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INTRODUCTION	
  

STUDY	
  1	
  :	
  Test	
  of	
  H1	
  and	
  H2	
   STUDY	
  2	
  :	
  Test	
  of	
  H1,	
  H3a,	
  and	
  H3b	
  

In-­‐role	
  	
  
performance*	
  

POS	
   OI	
   AC	
  

Extra-­‐role	
  
performance*	
  

Method	
  

Sample:	
  253	
  employees	
  from	
  an	
  internaIonal	
  engineering	
  consultancy	
  company	
  (response	
  rate	
  =	
  25.3%)	
  

Procedure:	
  A	
  cross-­‐secIonal	
  study	
  (quesIonnaires)	
  
Measures:	
   	
  POS:	
  4	
  items	
  (Eisenberger,	
  HunIngton,	
  Hutchison,	
  &	
  Sowa,	
  1986)	
  (α	
  =	
  .79)	
  

	
  OrganizaIonal	
  presIge:	
  3	
  items	
  (2	
  items	
  from	
  Highhouse,	
  Lievens,	
  &	
  Sinar,	
  2003	
  and	
  1	
  item	
  created	
  for	
  the	
  	
  study)	
  (α	
  =	
  .84)	
  

	
  OI:	
  6	
  items	
  (Mael	
  &	
  Ashforth,	
  1992)	
  (α	
  =	
  .84)	
  

	
  AC:	
  5	
  items	
  (Meyer,	
  Allen,	
  &	
  Smith,	
  1993)	
  (α	
  =	
  .80)	
  

	
  

Sample:	
  179	
  employees	
  from	
  the	
  Belgian	
  postal	
  service	
  company	
  (response	
  rate	
  =	
  39.78%)	
  

Procedure:	
  A	
  cross-­‐secIonal	
  study	
  (quesIonnaires)	
  
Measures:	
   	
  POS:	
  8	
  items	
  (Eisenberger	
  et	
  al.,	
  1986)	
  (α	
  =	
  .84)	
  

	
  OI:	
  6	
  items	
  (Mael	
  &	
  Ashforth,	
  1992)	
  (α	
  =	
  .82)	
  

	
  AC:	
  5	
  items	
  (Meyer	
  et	
  al.,	
  1993)	
  (α	
  =	
  .81)	
  

	
  In-­‐role	
  performance	
  (assessed	
  from	
  supervisor):	
  5	
  items	
  (Williams	
  &	
  Anderson,	
  1991)	
  (α	
  =	
  .90)	
  

	
  Extra-­‐role	
  performance	
  (assessed	
  from	
  supervisor):	
  5	
   items	
  (1	
  item	
  from	
  Eisenberger	
  et	
  al.,	
  2001;	
  1	
  item	
  
	
  from	
  van	
  Dyne,	
  Graham,	
  &	
  Dienesch,	
  1994;	
  and	
  3	
  items	
  from	
  Eisenberger	
  et	
  al.,	
  2010)	
  (α	
  =	
  .89)	
  

Hypotheses	
  Theore(cal	
  framework	
  
	
   Over	
   the	
   past	
   decades,	
   the	
   dominant	
   approach	
   has	
   been	
   to	
   conceptualize	
   the	
   relaIonship	
   between	
  

perceived	
  organizaIonal	
  support	
  (POS)	
  and	
  affecIve	
  organizaIonal	
  commitment	
  (AC)	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  social	
  exchange	
  
processes.	
   Based	
   on	
   the	
   norm	
   of	
   reciprocity	
   (Gouldner,	
   1960),	
   organizaIonal	
   support	
   theory	
   holds	
   that	
   POS	
  
increases	
  AC	
  by	
  creaIng	
  an	
  obligaIon	
   to	
  care	
  about	
   the	
  organizaIon’s	
  welfare	
  and	
   to	
  help	
   it	
   to	
   reach	
   its	
  goals	
  
(Rhoades,	
   Eisenberger,	
   &	
   Armeli,	
   2001).	
   Empirical	
   evidence	
   has	
   supported	
   the	
   view	
   that	
   reciprocity	
   and	
   social	
  
exchange	
  processes	
  lie	
  at	
  the	
  core	
  of	
  this	
  relaIonship	
  (Eisenberger,	
  Armeli,	
  Rexwinkel,	
  Lynch,	
  &	
  Rhoades,	
  2001).	
  
	
  

	
  However,	
  some	
  scholars	
  have	
  suggested	
  that	
  some	
  aspects	
  of	
  the	
  employee-­‐employer	
  relaIonship	
  might	
  
be	
   befer	
   understood	
   in	
   terms	
   of	
   self-­‐definiIon	
   and	
   self-­‐categorizaIon,	
   and	
   not	
   in	
   terms	
   of	
   reciprocity	
   and	
  
exchange	
   (e.g.,	
   Eisenberger	
   &	
   SInglhamber,	
   2011;	
   van	
   Knippenberg	
   &	
   Sleebos,	
   2006).	
   Because	
   POS	
   enhances	
  
feelings	
  of	
  self-­‐worth	
  and	
  esteem,	
  an	
  analysis	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  social	
  iden(ty	
  perspec(ve	
  would	
  thus	
  be	
  necessary	
  to	
  
complement	
  the	
  social	
  exchange	
  perspecIve	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  fully	
  understand	
  its	
  impact	
  on	
  AC	
  (Rhoades	
  et	
  al.,	
  2001).	
  
Despite	
  these	
  theoreIcal	
  proposiIons,	
  empirical	
  research	
  has	
  not	
  examined	
  how	
  social	
   idenIty	
  processes	
  play	
  a	
  
role	
  in	
  the	
  relaIonship	
  between	
  POS	
  and	
  AC.	
  
	
  

	
   Filling	
   this	
   gap,	
   the	
  objecIve	
  of	
   the	
  present	
   research	
   is	
   to	
  empirically	
   invesIgate	
  how	
   the	
   social	
   idenIty	
  
processes	
  may	
  provide	
  a	
  new	
  insight	
  into	
  this	
  relaIonship.	
  More	
  precisely,	
  we	
  examine	
  how	
  two	
  specific	
  variables	
  
rooted	
  in	
  the	
  social	
  idenIty	
  theory,	
  i.e.	
  organizaIonal	
  idenIficaIon	
  (OI)	
  and	
  organizaIonal	
  presIge,	
  contribute	
  to	
  
a	
  befer	
  understanding	
  of	
  the	
  relaIonship	
  between	
  POS	
  and	
  AC.	
  Furthermore,	
  we	
  examine	
  how	
  these	
  mechanisms	
  
related	
  to	
  the	
  social	
  idenIty	
  theory	
  and	
  underlying	
  the	
  POS-­‐AC	
  relaIonship	
  extend	
  to	
  the	
  predicIon	
  of	
  employees’	
  
performance	
  at	
  work.	
  	
  

→ 	
   	
   SEM:	
  Although	
   the	
  hypothesized	
  model	
  fits	
   the	
  data	
  well,	
   a	
  model	
  which	
  adds	
  a	
  path	
  between	
  POS	
  and	
  AC	
   is	
  
	
  significantly	
  superior	
  to	
  the	
  hypothesized	
  model	
  (Final	
  model:	
  χ2(399)=	
  846.09;	
  RMSEA	
  =	
  .08;	
  NNFI	
  =	
  .91;	
  CFI	
  =	
  .92)	
  

→ 	
   	
  OI	
  parIally	
  mediates	
  the	
  relaIonship	
  between	
  POS	
  and	
  AC	
  (Indirect	
  effect	
  =	
  .16,	
  BCa	
  95%	
  CI	
  =	
  [.07;	
  .26])	
  →	
  H1	
  is	
  
	
  supported	
  

→ 	
   	
  AC	
  has	
  no	
  effect	
  on	
  in-­‐role	
  performance	
  →	
  H3a	
  is	
  not	
  supported	
  
→ 	
   	
  AC	
  totally	
  mediates	
  the	
  relaIonship	
  between	
  OI	
  and	
  extra-­‐role	
  performance	
  (Indirect	
  effect	
  =	
  .06,	
  BCa	
  95%	
  CI	
  =	
  	
  

	
  [.01;	
  .14])	
  →	
  H3b	
  is	
  supported	
  

Summary	
  	
  

• 	
  OI	
  parIally	
  mediates	
  the	
  relaIonship	
  between	
  POS	
  and	
  AC	
  →	
  consistent	
  with	
  (a)	
  the	
  assumpIon	
  that	
   idenIty	
  
processes	
  play	
  a	
  role	
  in	
  the	
  relaIonship	
  between	
  POS	
  and	
  AC	
  (Lee	
  &	
  Peccei,	
  2007;	
  Rhoades	
  et	
  al.,	
  2001),	
  and	
  (b)	
  
previous	
  studies	
  in	
  which	
  POS	
  was	
  found	
  to	
  be	
  posiIvely	
  related	
  to	
  OI	
  (e.g.,	
  Sluss,	
  Klimchak,	
  &	
  Holmes,	
  2008).	
  

• 	
   OrganizaIonal	
   presIge	
  moderates	
   the	
   relaIonship	
   between	
   POS	
   and	
   OI	
  →	
   consistent	
   with	
   Tyler	
   and	
   Blader	
  
(2002)	
   who	
   found	
   that	
   employees	
   are	
   more	
   strongly	
   influenced	
   by	
   their	
   own	
   evaluaIon	
   of	
   the	
   status	
   of	
   the	
  
organizaIon	
  as	
  compared	
  to	
  evaluaIons	
  based	
  on	
  external	
  references.	
  

• 	
  AC	
  mediates	
  the	
  relaIonship	
  between	
  OI	
  and	
  extra-­‐role	
  performance	
  but	
  is	
  not	
  related	
  to	
  in-­‐role	
  performance	
  →	
  
consistent	
   with	
   (a)	
   the	
   idea	
   that	
   AC	
   is	
   a	
  more	
   proximal	
   determinant	
   of	
   aotudes	
   at	
   work	
   than	
   OI	
   is	
   (Ashforth,	
  
Harrison,	
   &	
   Corley,	
   2008),	
   (b)	
   the	
   idea	
   that	
   in-­‐role	
   performance	
   is	
   less	
   affected	
   by	
   the	
   employee-­‐employer	
  
relaIonship	
  than	
  extra-­‐role	
  performance	
  (van	
  Knippenberg,	
  2000),	
   (c)	
  previous	
  research	
   indicaIng	
  that	
  AC	
   is	
  not	
  
significantly	
  related	
  to	
  in-­‐role	
  performance	
  (Vandewalle,	
  van	
  Dyne,	
  &	
  Kostova,	
  1995).	
  

• 	
  Limita(ons	
  and	
  future	
  research:	
  (a)	
  cross-­‐secIonal	
  design	
  →	
   longitudinal	
  studies	
  with	
  repeated	
  measures	
  are	
  
needed	
  to	
  confirm	
  the	
  causality	
  of	
  the	
  relaIonships,	
  (b)	
  generalizability	
  →	
  replicaIon	
  of	
  the	
  studies	
  in	
  other	
  work	
  
seongs,	
  and	
  (c)	
  common	
  method	
  bias.	
  

Note.	
  POS	
  =	
  perceived	
  organizaIonal	
  support;	
  OI	
  =	
  organizaIonal	
  idenIficaIon;	
  AC	
  =	
  affecIve	
  organizaIonal	
  commitment.	
  *	
  Assessed	
  from	
  supervisor.	
  

H1:	
  OI	
  mediates	
  the	
  relaIonship	
  between	
  POS	
  and	
  AC	
  

H2:	
  The	
  relaIonship	
  between	
  POS	
  and	
  OI	
  is	
  moderated	
  by	
  organizaIonal	
  presIge	
  

H3a:	
  AC	
  mediates	
  the	
  relaIonship	
  between	
  OI	
  and	
  in-­‐role	
  performance	
  

H3b:	
  AC	
  mediates	
  the	
  relaIonship	
  between	
  OI	
  and	
  extra-­‐role	
  performance	
  

Note.	
  POS	
  =	
  perceived	
  organizaIonal	
  support;	
  OI	
  =	
  organizaIonal	
  idenIficaIon;	
  	
  

AC	
  =	
  affecIve	
  organizaIonal	
  commitment.	
  

*	
  p<	
  .05,	
  ***p<.001	
  

→ 	
  SEM:	
  Although	
  the	
  hypothesized	
  model	
  fits	
  the	
  data	
  well,	
  a	
  model	
  which	
  adds	
  a	
  path	
  between	
  POS	
  and	
  AC	
  is	
  significantly	
  
	
  superior	
  to	
  the	
  hypothesized	
  model	
  (Final	
  model:	
  χ2(178)=	
  361.11;	
  RMSEA	
  =	
  .06;	
  NNFI	
  =	
  .96;	
  CFI	
  =	
  .97)	
  

→ 	
   OI	
   parIally	
   mediates	
   the	
   relaIonship	
   between	
   POS	
   and	
   AC	
   (Indirect	
   effect	
   =	
   .21,	
   BCa	
   95%	
   CI	
   =	
   [.14;	
   .29])	
  →	
   H1	
   is	
  
	
  supported	
  

→ 	
   	
  OrganizaIonal	
  presIge	
  moderates	
  the	
  relaIonship	
  between	
  POS	
  and	
  AC	
  →	
  H2	
  is	
  supported	
  
→ 	
   	
  The	
  indirect	
  effect	
  of	
  POS	
  on	
  AC	
  via	
  OI	
  is	
  significant	
  both	
  when	
  organizaIonal	
  presIge	
  is	
  high	
  (Indirect	
  effect	
  =	
  .11,	
  BCa	
  

	
  95%	
  CI	
  =	
  [.05;	
  .18])	
  and	
  when	
  organizaIonal	
  presIge	
  is	
  low	
  (Indirect	
  effect	
  =	
  .21,	
  BCa	
  95%	
  CI	
  =	
  [.13;	
  .31])	
  	
  	
  

.52***	
  

Note.	
  POS	
  =	
  perceived	
  organizaIonal	
  support;	
  OI	
  =	
  organizaIonal	
  idenIficaIon;	
  	
  

AC	
  =	
  affecIve	
  organizaIonal	
  commitment.	
  

*	
  p<.05,	
  ***p<.001	
  

Ashforth,	
  B.	
  E.,	
  Harrison,	
  S.	
  H.,	
  &	
  Corley,	
  K.	
  G.	
  (2008).	
   IdenIficaIon	
  in	
  organizaIons:	
  An	
  examinaIon	
  of	
  four	
  fundamental	
  quesIons.	
  Journal	
  of	
  Management,	
  34,	
  325-­‐374.	
  doi:	
  
	
  10.1177/0149206308316059	
  

Eisenberger,	
  R.,	
  Armeli,	
   S.,	
   Rexwinkel,	
  B.,	
   Lynch,	
  P.	
  D.,	
  &	
  Rhoades,	
   L.	
   (2001).	
  ReciprocaIon	
  of	
  perceived	
  organizaIonal	
   support.	
   Journal	
  of	
  Applied	
  Psychology,	
   86,	
   42-­‐51.	
  doi:	
  
	
  10.1037/0021-­‐9010.86.1.42	
  

Eisenberger,	
  R.,	
  HunIngton,	
  R.,	
  Hutchison,	
  S.,	
  &	
  Sowa,	
  D.	
  (1986).	
  Perceived	
  organizaIonal	
  support.	
  Journal	
  of	
  Applied	
  Psychology,	
  71,	
  500-­‐507.	
  doi:	
  10.1037//0021-­‐9010.71.3.500	
  
Eisenberger,	
   R.,	
   Karagonlar,	
   G.,	
   SInglhamber,	
   F.,	
   Neves,	
   P.,	
   Becker,	
   T.	
   E.,	
   Gonzalez-­‐Morales,	
   M.	
   G.,	
   &	
   Steiger-­‐Mueller,	
   M.	
   (2010).	
   Leader-­‐member	
   exchange	
   and	
   affecIve	
  
	
  organizaIonal	
  commitment:	
  The	
  contribuIon	
  of	
  supervisor’s	
  organizaIonal	
  embodiment.	
  Journal	
  of	
  Applied	
  Psychology,	
  95,	
  1085-­‐1103.	
  doi:	
  10.1037/a0020858	
  

Eisenberger,	
  R.,	
  &	
  SInglhamber,	
  F.	
  (2011).	
  Perceived	
  organizaEonal	
  support:	
  Fostering	
  enthusiasEc	
  and	
  producEve	
  employees.	
  Washington,	
  DC:	
  APA	
  Books.	
  
Gouldner,	
  A.	
  W.	
  (1960).	
  The	
  norm	
  of	
  reciprocity:	
  A	
  preliminary	
  statement.	
  American	
  Sociological	
  Review,	
  25,	
  161-­‐178.	
  
Highhouse,	
   S.,	
   Lievens,	
   F.,	
   &	
   Sinar,	
   E.	
   F.	
   (2003).	
   Measuring	
   afracIon	
   to	
   organizaIons.	
   EducaEonal	
   and	
   Psychological	
   Measurement,	
   63,	
   986-­‐1001.	
   doi:	
  
	
  10.1177/0013164403258403	
  

Lee,	
   J.,	
  &	
  Peccei,	
  R.	
   (2007).	
  Perceived	
  organizaIonal	
  support	
  and	
  affecIve	
  commitment:	
  The	
  mediaIng	
  role	
  of	
  organizaIon-­‐based	
  self-­‐esteem	
   in	
   the	
  context	
  of	
   job	
   insecurity.	
  
	
  Journal	
  of	
  OrganizaEonal	
  Behavior,	
  28,	
  661-­‐685.	
  doi:	
  10.1002/job.431	
  

Mael,	
  F.,	
  &	
  Ashforth,	
  B.	
  E.	
  (1992).	
  Alumni	
  and	
  their	
  alma	
  mater:	
  A	
  parIal	
  test	
  of	
  the	
  reformulated	
  model	
  of	
  organizaIonal	
  idenIficaIon.	
  Journal	
  of	
  OrganizaEonal	
  Behavior,	
  13,	
  
	
  103-­‐123.	
  doi:	
  10.1002/job.4030130202	
  

Meyer,	
   J.	
  P.,	
  Allen,	
  N.	
   J.,	
  &	
  Smith,	
  C.	
  A.	
   (1993).	
  Commitment	
   to	
  organizaIons	
  and	
  occupaIons:	
  Extension	
  and	
   test	
  of	
  a	
   three-­‐component	
  conceptualizaIon.	
   Journal	
  of	
  Applied	
  
	
  Psychology,	
  78,	
  538-­‐551.	
  doi:	
  10.1037//0021-­‐9010.78.4.538	
  

Rhoades,	
  L.,	
  Eisenberger,	
  R.,	
  &	
  Armeli,	
  S.	
  (2001).	
  AffecIve	
  commitment	
  to	
  the	
  organizaIon:	
  The	
  contribuIon	
  of	
  perceived	
  organizaIonal	
  support.	
  Journal	
  of	
  Applied	
  Psychology,	
  
	
  86,	
  825-­‐836.	
  doi:	
  10.1037/0021-­‐9010.86.5.825	
  

Sluss,	
   D.	
  M.,	
   Klimchak,	
  M.,	
   &	
   Holmes,	
   J.	
   J.	
   (2008).	
   Perceived	
   organizaIonal	
   support	
   as	
   a	
  mediator	
   between	
   relaIonal	
   exchange	
   and	
   organizaIonal	
   idenIficaIon.	
   Journal	
   of	
  
	
  VocaEonal	
  Behavior,	
  73,	
  457-­‐464.	
  doi:	
  10.1016/j.jvb.2008.09.001	
  

Tyler,	
  T.	
  R.,	
  &	
  Blader,	
  S.	
  L.	
  (2002).	
  Autonomous	
  vs.	
  comparaIve	
  status:	
  Must	
  we	
  be	
  befer	
  than	
  others	
  to	
  feel	
  good	
  about	
  ourselves?	
  OrganizaEonal	
  Behavior	
  and	
  Human	
  Decision	
  
	
  Processes,	
  89,	
  813-­‐838.	
  doi:	
  10.1016/s0749-­‐5978(02)00031-­‐6	
  

Vandewalle,	
  D.,	
  van	
  Dyne,	
  L.,	
  &	
  Kostova,	
  T.	
  (1995).	
  Psychological	
  ownership:	
  An	
  empirical	
  examinaIon	
  of	
  its	
  consequences.	
  Group	
  and	
  OrganizaEonal	
  Management,	
  20,	
  210-­‐226.	
  
	
  doi:	
  10.1177/1059601195202008	
  

van	
  Dyne,	
  L.,	
  Graham,	
  J.	
  W.,	
  &	
  Dienesch,	
  R.	
  M.	
  (1994).	
  OrganizaIonal	
  ciIzenship	
  behavior:	
  Construct	
  redefiniIon,	
  measurement,	
  and	
  validaIon.	
  Academy	
  of	
  Management	
  Journal,	
  
	
  37,	
  765-­‐802.	
  

van	
   Knippenberg,	
   D.	
   (2000).	
   Work	
   moIvaIon	
   and	
   performance:	
   A	
   social	
   idenIty	
   perspecIve.	
   Applied	
   Psychology:	
   An	
   InternaEonal	
   Review,	
   49,	
   357-­‐371.	
   doi:	
  
	
  10.1111/1464-­‐0597.00020	
  

van	
   Knippenberg,	
   D.,	
   &	
   Sleebos,	
   E.	
   (2006).	
   OrganizaIonal	
   idenIficaIon	
   versus	
   organizaIonal	
   commitment:	
   Self-­‐definiIon,	
   social	
   exchange,	
   and	
   job	
   aotudes.	
   Journal	
   of	
  
	
  OrganizaEonal	
  Behavior,	
  27,	
  571-­‐584.	
  doi:	
  10.1002/job.359	
  

Williams,	
  L.	
  J.,	
  &	
  Anderson,	
  S.	
  E.	
  (1991).	
  Job	
  saIsfacIon	
  and	
  organizaIonal	
  commitment	
  as	
  predictors	
  of	
  organizaIonal	
  ciIzenship	
  and	
  in-­‐role	
  behaviors.	
  Journal	
  of	
  Management,	
  
	
  17,	
  601-­‐617.	
  doi:	
  10.1177/014920639101700305	
  

	
  
	
  	
  

Results	
  

Method	
  

Results	
  

REFERENCES	
  DISCUSSION	
  

Pres(ge	
  

Pres(ge	
   OI	
   AC	
  

POS	
  

POS	
  X	
  	
  
Pres(ge	
  

In-­‐role	
  	
  
performance	
  

POS	
   OI	
   AC	
  

Extra-­‐role	
  
performance	
  

.36***	
  

.49***	
  

-­‐.16*	
  

.17	
   .49***	
  
.23*	
  

.39***	
  

.10	
  

.22*	
  


