating
that, “a supervisor who offers support, shares concerns and provides useful job-related
infonnation is likely to hau'e a _nbsitive influence on casual academics’ organizational

- commitment” (p. 449).

These inconsistencies may be due, in part, to the measurements utilized. Only two of

the above studies used the SPSS to measure PSS (Hutchison 1997 and Stinglhamber &
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Vandenbérghe, 2003) and both obtained negative results. The other studies used‘ an
assortment of questions pulled from other research‘ to measure superVisor support. Thése
differences in instruments may have influenced the results. Another study finding a
negative relationship (Dixon et al., 2005) used respondents who,reporte_d to more than

one supervisor, which may have confounded the study.

In addition to thé above studies which have found positive associations between PSS
and organizational commitment, other research.can be linkéd to this concept. For -
instancé, Allen and Meyér, 1990 and Steers, 1977, determined that workvexperiences are
positively associated §vith organizational commitment. Their use of the ‘work
experience’ construct correlates strongly with PSS as they consider it to reﬂeét the level
of support and fair treatment an employee receives. This support and fair treatment is
embedded in PSS as it is, again, "general views concerning the degree to which
supervisors valué their contributions and care about their well-being” (Eisenberger et al.,
2002, p.565). In addition, because many researchers agree that supervisors are viewed as
agents of the organization, it is proposed that support received from the supervisor will

transcend to organizational commitment.

Résearch into the relationship between POS and affective organizational
: commitmeﬁt supports the proposition that PSS is related to affective organizational
commitment. - The constructs are similar in ﬁature, only the source of support differs. As
-noted by Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) in their meta-analysis, affective commitment is

a conséquénce of POS. They explained the reasoning for this observation.

On the basis of the reciprocity norm, POS should create a felt obligation to care

about the organization’s welfare (Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, &
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Rhoades, 2001). Theobligation to eXc’hangecaring for caring (Foa & Foa, 1980)
should enhance employees’ affective commitment to the personified organization.
POS should also increase affective commitment by fulfilling such socioemotional

" needs as affiliation and emotional support (Armeli et al., 1998; Eisenberger et al.,

-1986). Such need fulfillment produces a strong sense of belonging to the |

 organization, involving the incorporation of employees’ membership and role status
into their social identity. POS should thus contribute to employees’ sense of purpose '
and meaning Additionally, Shore and Tetrick (1991) snggested that POS might
reduce feelings of entrapment (i.e., continuance commitment) that occur when :

: employees are forced to stay with an organization because of the hlgh costs of

leaving. (Rhoades & Elsenberger 2002 12 701).

The idea of “caring for caring’ should apply equally to supervisors who show
support for their employees. Based on the literature reviewed and the reasoning
described above, the following proposition/hypothesis is prop‘osed:

o Hypothesis 2: Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS) will be positively related to
employees’ Affective Organizational Commitment ’

In addition to proposing that Pe'rceived Supervisor Support (PSS) is positively

. related to affective organizational commitment it is proposed that PSS is positively

v related to a different target or focus of commitment: the employee S superv1sor A great :
deal of research into commitment has focused on overall orgamzational commitment
without investigating different targets (or foci) of commitment within the organization.

This study will investigate both targets of affective commitment.

Stinglhamber and Vandenberghe (2003) looked at employees’ “‘commitment to their

: supervisor,” which they defined as “an attachment charaeterized by an identiﬂcation» and :
-emotional attacliment to the supervisor (Clugst_on etal., 2000)”‘ (p. 253)..' Because they
defined this type of commitment in terms of “emotional attachment” clearly they:
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intended this construct to refer to an affective commitment. (This construct is sometimes -
referred to as “supervisory commitment,” but for clarity we refer to the construct as .
“affective commitment to the supervisor” Because “supe;rvisory cominitmént” could refer
to the supervisor’s commitment to Something, not employees’ commitment to their.

supervisors.)

Researchers have found that employees’ commitments to their supervisors can be an

invaluable asset to organizations; as the following statements attest:

o “Researchers and human resource professionals concerned with employee
performancve‘should focus their efforts on commitment to supervisors rafher than
on that to organizations” (Becker et al., 1996, ‘p. 477).

e “In business organizations, the supervisor (as an impersonal entity) is a more
important factor in influencing employee attitudes at work than the organizatioﬁ”
(Chen, 2001, p. 657)

o “Ifthe organization would like to increase employees’ job performance and OCB,
improving thé relationship betwéén supervisors and employees is key” (Cheng et
al., ‘2003, p- 329).

e “Organizations seeking to encourage certain forms of citizenship behaviours méy
need to chelop commitment to the supervisor and to co-workers” (Rédman &

‘Snape, 2005, p. 324).

. | “A program of training and rewarding supervisors .. .‘for being supportive, and

for presenting the organization as supportive, is worth serious consideration as a

method for reducing tﬁrnovér” (Maertz et al., 2007, p. 1072).
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Studies inVestigating commitment to one’s supervisor are often .conducted within the
“scope of organizational commitment as a mult1 focr concept w1th the supervrsor being
' rneasured as one of many foci in the workplace For example, many studies rely on

Reichers (1985) idea of there being multiple commitments?within an organization (see’ ,

: Becker 1992; Becker et al., 1996 Cheng et al., 2003; Slders et al 2001) Rerchers |
L beheves that orgamzational commitment is a composite of commitments to many
o ‘different groups that make up the organization. He states that “multiple identiﬁcations :
with various groups both inside and outside the organization constitute multiple
. commitments” (p. 469). This implies that to him organizational commitment is the result
of, and determined by, individual’s commitments to different tar_gets or foci in the |

organization; one of which is the supervisor.

Bentein etal. (2002)_ investigated whether organizational outcomes were mediated by |
overall organizational commitment or through comrnitments (attachments) to more '
specific foci, such as supervisors or coworkers. In their study they found that “it is the
local entities, and by extension, commitment to them, which are most relevant for
predicting behavioural responses at work” (p, 355). Their study showed that employees »
deyelop'commitments to the most‘ proximal entity, and further, they display behaviors-
.which directly benefit that entity. Other studies have obtained similar results when
studying proximal rel'ations and work outcomes. Becker and colleagues (1996) found |
 that commitment to the vsupervisor was significantly related to performance and state that
“local foci are psychologically more proximal to employees and, there‘fore,vhave'a greater
impact on behavior in organizations™ (p. 477). Siders et al. (2001) discovered thatb . |

supervisory commitment explained variance in job ‘performanCe well beyond that of
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_ ofganizational commitment finding support “for the consistency of the implications of |

multiple internal foci of commitmént” (p. 576). '

Hunt and Morgari (1994) reseaféhed the relationships among orvg'anizationalv ‘

- commitment and commitment to other térget's or foci in organizatibnal sve_ttin‘gsA.‘ They
found that émployees’ ;‘comrﬁitnients to their 'Wofk—group” were not related to theif _ievels:
, o_f ofganizational commitment. On the other hand, Hunt and Morgan found tﬁat
“cqmmitfnent to a supervisor” was pésitively related to brganizatiénal commitment.

' Ovérall, they found that ‘the stréngth of the relationship between ofganizational
commitrﬂenf and o;hef foci of commitment increaged “as the focus of a coﬁstituency-,

| specific commitment becomes more cIosely associated with the organizatidn”v (p. 1581).
Altematively, they explained fhat “‘a‘s the conceptual distance between a constituency and
~what a given employeé views as the organization expands, the contributiqn of that

~ constituency to global organization commitment decreases” (1583).

Thus, Hunt and Morgan (1994) appear to argue thatfemplloyees do not view their
coworkers ér work-group as representing the overall organization. Therefore, |
commitmént to a work- group would not be expected to influence émployées’
commitment to the overall orrganizationv. On the ‘o‘fther hand, the employees could
p:dpefly see their supervisovr’as being closely affiliated with, énd representative of, the
organizafion. These ﬁndings are consistent with researchers who think empioyees viev&‘l’
their supervisors aé agents of the organization (Eisenberger et al., 1986;_ Levinéon, 1965)
and therefore emplbyegs." Commitments to their supervisors will be imputed to the |

‘organization as a whole.
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: This does nol mean that commitments to work groups or coworkers are unimportant.
To the contrary, prior research has found that high levels of commitment arise through
reciprocal relat1onsh1ps (Bentein et al., 2002; Blau, 1964; Lewin, 1943; Mueller &

) Lawler 1999; Redman & Snape, 2005) such as those in a work group. Slmllarly, Lawler
(1992) believed that “actors develop stronger affectlve t1es to subgroups within a social

'sy‘stem rather than to that social system” (p. 334). This research is consistent with these
findings 'because reciprocal relationships als‘o exist between employees and their
superviso:rs,‘ but not between an inanimateobject like an organization and :a person.. In

~ short, a distinction must be made between affective colnmitnient to a work group or
coworkers and commitment to one’s supeﬁisor when trying '.to predict "af‘fective _

organizational commitment.

There is little research relating PSS to employees commitment to their superv1sors
Stlnglhamber and Vandenberghe (2003) conducted an in-depth study of the llnks between
perceived support and affective commitment. One major finding was that employees are
able to distinguish between differing entities ef support and thus form their commitments
fo those‘entities accnrdingly; nlore preclsely, “organizations and supervisors are distinet
sources of perceived support nnd separate targets of commitment” (p. 264). Of interest
‘was the finding that PSS was an antecedent to superviser commitment, in that, “affective
commitment to the supervisor was significantly related to turnover and mediated the
effecl of perceived supervisor support on turnover” (p. 264). However, POS did not
affect commitment to the supervlsor and PSS did not inﬂuenc_e organizatlonal '
eonnnitment. ‘Consistent with thls finding, in their meta-analysis of sdclal exchange

research Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) concluded that “relative to organizational
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support, supervisory support is the better predictor of leader-relevant constructs, such as

commitment to the supervisor” (p. 886).

cher prior research relates indirectly to our proposition that PSS is positivély related
to employees’ bcommitments to their sﬁpervisors. Bishop et al., 2005"f(r)und.that the “level
- of suppbrt employees receive from an entiﬁy predicts the level of commitment they ha\?e
- for that same entits;” (p. 175). Mueller and Lawler (1999) found that “the location of the
 foci in the total organizational structure and the responsibility of these foci for producing
the employee’s work condiﬁons are important in det_errhining, the employee’s level éf
commitment to the foci” (p’. 341). To, make this rather obscure passage clearer, in this
case the relexfant focus is the ‘supervisor. .Thus, Mueller and Lawler’s statement would be
that a supervisof’s\ loéation in the organization’s hierarchy (which affects power) and his
or her responsibility fo‘rv the efnployee’s working conditions jointly influence employees’

commitments to their supervisors.

Based on the literature reviewed and the reasoning described above, the following
proposition/hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 3: Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS) will be positivefy related to
employee Affective Commitment to their Supervisor.

Relationships between Transformational Leadership, PSS and Affeétive
Commitments ' .

Many studies have found that transformational leadership is positively related to
affective organizational commitment or organizational commitment (e.g., Podsakoff,
'MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1996; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, Fetter, 1990).

However; we have not been able to find any studies investigating whether Perceived
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Sﬂpervisbr, Support mediates the relatiohship bétWeen_ tfansformational leadership and |
affective organizgtionai commitment and affécti§e commitment to the supervisor.
Not‘withstanding this absence of supporting literature, logically if Hypothéscs 1,2,and 3
(above) are éorrect, then the‘effe‘cf éf vtransfor‘matiorial le;ldership on both types of ‘
 affective commitment should be paﬁially m‘ediated'by employees’ Pe;ceivéd Supervisér

‘Support.

Morebver, one of thélsix behaViors in Podsakoff” S ‘(.1990)vtaxonomy of

. trans_formatibnal leader behavior is individualizéd support. Quite likely, the effect of
individualized supporfive behé.vioré by a supervisbr Will be to increase empléyees’
perceptions of supervisor support. Eecause prior reseafch indicates that Perceived
Supervisor Support' is pdsitively related to affective organizational commitment, then
logically the effect of “mdividualized suppbrt” on affective organizational commitment is
likely to be mediated by perceptions' of the supervisor’s support, as reflected in the
Perceived S-upervisor'S‘upport construct. Percéived Supérvisor Support is also likély to
mediate the relationship between transformational leadership behaviors and affective
éommitment to different targets, such as the affective commitment to a supervisor.‘
Because the source of the supportivé behéviors is the supervisor, logically employees’

affective commitment will be directed at the SUpervisor.

In addition, Harrison and Hubbard (>1998) found that employees’ organiZational

| commitment was positively reléted to the suppoﬁive behaviors' of their supervisors.

- Although this does not show that the positive effect of transfofmational leadership on
affective commitments to the organization énd supervisor will be mediéted by Perceived
Supervisor Support, it does support links betweén" affecti\}e organizational comr_nit;hent
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and individualized supportive behaviors by a transformational leader (supervisor) and

Perceived Supervisor Support.

On the other hand, there is no reason tq believe the effect of transformational
leadeiship on affective organizational commitment and affective coinmitrrient toa
| supervisor is completely mediated by Perceived Supervisor Support. In fact; researchers
found that trust and satisfaction are mediators of the effects of transformational
leadership on differeht outcomes, such as organizational citizenship behaviors
(Podsakoff, 1990). Therefore we propose that the effcct of transfc)rfnational,leadership
on affective organizational co’mmitmentv is only partially mediated by employees

Perceived Supervisor Support.

Based on the literature reviewed and the reasoning described above, the following
proposition/hypothesis is proposed:
| Hypothesis 4: The effects of Transformational leadership behaviors on a) Affective

Organizational Commitment and b) Affective Commitment to their Supervisors are

partially mediated by employees’ Perceived Supervisor Suppbrt (PSS).

Relationships between PSS and Affective Commitments will be Moderated by
Perceived Organizational Status of the Supervisor

It is further proposed that Perceptions of the Organizational Status of their
Supervisor wili moderate the association between PSS and employees’ affective
organizational commitment. Employee perceptions’ of a supervisbr’s status within the
organization allows them to determine the supervisor’s ability to provide them with
resburces’ while o_perating in their best interest. Employee perceptions’ of a supervisor’s

status within the organization was defined by Eisenberger et al. (2002) in terms of 3
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dimensions: “employees’ perceptions concerning (a) the organization’s positive valuation
of the supervisor’s contributions and its concern about the supervisor’s well-being, (b)
the supervisor’s influence in important organizational decisions, and (c) the autonomy

and authority accorded the supervisor in his or her job r'espdnsibilities.” (p. 566).

When emplbyees observe that: the organization' values the su‘per\?isor and places them
in good standing théy view this as a pdsitive exchange relationship. Tangirala et al.
(2007) describé ‘tiiis relationship as a critical factor of the supervisbr’s status and they go .
- further in stating that it has gréét influential abilities on subordinate attitudes toWard the
. organization. Thus, it is proposed here that pérceptions of the supervisor’s status will

play a significant role in the link between PSS and 6rganizationa1 commitment.

Although there is not a copious amount of research to dfaw from in this area, what is
available is quite significant. House and Filley (1971) draw from Likert (1961) when they
state that “upward influence of the superior is seen as >a measure of his ability to control
resources for the subordinate work group and to represent the work group in its déalings
with the broader organizatibn system” (p. 422). Where status and upward influence are
closely relatéd Eisenberger et al. (2002) usés ‘influence’ as a definitive measure of the
supervisof’s status. As stated earlier, Eisenberger et al. (2002) describesb perceptions of
supervisér’s organizational status as the “employees; perceptions concerning (a) the
organization’s positive valuation of the supervisor’s contributions and its concern about
thé supervisor’s well-being, (b) the supervisor’s inﬂﬁence in important organizational
decisions, and (c) the autonomy and authority accorded the supervisor in his or her job

reSponsibilities.” (p. 566). These three dimensions, as viewed by the sﬁbordinate, will
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not only affect their impression of the organization’s supportive behavior, but also the -

subordinate’s judgmént'of their supervisor’s effectiveness.

In the study éonducted by Eisenberger et al. (2002) it was fovund‘ that ,thé
“relationship betWeen PSS aﬁd POS wés -greater for employees ‘v'vvho perceivcd their
supervisor, to ha?e high infc.)‘rrhalvstatus within the organization” (p. 571). This finding
- was suppofted by Tangirala et al. (2007) who found that “a sﬁpérvisof’s exchange
felationship with ﬁisvor her boss — presurﬁébly an impoftant determinant of ’the‘ status of
the supervisor — influences hot only POS but also other employee attitudes toward the
: organizatién” (p. 318). Erdogan andyEnder»s (2007) determined that a supervisor’s POS
hqlds tremendous importance in enhancing subordinate’s attitudes and behaviors. They
found thét,:“ei?en though the relationship between LMX and job satiéfaction waé positive,
the strength of the re}ationship varied dependiﬁg on supervisor POS” (p. 3.27), indicating
that the relati()nshii) between the supervisor ahd'uppe’r management had direct effeéts on

subordinate outcomes. -

Much of the research on supervisory inﬂuence and status can be linked to Pelz
(>1952) who féund that employees wefe most receptive to a supervisor’s supportive vvef‘forts
only if they were seen as having upward influence. He states that the leader'behaviors
“will tend to faise employeé satisfaction only if the supervisdr has enough influéhce to
make these behaviors pay off in ferms of actual benefits forv employees” (p. 21‘65.‘
Anderson and T leon (1991) tested the Pelz effect with the construct of léadef sﬁpporti've
behaviors. They found that suppoftive behavidrs received from leaders with upward
inﬂuehce reinforced cc)operation within the work group. However, “supportive behaviors

from non-influential leaders had minimal impact on member’s feelings of group -
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coopération” (p. 69). Trempe et al., 1985, found this to be true in their rstudy of b11'1e‘

collar workers. They inveStigated the 'streﬁgth of supervisory gender versus supefviSory

| influence and found that supervisory influence was méré significant in predicting

empl‘dyeé satisfaction. They state that “the sex of the supervisor might be 'é less ‘salier‘lt '

detefmiﬁant of the peréepfioné that thé subordinates hold of the supervisor, whereas a |

- more relevant dimension might well be its cbnsequeﬁces —in t.hvis‘ case the perceived ‘

upwards inﬂuence’f (p. 46). The basic principie behind these fihdihgs is that supervisors
Will be hard pressed fo, influence érhp_loyees if they are not perceived to possess
 influential abilities outside 'the wbrkgroup. The supérvisor,’s lack of influential abilities

" _ w‘ill, in the emplc;yee’s eyes, downgrade their status within the organization, and

ultimately negate the supervisor’s efforts to instill satisfaction.

Based on the literature r_eviewed and the reasoning described above, the following
proposition/hypothesis is proposed:
Hypothesis S: Employees’ Perceptions of the Organizational Status of their

Supervisor’s moderates the relatiohship between PSS and employees’ Affective

Organizational Commitment.

Research was unavailable to directly support the prqpositibn that employees’
‘Perc-:eptions of the Organizational Status of their Superi;isor moderateé the relations’hip
. between Perceived Supérvisor Suppqrt (PSS) and employees” affective commitment to

théir supervisors. Although Stinglhamber and Vahdehberghe (2003) found that PSS
| influenced emploYees’ affective cbmmifments to their supervisors, they did not
inv?:stigate any interactions. However, organizational support theory logicélly suppOrfs

this proposition that the impact of PSS on employee commitment to their supervisors
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rhay be enhanc_ed by the emplqyee’s Perceptions of their Supervtsor’s Status in the
organization. If employees ?iew their supervisor as having good status in the

! organization they will, 1) perceive the supervisor as being valued and cared about by the - .
. organization; 2) perceive the supert/isor es hatving upwafd influence ih affecting
organizational deeiSiohs; anti 3) perceive the ‘su'pervis‘or‘ as having the autherity and
autonomy to enact their job responsibilities. It is proposed that‘these factors will fdrrh the
' employee’s views of their supervisdr’s status and will moderate the relatiohship ef PSS

and supervisory commitment.

There are some studies that indirectly support this proposition. One studyv was

'V conducteldrby Etsenberger et al. (2002), who feund that the association between PSS antl _
POS‘ was stronger for employees who viewed their supervisory as having high status
within the organization. Although this study shows that the supervisor’s status is a
moderator between PSS and POS, it was not shown to moderate the PSS and employees’
affective commitment to their supervisor. Other researchers have found that a |
supervisor’s upward influence is essential in lihking employee’s perceptions of the
supervisor and their attitudes and behaviors (Anderson & Tolsoh, 1991; Erdogan &

Enders, 2007; House & Filley, 1971; Pelz, 1952; Trempe et al., 1985).

Based on the literature reviewed and the reasoning described above, the following
proposition/hypothesis is proposed:
Hypothesis 6: Employees’ Perceptions of the Organizational Status of their

Supervisor’s moderates the relationship between PSS and employees’ Affecti_ve :

Commitment.to their Supervisors.
Combining these hypotheses, the overall model in this research is shown in Figure 1.
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~'As shown in Figure 1, it is proposed that Perceived Supervisor Support mediates the
relationships between transfofmational leader behaviors and affective organizational
‘commitment and affective commitment to the supervisor. The reasoning‘was that
transformational leader béhaviors, épecifically individualized support, will influence
employee’s Pérceptions of Supervisor Support, which in turn will influence the two types

of affective commitment.

However, the prior research éuggests an altemative model as well. Arguably, the
reason supervisors’ suppdrtiVe behaviors afe positively related to affective organizational
commitment is beéause, as discussed.vpreviously, employees view action taken by.agénts
of the organizétion, such as supervisors, to be representative of the drgénization itself
(LéVinson, 1965). If organizational commitment is derived from employees’ pe:ceptions )
about their supervisoré, then affective commitment to the supervisor may be a proximal
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cause of affective organizational commitment. This makes affective commitment to a
supervisor a mediator between Perceived Supervisor Support and Affective

- Organizational Commitment.

Based on the literature reviewed and the reasoning described above, the foilowing

proposition/hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 7: Affective Commitment to a Supervisor will mediate the relationship
between Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS) and Affective Organizational

Commitment.

This leads to the alternative theoretical model diagrammed in Figure 2.

T ———— ~
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i Commitmont
Y .

" .
Bohaviors Suppore {PsS)
- - - ~ - : :

. .

I Parceptions of B
L SuparvisorsStatus

Figure 2
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Chapter 2: Methodology
‘Research Setting and Participants

This study was eendncted at a mid-size Credit Uni'en :(CU):’and an Army element ,
located in the St. Lduis MetropOIitan_ area. kThe CU employs' approximateiy 280 peonle
‘ and has tifteen brick and mortar branch loeations. Participants from the Army were |
-assigned vrithin one department of a much larger organizatien. Theirk fnnetion is mainly
human resource actions for all Army Reserve soldiers worldjwicte. Thereare
| ‘appreximately 130 people assigned to this department with a military and fc'iViiian mix in"

personnel.

Al par‘ticipants_iof this researeh project were on a YOiuntary basis. Both companies
were initially contacted by a member of their upper management informing them of the
: pending project with emphasis on the fact that participation was strictly Voluntary. V:The
're'searcl»lerhand-delivered Surveys' to one person in the Human Resource department at
} the Credit Union. Snrveys were delivered to four supervisors in "the' Army department. A
| letter of introduction was attached which included an explanation of the study while also
'_stfessing that the study was vOluntary. The letter of intreriuction also stressed need for
cornpletion of all items and the assurance that surveys will not lae distributed nor

communicated with anyone other than the research team.

o There‘ were clear lines of authority within each department of the CU as well as the
- Army, so there was no confusion with the survey questions conceming the employee’s
_ Supervisor. Participants were required to not only annotate their length of service with

their perspective organizations, but also their tenure with their supervisor. Personnel
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within the CU and the Army have the opportunity to move to vacancies within other o
departments and of course this creates a new supervision'chain. Therefore, tenure within

individual departments will be essential to obtain realistic results.

'Measurements
Transformational Leadérship

Trahsformationalleavdershipv behavidi'_s Were meaSured using items deriv'e‘d from
Podsakoff et al‘."s (1990) Trénsformatiqnél Leadership BehaVior Iﬁ?entory (TLI).‘ The ,
" wording of some ‘6f th¢ ite’rﬁs‘ was modiﬁed withAou‘t éhanging the meaning of the items.
However, the original‘ items ‘that WCre reversed scored were ché.nged fo straight scoring
because -of problems associated with reversed-scored, or ne"ga’tive‘ly-worded, questions.
In addition,‘the scales were limited to three items to shorten the overall survhey.v Ttems
were removed When}thbeyy 0§erlapped with measures of the endogenous variables in the
- model because independent vaﬁablesvshould notvask' aBout the same éoncept later being
predi¢tcd; Items were removed that seebme»d redundant with other items, or which weré
somewhat conquing._ The scaieé and itemé for rating the'diré‘ct supervisor are shown
below. Respondents were asked to in’dicate théir level of agreement with each item on a
1to 5 points‘Likert—typed scale. The iferris éan be sﬁmmated tobcr‘eate subscales for each

typé of 'beha:wior and overall transformational leadership.

Articulating a Vision (derived from Podsakoff et al.( 1990) scale)

1. Has compelling ideas about how to change the way we work.
2. Inspires me with his or her plans for the workplace.

3. Offers an attractive vision for the future of our work group. -

Providing an appropriate model (derived from Podsakoff et al.( 1990) scdlé)
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4. Leads by “doing” ‘rather‘than simply by “telling.”
- 5. Sets av good example for how employees should ‘a(}_:t if we are to achieve
our goals.
6. “Walks the talk,” or actueilly does what ile or she says employeés shoﬁld

be doing.

Fostering the acceptance of eroyp goals (derived vfrom Podsakoff et al.( 1990) scale)
7. Encourages employees to be "team players."
8. Inspireé a téam spiri; among employees.

9. Fosters collaboration within work groups,

High performance expectations ( derived from Podsakbff et al.( 1990) scale)

10. Corrimunicatcs that he or she expects outstanding work from all
employees.
11. Insists on high-quality work from me.

12. Insists on high performance from me and the other employees.

Prbvides individualized support (derived from Pedsakoﬁ’ et ai.( 1990) scale)

13. Is concerned about my needs at work.
- 14. Shows respect for me.
15. Considers my feelings at work.

Intellectual stimuldtion { derived from Podsakoff et al.( 1990) scale)

16. Challenges me to rethink my ideas about hbw to perform my job.
17. Asks me to think about new ways for the Work group to accomplish its
goals.

18. Asks me to be creative at work.
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- Three new items Were added to the original TLIto reflect the'employee’s perceptions
of the supervisor’s conﬁdence in the subordinates’ abilities to meet high ‘perforfnance'
expectations. This change is based on Podsakoff s comments:’that the original TLI “Was
flawed 1n that it asked about nigh perfornaance 'exrpectations wifnout also measuring
| whether the leader also snowed confidence that the followers couid attain those high
‘performance expectations (Podsakoff etal., 1990). For example, Podsakoff found that
high performance expectations were negatively related to trust, which was incons‘ist_ent»

wifh transfonnational leadership ideas. Transformational leaders not only set nigh

| performance enpectations, but their leadership style also tells followers that he or,sne is
conﬁdent they can meet those e)‘(pectations. Podsakoff noted, in retrospect, that his
original measures tapned hign performance exnectationS» but there were no items tapping
the leader’s confidence in the followers. We addressed this shortcomlng by creatlng a

| SImple three- item scale measurlng the extent to which the leader conveyed conﬁdence in
the followers. New items are added instead of slmply adding the clause to ex1st1ng items
_to avoid creating questions that tap two difference constructs: setting high performance

expectations and confidence in the subordinates.

Shows confidence in subordinates (new scale)

19. Shows confidence in my ability to perform my job well.
20, Has faith that T will achieve my work—related goals.
21. Shows conﬁdence that I will put forth the effort necessary to accomphsh

tasks he or she asks me to do.

The TLI does not measure charisma or idealized influence. Antonakis and House

(2002) defined idealized influence as “attributed charisma,” or “the follower attfibution”
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about the leader as a result of how they percéive the leader’s pbwcr, confidence, and
 transcendent idcals. *“This is the émotional component of leédership, which thcoretically‘ :
- _shifts follower self-interest -to,ward the interest of the greatef good” (p. 9). To pick up tha't

 dimension of transformational leadership, we created the following three items:

Idealized influence (new scale)

22.0s charismatic. -
23. Inspires my loyalty.
24. Communicates admirable ideals and values.
To tap transactional Ieadership, we used items measuring contingent reward _
behaviors by the leader. These items were derived from items used by‘ Podsakoff et al.

'(1990) in the original TLI to measure confingent rewards.

Continéent Reward (derived frbm Pods‘akoﬁ‘ et al.( 1 990) séale)

25. Gives me positive feedback when I perform well.
26. Recognizes when my work is good.

27. Praises employees when they do a good job.
Items from each scale alternated ﬂuoughoUt in this section of the survey.
~ Perceived SuperVis'or Support (PSS)
Perceived Supervisor Supporf (PSS) was measured using a subset of the items in
~ Kottke and ‘Sharafinski’s(1’1988) Survey of Per’ceiv‘ed, Supervisory Support (SPSS). This
- instrument was developed by simply modifying Eisenberger, et al.’s (1986) instrumént
 measuring POS by changing the word “organiZation” with the word “‘supervisor.” A sub-

set of items were chosen to shorten the scale. To keep the scale balanced, three items
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tapping the degree.to which leaders value the followef’s contributions and three itgms |
tapping the leader’s concern for the follower’s weli-being were ﬁsed in the scale. Items
were chosen based on clarity, avoiding redundanéy within the scaLe, and to avoid using
items that véry closely reflected leader behavior items. Some wording was slightly

modified, but the item measured the same idea.

1. My supervisor values my contributions to the well-being of our organization.
(‘Value)
- 2. My supervisor appreciates extra effort from me at wOrk.(Value) ‘
3. My supervisor takes pride in my work accomplishmehts. (Value) |
4, My supervisor really cares about my well-being. (Well-’being)
5. Help ‘is available from my supervisor when I have a work problem. (Well-
being)
6. My Supervisor is willing to help me when I need a special favor.v (Well-
- being)
Affective Organizational Commitment and Affective Commitment to the
‘Supervisor
Affective organizational commitment and affective éommitment to the Supervisor
were measilred using items based on items in the affective commitment subscale created
by Allen and Meyer (1990) and organiiational commitment items in Bishop énd Scott
(2000). Items were reworded to avoid redundancy within the scale and to avoid
redundancy with items used in other scales. Items were also selected based on how much
they directly tapped conimitmént and avoided tapping antecedents and consequences of

commitment, which are commonly included in most commitment scales. Respondents
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wefe askgd to indicate how much they agreed v‘vith.each statement using a 1 td 5 Likert-
type scale. The items will be summated to create affective commitmenf scorés for both |
| thé organization and the sﬁpervisor.‘ To short_en the questionnaire and clearly
differéntiate commitment to the organization from commitment to the supervisor, we.

used the following format.

- Example } ,
My XYZ are similar to the XYZ of:

, 1 @ 4 5.
- My supervisor Strongly Neutral - Strongly
' Disagree o Agree
I 1 2 3 5
This company Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree

Five items for each type of commitment were used in the questionnaire. The items

were:

Question ' Source N
My values are similar to the values of Bishop & Scott (2000) modified
I feel a strong sense of commitment to  Based on Allen & Meyer (1991)
I speak very highly of ___ tomy friends =~ Bishop & Scott (2000) modified
I feel emotionally attached to Based on Allen & Meyer (1991)

I strongly related to and identify with o Based on Allen & Meyer (1991)

' Perceptions of the Supervisor’s Status
Perceptions of the Supervisor’é Status was measured using items from Eisenbergér et
al., (2002) scale. This.ins‘trument measured 1) how much the organization values the |
leader, 2) how m.uch inﬂuehce the leader has Qvith his or her superiors, andv3) how much
éutOnomy the leader has to run his or her unit. There were 12 items in the original scale,

but only nine items were used to shorten the questionnaire. To keep the scale balanced,

41



three items from each éategofy or subscale wére‘ used in the survey. Respondents were
asked to indicate how r”nuéhihey agreed w'itl‘lbeach Statcment using a 1 to 5 Likert-type
scale. "fhe items were summatéd to create an overall score for'Perceptibnsj of the L
» Supérvisors’ status. The items and ',respective scales are shown below (VAL refers to i:he
organizétibn valuing the‘vléadef, INFL refers to the leader havihg inﬂuence, and AUT
réfefs to the leader haviﬁg autonofny). | | B
1. The ofganization holds my supéwisor mhlgh regard.» (VAL)
2. The organization values my éupervisor’s confributions. (VAL)
3. If my supervisor quit, the organization would try to persuade hiMef to
gtay. (VAL) | |
4. The organization gives. my supervisor the chance fo make impbrtant
decisions. (INFL)
5. My supervisor influences decisions made by upper managément. (INFL) -
6. The organization Consults my supervisor when deciding on new policies
and procedures. (INFL‘)’ |
- 7. The organization gives my superyisor the authority to try new
things.(AUT) |
8. Thé organization supports decisions made by ﬁly supervisor. (AUT)
9. The organization allows myrsupervisor to run things the way he/she |

wants. (AUT)

Marker Variables
Common method variance is a concern when measuring all the variables with a

~single self-report instrument at one time. To help account for any common method V
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variance; and thus allow for statiétical controls, we added 3 ,items that measure the
réspondent"s perceptions Qf task structure, épeéifically degree of routine and
standardization. Task structure should be unrelated to any of the other constructs
measured ir1 the questionnaire. These‘items were appended to the end of :the statements
about transformational leader behaviors and were measured using the same 1 to 5 poirit
Likert-type scale used for the.leﬁder behaviors.

The issues I‘face on a daily basis are usually similar in nature.

I am usually able to follow the same steps to'dearl with most of my day-to—day
tasks. |

In general, there is a correct way to resolve the problems I face on a daily basis.

This type of conceptually unrelated variable is called a “nrarker” variable (Lindell :
& Whitney, 2001). The rationale behind including this scale is that cr)gnitive complexity
should be conr:éptually unrelated to the other constructs measured and thus there should |
be no correlation in theory. Because the construct is unrelated to other cons‘tructs, the
smallest correiation between this marker variable and the other scale variablbes gives a
measure of thé rlegree of common method variarice. Not only does. a marker variable
give an idea of the extent to which common method variance :is a problem, but it can be

used to statistically control for common method variance.

Control Variables
Three control variables were used to reduce the unexplained variance in affective

commitment: tenure, and full-time/part-time status.
Length of time you have worked for this company? years months
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vD_o you currently work full time or part ti_me?. ___ Full time Part time

How long have you worked for your present supervisor? years
___months ' ' -

Researche;s have found that organizaﬁonal eommitﬁlent w111 ﬂuctﬁate» during one’s

‘ lehgth of service, and that the longer an emﬁloyee maiﬁtains employment Qithin an
* "organization,, the stronger their affective eommitmeht will be (Chan'g & Choi, 2007;
DeClercq & Rius, 2,007). In addition, it is rational to presume that tenure will play a role
jn the effects of the leadef’s behavior and theemployees PSS. Therefore, accounting for
CU empleye,e’s tenure wes deerhed necessary.

Empleyment status was inciuded because some studies Have shown that .pallrt-tirhe

' _employees eXperiehee less affective commitment :tov the: organiiatioh than their full-time
counterparts (Giannikis, S.& Milhail, D., 2008; Marchese‘& Ryan,i 2001). The literature
is not consistent, however. Jacobsen (2000) found that part-time employees were more
kaffectively eommitted to the organizetion than full-time employees. Either way, |
employment status inﬂuences"affective cemmitment and thus should be controlled when
possible. This research will also provide additional 'evidence regarding the effect of

employment status on commitment.

- Finally, impressions of superviSOrsv’and affective commitment toward a supervisor
may be influenced by how long the employee has worked for that supervisor. To control
any possible effect, employees were asked to indicate how leng they had worked for their

present supervisor.



- Chapter 3: Results

' RespbnSes
. Three—hﬁndr_éd and fifty surveys wéfe hand-delivered to the participating_ companies. |
The Credit Unioh reccivéd 2201 surveys, retumiﬂg 64 (29%); the Army. received 130
suriféys, vreturning 75 (58%). A toﬁtv‘al of 139 suﬁeys were received for data analyéis

' resulting in a 40% response rate.
Reliabilities
The coefficient alpha estimates of internal consistency reliability for the variables |
- used in thisb'research are shown in the table below. Item analyses showed that coefficient

alpha would not be improved by removing a1 1y item from any of the scales.

“Table 1

Coefficient alpha Percent of Variance
- , Extracted on First Factor

Perceptions of Organizational 91 . 59%
Status of Supervisor : ' e
Perceived Supervisor Support .96 84%
Affective Commitment to - .94 - 80%
Supervisor
Affective Commitment to ‘ 91 : o 74%
Organization ' ' '
Transformational Leadership - .98 - 67%
Scale : ;
Marker variable - 81 ’ 72%

In addition, exploratory factor analyses on the items making up each scale were
conducted. The percent of variance associated with the first factor extracted is shown in

the third column of the table. Except for the transformational leadership scale (which
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was comprised of 8 different behaviors), fhe exploratory factor analyses indicated that
only a single factor should be extracted for each scale, based cn the eigenvalue > 1 and
the scree plot criteria. In the case of transformational leadership, the exploratory factoi
analysis found that> two factors should be extracted, but the first factcrs accounted for
67% of the \}ai'iance,‘with the second factor‘adding only another 6%7 to the explained
variance. This difference in factor size indicates that one factor accounted for most of the

variance in transformational leadership and an overall scale could be justified.

The results were basically the same when the military and credit union were
‘separately analyzed. The reliability coefficients were similar in magnitude for botii
~ organizations. The factor analyses all had similar amounts of explained variance on the
first factor for each organization. The only difference was that explcratory factor
anaiyses of the credit union data on transformational leadership extracted four factors
with eigenvalues over 1, rather than just two factors for the militaryi However, like the
military results, one factor accounted for inost of the variance extracted (58%) and the

other three factors were considerably lower (8%, 5%, and 4%). Thus, using a single,

summated transformational leadership scale score was justified.

In summary, all the scales nad very gcod psychometric characteristics. The internal
consistency reliability estirnates were V\IIery high and the exploratory factor analyses found
 that one factor accounted for significant amounts of scale variance. Thus, the scales
‘could be used in the hypothesis testing without worrying about excessive measurement

€ITOor.
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Descriptive Statistics

The’descriptiye statistics for the scales are shown below. The means were relatively_
»high because they reflect 1 td 5 Likert-type scales with 5 the highest score possible..
- Consistent with these high ratings, thevskewneés statistics show pronounced negative
skew (i.e., few observations at the lowér ratingé); The correlations for the scales ére |

shown below the descriptive statistics.

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics
N Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
Transformational
Leadership 139 1.13 5.00 - 3.9768 87816 -1.267 .206 .988 408
PSS Overall 139 1.00 5.00 4.1235 97376 -1.324 .206 1.159 - 408
Supervisor status overall 139 1.33 4.89 3.5116 77127 -.354 .206 -.375 408
Affective commitment to
supervisor v } 139 1.00 500 | 3.7482 1.07874 -1.057 .206 317 .408
Affective Commitment to ‘ ‘
organization 139 1.00 - 5,00 3.6964 85172 -.552 .206 -.069 .408
Marker variable task : : . :
structure 139 1.33 5.00 3.8705 75875 -770 .206 608 ) 408
Valid N (listwise) 139
Table 3
Correlations
Affective
Transforma | Affective Commitment
tional Supervisor commitment to
Leadership | PSS Overall | status overall | tosupervisor organization
Transformational Pearson Correlation 1 .921™ 581" .838™1 244"
Leadership © Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .000 ~.000 .004
N o : 139 139 | 139 139 139
PSS Overall Pearson Correlation 921*y 1 .480™1 .822*1 240"
: Sig. (2-tailed) : .000 .000 .000 .004
N . 139 139 139 139 139
Supervisor status overall Pearson Correlation .581*1 480" 1 4947 560"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N = 139 139 . 139 139 139
Affective commitmentto  Pearson Correlation 838" .22+ .494*" 1 .329™1
supervisor ) Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
: N ‘ ’ 139 . 139 139 139 139
Affective Commitmentto Pearson Correlation 2441 .240™ .560"1 .329*1 1
organization Sig. (2-tailed) : .004 004 .000 .000
N. 139 139 139 139 139

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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The descriptive statistics below are broken out by type of organization: with the

credit union shown in the top half of the figure below (répresented by the “0” code or

symbol) and the Army unit shown in the lower half of the figurevbelow (represented by

the “1” code or symbol). The statistics are very similar, showing little difference between

the two groups. ‘These statistics indicate that the two groups can be legitimately

combined for purposes of testing the hypotheses, which also results in greater statistical ‘

power for the analyses.

Table 4
~ Descriptive Statistics ) .
N Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Skewness Kurtosis
Organization - Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic | Std. Error | Statistic | Std. Error
0 . Transformational .
Leadership 64 1.13 5.00 4.0043 99448 -1.376 299 v 1.050 590
PSS Overalt 64 1.00 500 | - 4.,1693 1.08886 | - -1.461 299 1.244 -.590
Supervisor status overall 64 1.44 4.89 3.5764 75538 -.246 . .299 -487 580
Affective commitment to
supervisor 64 1.00 5.00 3.8156 1.19433 -1.197 299 405 590
Affective Commitment to '
organization - 64 v 240 5.00 » 3.9188 .74809 -.388 .299 -944 590
Marker variable task :
st re .64 1 33 5.00 3.9062 .73576 -1.057 .299 1.749 590
Valid N (listwise) 64
1 Transformational :
Leadership 75 1.83 5.00 . 3.9533 77131 -1.094. 277 544 .548
PSS Overall- 75 1.33 5.00 4.0844 .86922 -1.161 277 -.966 548
Supervisor status overafl 75 1.33 4.78 3.4563 .78537 -431 277 -321 548
Affective commitment to !
supervisor 75 1.00 5.00 3.6907 .97387. -.934 277 .243 548
Affective Commitment to : '
organization 75 1.00 5.00 3.5067 .89281 -518 277 -.034 .548
- Marker variable task
structure 75 1.67 5.00 3.8400 78147 --.569 277 -.001 .548
Valid N (listwise) 75

Hypothesns 1: Transformational leadership behav1ors are posmvely related

to employees’ Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS).

The first hypothesis was analyzed using bivariate correlations between

_transformational leadership and PSS. However, because the construct and questions

measuring “individualized support” in the transformational leadership scale were véry

similar to the three questions measuring “concern for well being” in the PSS scale, the
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correlations were also analyzed excluding the “individualized support” scale from the

overall transformational leadership scale. These results are shown in the matrix below

‘Table 5
Correlations
Transfor
 mational
leadershi
Transforma | p with Ind
tional. ] Support | :

- . : Leadership removed | PSS Overall
Transformational Pearson Correlation : 1 .997*1 .921*%
Leadership Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

. N 139 139 139
Transformational Pearson Correlation .997* 1 .908*1
leadership with Ind  gig, (2-tailed) 000 000 .
Support removed :

N ' 139 139 139
PSS Overall Pearson Correlation .921** .908** 1

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

N 139 139 139

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leve! (2-tailed).

Irrespective of which transformational leadership scale was used, the correlation was
very high. The better analysis removes the overlapping “support” items. Even then, the
correlation is extremely high at r = .91 (p = .000). Thus, there was strong evidence for

Hypothesis 1 given the statistically significant large effect size.

Hypotheses 2 and 3: Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS) will be positively
related to employees’ Affective Organizational Commitment and Affective
Commitment to their Supervisor.

The second and third hypotheses were tested using bivariate correlations between
PSS and the two targets of affective commitment: organization and supervisor. The

analyses can be combined into the single correlation matrix below.
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Table 6

Correlations

139

SRR Affective
- Affective Commitment
commitment to ‘
L o : __| PSS Overall | to supervisor | organization
PSS Overall Pearson Correlation ‘ 1 8221 .240™1
: a Sig. (2-tailed) ’ .000 .004
‘ , N ' 139 139 139
Affective commitment - Pearson Correlation .822** 1 .329*1
to supervisor ~ Sig. (2-tailed) 000 ’ 000
N , 139 139 139
Affective Commitment  Pearson Correlation: 240" .329™1 1
to organization Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .000
N 139 139

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

There were positive correlations between PSS and Affective Commitment to the

Supervisor and between PSS and Affective Commitment to the Organization as

hypothesized. Thus, there was empirical evidence supporting Hypothéses 2 and 3.

The correlation matrix shows that the effects sizes were significantly different for the

two correlations. The Pearson product moment correlation for PSS and affective

commitment to the supervisor (r = .82, p =.000) was much larger than the correlation

between PSS‘ and affective commitment to the organization (r = .24, p = .004). This

different in effect sizes is consistent with the logic of the hypotheses, although not

formally proposed. ‘ Conccptually, the perceived support from a supervisor is a more

proximal cause of affective commitment to the supervisor than to affective commitment

to the entire organization.
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'Hypothesis 4: The effects of Transformational leadership behaviors on a)
Affective Organizational Commitment and b) Affective Commitment to their
Supervisors are partially mediated by employees’ Perceived Supervisor

‘Support (PSS). . | - |

The mediation effects’ were first analyzed using the Baron and Kenny (1986) “Causal» |
steps” methdd of cofnparing the differénéeé in th¢ effect of transforrnatioﬂal leadership =
on conunitment wi£h and withoﬁt vcontrolling for PSS. The Ba‘ror'; and Kem‘ly',
requiremeﬁts for mediation are 1) the independent‘var‘iable significantly accounts for

variance in the mediator and 2) in the dependent variabl‘e‘,'3) the mediator accounts fora

significant amount of variance in the dependent variable after controlling for the

independent variable, and 4) the effect of the indepehdent variable on the dependent
variable is substantially reduced in size (not necessariiy to zero) when entered

simultaneously with the mediator (MacKinnon, 2008; Preacher & Hayes, 2008).

| However, the Baron and Kenny (1986) appfoach to testing for mediation doeé not
provide an estimate of the statistical significance of the indirect or mediation effecf. To
estimate the statistical significance of the indirect effect, the standard error of the indirect
effects must be calculated first using normal theory methods. This was calculated usiﬁg
| Preacher and Hayes (2007) SPSS macro. Calculéting the' statistical significance of the
indirect effect is the preferred method for assessing mediation effects (MacKinnbn, 2008;

Preacher & Hayes, 20(\)7).

Nonparametric bootstrapping was another method for analyzing mediation.
Bootstrapping simply creates many new samples and estimates the parameters for each
sample. Then the distribution of those parameter estimates is used to create new

~ estimates without any assumptions about the underlying distributioh (Mooney & Duval,
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| 71 993, Preaéhef & Hayes, 2007). In this case, if the normality assumpﬁons were violated,
_then the estimated parameters may Be incorrect. Because the assumptions underlying

: th'ese estimates of the standard errors may an be met, bothtrapping was used to also
éstimate fhe indirect effect size and statistical sigﬁiﬁcance. Bobtstrapping does not rely

on the assumptions of normal theory statistics (Preacher & Hayes). "

A) With respect to Athe first hypothesi's that PSS mediates the relationship Between
transformational léadefship and affective commitment to the organization, similar
analyses werekc’:onducted. Transformational leadership had a statistically significant
éssociation‘ with affective commitment té the organization (b =.236.p = .004).. PSS was
also posiﬁvely associated With affective commitment to the organization, as discussed
above with r = .24 (p =.000). In this case,k however, controlling for PSS eliminated the
direct effect of transformational leadership on affective commitment to the organization

(b=.141, p=.497). This effect is shown in the statistics below.

Table 7
Coefficients’
Unstandardized Standardized -
. qufﬁcients Coefficients 95% Confidence interval for 8 Collinearig Statistics

Model ] B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Tolerance VIF
1 {Constant) 2.829 .307 9.208 .000 2222 3.437

PSS Overall 210 .073 .240 2.899 .004 .067 i .354 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) ) 2.752 .328 ) 8.380 .000 2.102 3.401 .

PSS Overall .093 187 .106 496 621 -277 463 151 6.627

Transformational )

Leadership A41 .207 .146 .682 497 -.269 } 552 151 6.627

a. Dependent Variable: Affective Commitment to organization

However, this was not enough to show a mediation effect, according to Baron and
Kenny’s “causal steps” model, because the mediator (PSS) was not statistically
significant after controlling for transformational leadership and thus does not mediate the

relationship. In other words, when entered simultaneously in a regression, neither
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transformational leadership nor PSS was statistically significant, which prevents finding

mediation.

As discussed above, the Baron and Kenny (1986) approach to testing for mediation
does nét provide an estimate of the statistical significance of the indirect or mediation
effect. Because the indirect effect was so small, .0947 unstandardized units, potentially
the efféct could be stétistically insignificant. . The statistical significancé of the indirect
effect was calculéted ﬁsing Preacher and Héyes (2007) macro. The standard error for the
indirect or mediation effect Was .1898, which resulted in a ‘Z statisﬁc of .499 (p =v.618)
for the indirect effect of .0947 units; ‘Thus, the mediation effect was statistically
insignificant when using normal theory estimates for thé standard errors. This méans
there was no mediation or direct effect through PSS on affective commitment to the
organization. Thus, the conclusion drawn from this analysis is consistent with the |

conclusion drawn from the Baron and Kenny analysis.

Using the Preacher and Hayes macro again, this hypothesis was also tested using
Bootstra’pping with 1000 re-samples. The bootstrap estimate of the indirect effect was
.0942, which is aifnost exabtly the same as the data estimate of .0947. The bootstrap
standard error was .2257, and the 95% confidence interval was -.352 to .513, which
‘includes zero. Thus, thére was no statistically significant indirect or mediation effect

using bootstrapping either.

In summary, none of the analyses provided support for the hypothesis thé.t PSS |

mediates the relationship between transformational leadership and affective commitment

! Because transformational leadership and PSS are highly correlated, this creates collinearity that might
cause PSS to become insignificant when entered with transformational leadership (and vice versa).
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to the organization. Both transformational leadership and PSS have statistically
significant relationships with affective comrﬁitment td the organization, but that
relationship is not mediatéd by PSS. However, given the small adjusted R2 of .05, any
effect would ha\‘/e relatively small préctical significance. For exavrnple,‘t‘he adjusted R?
for the effect of transformational leadership and PSS on affective commitment to the -

supervisor was much larger at .72.

B) The second hypothesis was that transforﬁlational leadership would be positively
related to Affecti\(e ‘Commitment to the Supervisor. Pfeviousiy, it was shown that
trahsforrhational leadership was pbsitively related to Affective Commitment to the
Supervisor (r = .83, p = .000). Transfénﬁa‘tioﬁal leaderéhip was also positively correlated
- with PSS. Because PSS was also found to be positivély corfelated with Affective
Commitment to the Supervisor, logically it would seem some of the effect of
transformational leadership on affective commitment to the supervisor would be;through
PSS, i.e., there would be partial or complete mediation of thé transformational leadership

effect.

The estimated unstandardized regression coefficient fbr trénsforrhational leadership
‘without contfolling for PSS was b= 1.029 (p = .000). After bontrolling for PSS, this
' regression parameter estimate drbpped to b =655 (p = .000) and PSS was still
statistically significant c>ontrolling for transformational leadership (b = .366, p = .006).
Because transformatioﬁal leadefship still had statistically significant, but smaller effect
on affective commitment to the supervisor controlling for PSS, and PSS still had a

statistically significant relationship'with affective commitment to the supervisor, this is
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evidence that PSS partially mediates the relationship using the Baron and Kenny (1986) |

framework. Mediation statistics are shown. in the table below.

Table 8
Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized . :
Coefficients Coefficients 95% Confidence Interval for B | Collinearity Statistics

Model : B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) -.006 228 -.025 .980 -457 446

PSS Overall 910 .054 822 16.880 .000 804 1.017 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) -.366 228 -1.606 111 -~.816 .085

PSS Overall . - .366 130 .331. 2.821 .006 109 | 623 151 6.627

Transformational ‘ i ;

Leadership 855 . 144 533 4.549 ] .000 370 939 151 - 6.627

a. Dependent Variable: Affective commitment to supervisor

As shown above, the indirect effect was .374 in unstandardized units. This effect
was tested for statistical significance using cstimatcs of the standard error of this statistic.
The standard error for the indirect or mediation effect was .1324, which results inaZ-
statistic of 2.827 (p = .005) for the indirect effect. This is strong evidence that there was

a statistically significant mediation effect.

Using bootstrapping, 1000 samples were developed and the indirect effect was
estimated for each sample. This procedure resulted in an estimated indirect effect of .376
in unstandardized units With é standard error of .1718; giving a statistically significant Z
statistic. The bootstrapping estimate for the indirect effecf was similar to o'riginal' data,
single sample estimate of .374. The standard error was "slightly larger, however (.172 vs.
.132). The 95% percenfile confidence interval for the bootstrapping results was .028 to
.714, which is a relatively large brange, However, this confidence intérval did not include
zero, which shows the mediation was statistically significant ﬁsing bootstrapping and a

percentile confidence interval.
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In summary, all three analysés supporte;d‘ the'hypothesis that PSS mediatés fhe g
felatidnship between transformational leadershib and affective commitmeﬁt to the
: supe‘rviso.r. In addition, the adjus.ted R? was .72, which is a véry large effect-size for this
: type of research. N -

Hypothesis 5 and 6: Employees’ Perceptions of the Organizational Status of
their Supervisor’s moderates the relationship between PSS and employees’
Affective Organizational Commitment and their Affective Commitment to
-their Supervisors. ‘ : .

The interactioﬁ hypotheses were tested using hierarchical linear regreésion with a
prodUct term representing the interaction effect. The_ PSS and Perceptic)ns of
Organizétional Status of Supervisor variablqs were first centered byvsubtracting the ‘méan
for each scale. Thé centefed terms 'we:re then multiplied to cfeate the interaction terms

that was entered in the second step of the regression (see Aiken & West, 1991).

As shown in the table below, excerpted from the SPSS output, the interaction term.
was statistically significant as a predictor of Affective Commitment to the Organization

(b =.214, p =.008). Thus, the data provided evidence for Hypothesis 5.
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Table 9

Coefficients®
Unstandardized - | Standardized - . :
Coefficients Cosfficients 95% Confidence Interval for B_| Collinearity Statistics
| Model - . B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Tolerance VIE

1 (Constant) 3.696 .060 . 61.358 .000 3.577 3816 )

PSS Overall Centered -032 071 -.037 -.454 851 |- . =172 108 770 | 1299

Supervisor status B .

 overall centered .638 ) .089 578 7.140 .000 . .461 815 770 1.299 |

2 (Constant) 3.620 ) .065 } _ 65.287 .000 3491 3.749

PSS Overall Centered .057 | - 077 -.065 .743 459 ) . -.095 209 ., 625 1.600

Supervisor status ’ ' .

overall centered .6j3 .088 .555 .6.974 .000 ' 439 787 . .761 1.314

Interaction Super . y o ’

Status & PSS centered 214 .080 208 2.676 | 008 . 056 - 371 799 1.252

a. Dependent Variable: Affective Commitment to organization

-On the other hand, as shown in the table below, the interaction term between PSS
and Perceived Organizational Status of the Supervisor was not statistically significant as

a predictor of AffectiVe Commitment tov'Supe‘rvisor (b=-.032,p= 647).

Table 10
Coefficients®
. Unstandardized Standardized ) ]
Coefficients Coefficients 95% Confidence Interval for B | Collinearity Statistics |
Mode! B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) - 3.748 051 72.836 .000 3.646 3.850
PSS Overall Centered 841 .060 760 13.920 .000 ©.722 961 770 1.299
Supervisor status
overall centered 181 076 130 2377 .019 .03t 332 770 1.299
2 {Constant) 3.760 057 65.556 .000 3.646 3.873
PSS Overall Centered - .B28 067 747 12.306 .000 .695 961 625 1.600
Supervisor status ’
overall centered A §5 ] 077 132 2408 017 033 337 761 1 .314
Interaction Super B : ) : »
Status & PSS centered -032 070 -025 -460 647 -170 106 799 1.252

a. Dependent Variable: Affective commitment to supervisor

Thus, the data did not support Hypothesis 6.

Hypothesis 7: Affective Commitment to a Supervisor will mediate the
relationship between Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS) and Affective
Organizational Commitment. | |

The final hypothesis was an alternative conceptualization of the relationship between
PSS and the two types of affectivé commitment. Previously, the model has treated

affective commitment to the supervisor and affective commitment to the organization as
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umélated depéndent or outcomev variables and an‘alyzed them séparately. However, if the
' subervisor is viewed as ah agent of the cdmpany, his or her behaviofs Should inﬂuehce a
vsubordinate_’s perception of the 6rganization. “Therefore, arguably, PSS affects affective -
commitment to the supéwisor, which in turn shapes affective commitment to the
| organization, as proposed in Hypothésis 7. Speciﬁcally,. affective commitment to tﬁe

supervisor mediates the effect of PSS on affective commitment to the organization. ’

Using ihe Baron and Kenny (1986) “causal steps” approach describéd above, there
was evidence of complete ‘mvediation vié affébtive commitment to the superisor because
the effect of PSS on affective coinmitmcnt to the »organizétion dropped from .210 (p =
.004) to -.082 (p = 511) after controlling for affgctivé commitment to the sﬁpervisor,
which remained statistically significant. The statistics showing the effect ovnv

transformational leadership after controlling for PSS are shown in the table below.

Table 11

‘ Coefficients®
Unstandardized Standardized :
vCoefficients Coefficients 95% Confidence Interval for B
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
1 (Constant) 2721 © 248 10.958 | . .000 2.230 3.212
_ Affective commitment . ) o :
1o supervisor .260 .064 ; .329 4.084 .000 134 .386
2 (Constant) 2.831 .300 9.453 .000 2.239 3.424
Affective commitment
to supervisor 321 112 .406 2.864 .005 -.099 542
PSS Overall -.082 124 -.094 -.659 511 -.327 .164

a. Dependent Variable: Affective Commitment to organization.

_ The indirect effect was .292 (SE =.1027), which was statistically significant (p =

.004). Usin‘g bootstrapping with 1000 re-samples, the estimated indirect or mediation

effect was .2932, which is very similar in size to the original estimate. The 95%
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confidence interval was .026 to .575, which did not include zero and thus using

bootstrapping the effect was statistically significant.

However, it should be noted that the adjusted R? was relatively small at .10. Clearly, :
rhany other factors inﬂdenee affective eofnmitment to the organization, as would be
expected. Nevertheless, the evidence supports the hypothesis that the influence of PSS
on affective commitment to the 6rganization is compietely mediated by its effect on

affective commitment to the supervisor.
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Chapter 4: ,Discussiorl

This chapter will discuss and iriterpret the results as they apply to the seven proposed )
hypothesis. Ih.additien, limitations of the study as well as suggeStions for future're_search

~

will be addressed.

 The first hypothesis in the ‘study» was to investigate whether trans,formetiorlal
leadership behéviors had an influence on'eubordinates’ perceptions of Supervisery
Suppert. The secend questionvwas'w}tether PSS hed effects on two targets of affective
commitment: the superviser and the orgﬁriiiation. The third questiori was whether
perceptions of the supervis’or’s organizationai status variable moderated the relationships
between PSS and affective commitment to the orgzinization and affective cemmitment to
the supewiser. Finally, three mediation hypotheses were inyestigated: does PSS mediate

' the relationship between transformational leadership atnd the two targets of affective

commitments, and whether affective commitment to the superviser mediated the

relationship between PSS and affective organizational commitment.

In this study, 350 surveys were hend'-‘delvivered to two ‘organizations: a branch of the
Army and a credit union. 139 usable surveys were returned. - Standard descriptive~statics :
were obtained as well the coefficient alehas to assess the internal consistency of |
variables. Expleratory factor anelysis was eonducted to ascertain the internal reliability
o vof the-rneasures utilized. Hierarchical linear regression was used to test the moderator.

Three different methods were used to analyze the mediation hypotheses, including Baron
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and Kenny’s (1986) “causal steps” method, normal theory estimates for statistical
significance of the indirect or mediation effect, and nonparametric bootstrapping that
generated estimates for effect size over 1000're-sémples of the data. All hypotheses were '

supported with the exception of hypothesis 4b and 6; a short discussion of each is below.
- Transformational Leadership - Perceptions of Supervisor Support.

It was propOSed that transformational leade;ship would bebpositively related to
perceptions of supervisor support. Past researchers have alluded to this link, yetnot
measured its strength (Hutchisoh, 1997, Rhoades}et val., 2001). Initial correlation analysis
for this 1ﬁeasure showed extrémely high results (r = .92, p =.000). Because of these
overly high results, overlapping “support” it_en_is from the transformational léadership
scale were removed from the analysis to ascertain if we were obtaining inflated data.
Yet, even with the fémoval of these items the results remained significantly high (r =
.91). Hence, strong evidence was obtained for Hypothesis 1. This was not surprising
considering past research whiéh has found transformational leadership to have great
imi)act on subordinates’ behaviors and attitudes (Colbert et al;, 2008; Hutchison, 1997,
Vaanreenv et al., 1999). | Because the transformational leader is viewed és béing ,

k‘involved, having good idezis for the future and the work at hand, and showing
cooperation, it was ‘plvausible to assume they would be viewed as being supportive.

Perceptions of Supervisor Support — Affective Organizational Commitment
and Affective Commitment to the Supervisor.

Positive correlations were found between perceptions of s'upervisor_support and the

two commitment foci, supporting both hypotheses 2 and 3. In terms of organizational
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' commitment, its effect size (r=.24,p = '004); was significantly loWer than that of -
supe'.rvi>sory commitment (r = .82, p =.000). This is in keeping with past research which
has détérrhined that proximity is a strong prédictdr'of Corhmitmént (Becker .et"z‘ll., ‘1996;

'_Benteiri etal., 2002). In the case of this research, the supervisor i’s more proximal and

thus draws higher commitment levels than that of the orgariization.

- There has been éonﬂiéting literature concéming perceptions 6f supervisor support
and its impact on subordinate’s ofganizational cc)‘m‘rnitr‘nent.‘ 'Stinglhamb'e_r & |
| Vandenbefghe, 2003, found that PSS led to supervisor support, yet they found no path to
~ organizational commitment. On fhe other hand Erickson & Roloff, 2007; f'ound. a :
significént link from PSS to organizational commitment. The vpositive finding in this
study befween PSS and organizatiohal commitment, although lower than commitment to |
the supervisor, adds strength to conflicting literature that perception_s of the supervisqr’s

support can bring about a sense of organizational commitment within their subordinates.
Mediating Effects of Perceptions of Supervisor Support. -

This study investigated whether PSS mediatéd the relatiohship between
transformational‘ léadership and the two commitment foci. The analysis of this‘
~ relationship was'conducted by comparing the differgnces in the effects of
fransformational leadership on commitment with and without coﬁtrolling for PSS. Nb
hypotheses were advanced as to whether the effects would be complete mediation or

partial mediation, however.

~ With respect to PSS mediating the rélationship between transformational leadership

- and affective commitment to the supervisor, there was empirical support for this
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o hypothesis. Three different methods of analyzing‘ the potential mediation affect all found

evidence that PSS mediated the relati_onship between transforrnational leadefship and
| affective commitment to the sunervisor. : Barcn and Kennyis (1986) “causal steps”
method was‘ satisfied because the size of the regression coefficient between
transformational leadership and affective‘cornrnitr_nent to the superviscf .was“ reduced | |
when simultaneousl_y entering‘ PSSS into the Inodelv, and PSS still had a ,statisticallyv
significant relationsh:ip with affective cornmitment to the supervisor. Second, an estimate
of the standard ‘ei'ror for the indirect effect estimate was vcalcnlated.‘ Thi‘s‘ standard error
was used to test for statistical significance of the indirect or mediating effect, The
- resulting Z statistic was statisticall‘y significant, whicli supported rejecting t‘hehypo.thesisv
- of no mediation. ,}Fin‘ally, nonparametric bootstrapping also showed evidence that the null
’hy.pothesis should“ti)e rejected. After re-sampling the data 1000 timeS and eStimating the
mediation effect eachtirne, the mediation estimates were rank ordered anda 95%
confidence interval was created (the 95% confidence interval includes all parameter
estimates within the range from the 2.5 percenti_le to the 97.5 percentile). ’i’his 95%
percentile confidence interval for the repeated estimates of the mediation effect did not |
include zero, which indicates that the mediati_on effect of PSS was statistically significant.
In addition, the adjusted R? indicated that 72% of the \}ariance in affective commitment_ to
the supei‘visor could be explained bytransformational leadership and PSS. Thisis a very

large effect size that has practical significance.

In terms of PSS partially mediating the relationship between transformational
leadership and affective organizational commitment, a comparable analysis was

- conducted. The Baron and Kenny (1986) method did not find a mediation effect, even
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though transformational leadership’s effect on affective organizational commitment was
‘reduced dramatically when PSS was simultaneously entered into the regression model.
However, PSS became statistically insignificant in this simultaneous model, which } “ |

‘ violated one of the criteria for concluding there was evidence of mediation. To further B
test this finding of no mediation,‘ the standard error was again calculated and used to |
 calculate a Z score. This statistic was not statistically significant. Finally, the 95%

' confidence interval developed by bootstrapping included zero, which indicates there was
no statistically Significant mediation effect. None of the different analyses conducted.

supported Hypothesis 4b.

‘Moderating Effects of Perceptions _of the Supervisor’s Organizational Statust
It was proposed that the subordinate’s perceptions of their supervisor’s |
organizational status would moderate their‘lei/els of affective commitment to the
organization and affecti?e commitment to the supervisor. ”lv'his analysis was conducted
using hierarchical linear regressioniusinvg a centered product term to represent the
interaction effect. First, variabies" were centered by subtracting the mean for each scale
‘and then the centered terms were multiplied to create the interaction terms that were
entered in the second step of the regression (see Aiken & West, 1991, for details of the

process).

In terms of predicting affective commitment to the organization, the analysis resulted
in a statistically significant positive interaction term, which provided empirical support
for Hypothesis 5. 'This positive interactiOn t_erm indicates that as perceptions of the
organization status of one’s supervisor increases, the_ effect of PSS on affective
commitment_ to the‘organization increases in size; Alternatively, the interaction terrn also
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shows that as PSS incfeases,, the effect of one’s perceptions of the‘or-ganizational status of
his or her supervisor on affective commitment to the orgahizatiOn also increases. This
occurs because the interaction concept and the interaction terrh reflect both
i.nterpretat'ions,' i.e., the size of the effect of one variable on the dependent or outcome

'variable depends on the other variable.

This finding supports the contention that a subordinate’s attitude and behavior
toward an organjzation may ﬂuctuate with their perception of how the organizationi treats
their supervisor. There is little available research in this erea; therefore, this find is
encouraging to go forward_ with additional research. Moreover, it may prove to be

“valuable for upper management personnel and their relétionships with front-line
supervisors. If their" goal is to increase ‘employee commitment to the organization they

may benefit from starting with supportive behaviors to these supervisors. -

Hypothesis 6 was that PSS and perceptions of the supervisor’s organizational status -
 interacted to influence affective commitment to the Supervisor. However, this hypothesis
was not supported by the data because the interaction term was not statistically
significant. This was not entirely surprising, as the support an employee receives from
the supervisor is predominantly a reciprocal relationship; one which is cemented (or not)
through their iriterection. The supervisor’s supportive behavior should lead the
‘subordinate to a sense of commitment to the supervisor with or without an intervening

moderator.
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- Mediating Effect of Affective Commltment to the Superv1sor between
Perceived Supervisor Support and Affectlve Orgamzatlonal Commltment

~ The f1na1 hypothesis was ‘wh‘ether the affectlve commitment to the supervisor
mediated the relationship between PSS and affective cOmrnitment te the org anization, o
The initial model in this study treated the tWo types of commitment as unrelated euteome '
g veriebles and tried tn predict each 'separately. wae\ier, if the subordinates‘ view the |
supervisof as an agent of the organization, es presumed by Eisenberger et al. (2002), then
their attitudesg toward the supervisnr will in‘ turn shape their perceptions of the
organization, inchiding their effective eommitnient to the Qrganization. AcCordingly,Aivf
PSS isv high, then affective cornmitment to the supervisor will be high, which in turn will
increase affective eommitment to the organization due to this agency effect. Thus,
. affective commitment to the supervisor .should mediate the reiatinnship between PSS and

affective organizational commitment.

As with the other inediation enalyses, this mediation vilas tested using Baron and
Kenny’s (1986) “causal steps” approach, normal theory estimetes of standarderrors and
statistical significance, and bootstrapping. In terms of Baron and Kenny’s approach, the
- data indicated that affective cemrnitment to one’s supervisor complete mediated the
| v effect of PSS on affeetive coinmitment to the Organization. Similarly, using estimates of |

standard errors under the assumption of normality, there was a statistically significant
“mediation effects. Finally, bootstrapping fnund'evidence of an indii'ect or mediation

effect of because the 95% confidence interval did not include zero. The adjusted R’ of

.10 or 10% expleined variance in affecti\?e commitment to the organization this mediation

~hypothesis was relatively small. Thus, there are obviously other omitted influences on
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affective commitment to the organization. Nevertheless, the evidence in this study
support the hypothesis that the influence of PSS on affective commitment to the
organization is completely mediated by its effect on affective commitment to the

supervisor.

Discussion of Overall Results

This study investigated the relationships between transformatiovnal leadership,
Pgrceived Supervisory Support (PSS), per_ceptions. of the organizational status of one’s
supervisor, affective commitment to the organization, and affebtive commitment to one’s
supervisor. The findings suggest that transformational leadershii) is a significant
influence on PSS. This ié aﬁ interesting result, yet, more important was the finding that
PSS in turn has a signiﬁéant impact on affective commitment to both the supervisor and
the organization. Afféct_ivé commitment has been shown to have an important effect on a
variety of outcomes, including organizational citizenship behaviors,vin-role task

performance, and turnover.

The study also found PSS had differential effects on the two- targets of affective
commitment. The relationship waé mﬁch smaller between PSS and affective
commitment to the organizaﬁon than with affective commitment to the subervisor. This
finding bis consistent with the idea that behaviors and éttitudes vary in importance
depending on how pfoximal they are to other constructs, which support the causal
ordering of the variables in the hypotheSis that affective commitment to the supervisor

mediates the relationship between PSS and affective commitment to organization.
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| Using a similar iogic, PSS was hypothesized to mediate the relationship between
transformational leade__rship ‘and the er targets of affective.c'ommitment, which are distal
constructs compared with the link between.transfonnational leadership and PSS.
Analyses s-upported.the iiypothesis that PSS partially mediates the relationship between
transformational leadership and affective_eommitment to the supervisor. However,
’ nsi"milark analyses did not find that PSS mediated the relationshi-p between rransforrnational‘
leadership and affecrive commitment to the organization. This was difficult to explain -
given‘the logic of the proposition, but perhaps it was due to the small effect of PSS and

transformational leadership on affective comimitment to the organization. -

The nature of fhe relationship betvi/een PSS and affective commitment to the
organization was found to vary aocording to subordinates’ perceptions of the supervisor’s
‘organiiational status. This suggests that supervisors nee(i to appear inﬂuential with upper
Inanagement to fully maximiie the value associated with high PSS. This also raises the
possibility that the relationship between supervisors and upper management signals
subordinates on how management treats people which, in turn shapes subordinates’

affective organizational commitment.

Interestingly, perceptions of organi’zationstatus did not moderate the relationship
" between PSS and‘affective commitment to the supervisor. This makes sense in retrospect '
because the supervisor’s actions could shape subordinates’ affective commitment without
any reference to the supervisor’s status with upper management. This is also consistent
with the reasoning above that the nature' of the snpervisor-upper management relationship
does not inﬂ_nence subOrdinates’ perceptions of the supervisor’s actions and the‘irb
personal reactions to the supervisor. Insteari, relationships berween levels of
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management inﬂuenee organizational perceptions.of the employees aboutthe
organization itself, not the supervisor. This is consistent IWiththe highly significant direct
effect associated with perceptions of organizational status of the supervisor when both |
PSS and perceptions of organizationalstatus are simultaneously entered in the regression
‘model predicting affective commitment to the organization (standardized regression
coefficient = .578, p = .000, in Figure 10). If true, then perhaps the supervisor is viewed
not as an agent of upper management, but as also being.‘a subordinate in a formal |
hierarchy. However, this _reasoning is sirany speculation at this point and could bea

subject of future r_eseareh.
| Limitations of the Study

A potential limitation of this study was the use of self-report questionnaires for all
variables,,which could result in common'method bias or variance that inflates
correlations. Although using different sources of data is generally preferable to getting all
the data from self-reports, in this study, the marker variable indicated this was not a
problem because it was not highly correlated with most of the variables. If common
rnethod variance had been a significant factor, the correlations hetween the marker

variable and the other variables would have been higher.

Moreover, data on subordinates’ pereeptions (i.e.,PSS and the two measures of

~ affective commitment, and perceived organizational status of the supervisor) have to be
collected using self-reports, Perhaps the measures could have been collected at different
times, but then the questionnaires could not have been anonymous because the multiple

responses would have to be matched toa re‘spondent to analyze the data.
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i Of course, no cross-sectional study Can determine cansality. Therefo:e, althou gh a
causal model Was theorized, the causality cnuld nnt be tested in this study. For 'examp‘lye’,
althq‘ugh the thgory supports the 'p/ath'from PSS to affective éonunitm;ent to the .
superviSor, the possibility caant ,bé eliminated that this. may occur in reverse order.

| Obviousiy', the s‘olutio‘n to this Would be lab éxpériments in which téniporai S‘equencing'v
- cran’bé created artificially. But th1s eirtificiality lirnits the generalizability of such
éxperiménts. Field experiments éould be poséible if._the right situation was found, such as -

a new leader or new organization.

Finnlly, this study inay be limited in.generalizabilityvb'enaus.e iny two organizations
were Sarnpled and in both cases the jobs 'pérformcd by the respondents were relatively
routine. The reéults might differ in other.types*of_ jobs or organizations. However, on the
positive side, in this sfudy two nompletely different organizatibns were stndied; a branch
of the military and a‘private ‘sectOr credit union. This suggests the results might

generalize across organizations and even sectors of the economy.

: Thevres‘ults' may also i/ary depending on the nature of the job, whicil suggests an
: additional nlodefator to be inveétigated. In the case of some highly npecialized
, departmenté or nersomel (doctors, scientisté, pfofessoré, etc.) the need for éupervision is 
minimal; thefefofe their perceptions of supervisor Support. may not predict cnmmifmént,
levels. However, in prganizatidns where fhére is a clear hiernréhy of authority and the

work is routine or non-professional, this model could generalize to those situations.
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| Suggestions for Future Research
It is suggested for future research that this study be replicated with more dara. This -
study only had 139 respondents, SO potentially 1t is believed that more data will bring
about adrlitional un‘derstanding of the "’relationship be_tween“variables. Additionally,,the_ |
construct “perceptions of the supervisor’s organizational status” is rich for examining its
impact on organilzationall factors other tnan commitment. Considering the limited B
research available in this area and the positi\re findings the construct brought to this study : '
it is worth additional examination. It may prove to be a factor in revealing employee’si ‘
organizational citizenship i)ehaViors as weli as ‘their intent to remain with the

organization.

A longitudinal study may.aiso be an avenue for future research. Some research has
found that ernployees who are newly assigned to the organization already liave high
commitment levels because of their preconceived notions of what the jbob will bring
(Meyer and Allen, 1987). A longitudinal study would be able to determine, and adjust, ‘v
for this phenornenon. And finally, conducting this study over multiple organizations may

' asSist in determining the level of ’_generaliza‘bility of the model. This study was conducted
in two different organizations, and it was snccessfui in showing positive relationship |
between variables bwhen the samples were separated and combined. However, a study
with multipleor.gani‘zations may prove more produ&iveiri terms of the model being

operable over many differing types of settings.
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Appendix: Cover Letter and Questionhaire_ .

Dear Employee,

The attached survey is part of a.reseafch 'pfoject that I am conducting to earn my

. doctorate from Webster University. It explores'employees’ perceptions of the

- organiiatiOn and its managefs as well as employees’ attitudes and feelings about work. -
| For my research to be successful, I ask that you complete and return the attached
conf1dent1a1 questionnaire. No one from the organlzatlon w111 see your survey, and
because it is anonymous you cannot be identified. Your participation is voluntary, :
however, I must state that without your’_participation this study cannot be'completed. The
-information you provide will be statistically analyzed; énd the statistical outcome will be
used to eomplete my doctoral dissertation. There apbroximately 50 statements'you will
rate in this survey, which should take about 10-15 minutes; To ensure meaningful |
results, please rate each statement even if it seems similar to other statements.

If you would like to see a summafy of the final research paper, or if you have any
_ questions, you can contact me at (314) 598-2998 or by email at ‘dguild22@charter.net. If
you prefer, you can contact the ehair of my research eommittee Dr. Gary Renz by phone
at (314) 961-2660 or by email at renzga@webster.edu. If you have questions regzirding
your rlghts as a participant, please contact Dr. John Orr at (314) 246 8765.
I advance I would hke to extend my deepest thanks for your part101pat10n in this

‘prej ect.
Sincerel'y,

~ Dawn Guild
Doctoral candidate
Webster University, St. Louis, Missouri, USA
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the statements using the 1-5

point rating scale following the statement by circling the appropriate number in the

second column. Although some of the statements are similar, please answer all of the
questions. Do not try to be consistent in your responses; just report your first thoughts.

Example
| . TR
The company likes my supervisor. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
o . o 1 2 3 4 5
1. The organization holds my supervisor in high regard. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
2. The organization gives my supervisor the chance to ] 2 3 4 5
make important decisions. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
3. The organization gives my supervisor the authority to 1 2 3 4 5
try new things Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
4. The organization values my supervisor’s 1 2 3 4 5
contributions. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
5. My supervisor influences decisions made by upper 1 2 3 4 5
management Strongly Neutral Strongly
) Disagree Agree
6. The organization supports decisions made by my I 2 3 4 5
supervisor Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
7. If my supervisor quit, the organization would try to 1 2 3 4 5
persuade him/her to stay. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
8. The organization consults my supervisor when I 2 3 4 5
deciding on new policies and procedures. Strongly Neutral Songly
Disagree Agree
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9. The organization allows my supervisor to run things 1 2 3. 4

the way he/she wants. Strongly Neutral
, Disagree

The scales are slightly different now because you rate both your direct supervisor and
your company on each statement. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with
each of the statements for your supervisor and your company using the 1-5 pomt rating
scale followmg the statement by circling the appropriate number.

Exam, le

My XYZ are similar to the XYZ of:

1 (@ 4 5
My supervisor | Srongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree , Agree

1 2 3 (@ s
This company | Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree

10. My values are similar to the values of:

| . 1 2 3 4 5
My supervisor | Strongly  Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5
This company Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree

11. I feel a strong sense of commitment to:

_ 1 2 3 4 5
My supervisor | Sgongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree-

_ I 2 3 4 s
This company | strongly Neutral Strongly

Disagree Agree

12. I speak very highly of ____ to my friends.

My supervisor 1 2 3 4 5

87

Strongly

| Agree



Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree . ‘ Agree
] 1 2 3 4 5
This company | Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree

13. I feel emotionally attached to:

: ) 1 2 3. 4 5
My supervisor | strongly Neutral . Strongly
Disagree 3 Agree
i 2 3 4 5
This company | sirongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree

14. I strongly relate to and identify with:

1 2 3 4 5
My supervisor. | srongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree

1 2 K 4 5
This company | Sirongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree

Please answer the following questions about your workplace.

~15. Length of time you have worked for this company? years months
16. Do you currently work full time or part time? ___ Full time Part time
17. How long have you worked for your present supervisor? years months

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the statements about your
direct supervisor using the 1-5 point rating scale following the statement by circling the
appropriate number in the second column. Although some of the statements are similar,
please answer all of the questions. Do not try to be consistent in your responses; just
report your first thoughts. '

My direct supervisor:

1 2 3 4 5
18. Is charismatic. ‘ » Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree

19. Has compelling ideas about how to change the way we 1 2 3 4 5
work. Strongly Neutral Strongly
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Disagree Agree
1 2 3 5
20. Leads by “doing” rather than simply by “telling.” Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
f 3 5
21. Encourages employees to be "team players." Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
22. Communicates that he or she expects outstanding work 1 | 2 N 3 | S 3 ,
from all employees. St,m"g y eutra trongly
Disagree Agree
| 2 3 5
23. Is concerned about my needs at work. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
24. Challenges me to rethink my ideas about how to L 2 3 3
perform my job. St.rongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 5
25. Shows confidence in my ability to perform my job well. | Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 5
26. Gives me positive feedback when I perform well. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 5
27. Inspires my loyalty. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 5
28. Inspires me with his or her plans for the workplace. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
29. Sets a good example for how employees should act if s ] , 2 N 3 | 3
we are to achieve our goals. trongly eutra Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 5
30. Inspires a team spirit among employees. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 5
31. Insists on high-quality work from me. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 5
32. Shows respect for me. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
33. Asks me to think about new ways for the work grou 22 >
. Asks me to think about new ways for the work group Strongly Neutral Strongly
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to accomplish its goals. Disagree Agree
. . . 1 3 5
34. Has faith that I will achieve my work-related goals. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
_ _ 1 3 5
35. Recognizes when my work is good. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
. . . 1 3 5
36. Communicates admirable ideals and values. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
37. Offers an attractive vision for the future of our work I 3 5
group. St'rongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Apgree
38. “Walks the talk,” or actually does what he or she says 1 3 5
employees should be doing. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
. ey 1 3 5
39. Fosters collaboration within work groups. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
40. Insists on high performance from me and the other 1 3 5
employees. St.rongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
_ . 1 3 5
41. Considers my feelings at work. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
. 1 3 5
42. Asks me to be creative at work. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
43. Shows confidence that I will put forth the effort 1 3 5
necessary to accomplish tasks he or she asks me to do, | SToRely Neutral Stongly
Disagree Agree
_ . 1 3 5
44. Praises employees when they do a good job. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements using
the 1-5 point rating scale following the statement by circling the appropriate number in
the second column. Although some of the statements are similar, please answer all of the
questions. Do not try to be consistent in your responses; just report your first thoughts.

45. The issues 1 face on a daily basis are usually similar in 1 2 3 4 5
nature Suongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
46. 1 am usually able to follow the same steps to deal with 1 2 3 4 5
most of my day-to-day tasks. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
47. In general, there is a correct way to resolve the 1 2 3 4 5
problems I face on a daily basis. Strongly Neutral Swongly
Disagree Agree
48. My supervisor values my contributions to the well- 1 2 3 4 5
being of our department. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
. _ 1 2 3 4 5
49. My supervisor really cares about my well-being. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
. . 1 2 3 4 5
50. My supervisor appreciates my extra effort at work. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
51. Help is available from my supervisor when I have a 1 2 3 4 5
work problem Strongly Neutral Strongly
’ Disagree Agree
52. My supervisor takes pride in my work 1 2 3 4 5
accomplishments. Strongly Neutral Strongly
Disagree Agree
53. My supervisor is willing to help me when I need a 1 2 3 4 5
special favor Strongly Neutral Strongly
) Disagree Agree

Thank you very much for your participation in this survey.
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