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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Organizational scientists strive to explain how ypes impact outcomes at the individual,
group, and firm levels. In particular, managemesearchers investigate the factors and
mechanisms that drive performance. In much of éeemt work on the individual and group
levels, researchers apply an interactionist viesttioly how the coexistence of personal
characteristics and situational factors both infeeeperformance outcomes. As Schneider (1987)
suggests, the people make the place as far ashindy feel, and behave in reaction to
organizational characteristics. Schneider alon wsd@veral others focuses on organizational
climate as a primary source of information for eoyeles. In addition, the leader’s role in the
development and measurement of climate is wellistlich the management literature
(Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 2013). However, wewkhess about what happens next in the
process. That is, how do employees take this irdition and think, feel, and behave in such a
way that they accomplish performance-related gdal$f?is project, | propose and test a model
that crosses the involvement management, climateself-regulation research to build upon
prior work that has yet to combine these construristhermore, | conduct the first empirical

investigations of a novel construct of self-regioiat Because of the nature of the modwd dhe
corresponding constructs, | couch my model withim service profit chain.
Interest in service performance is not novel. kt,facholars have studied the

predictors of service performance in one form asther for decades. According to the



Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS, 2013), serviceustdes employ more people than agriculture and
manufacturing combined. Thus, scholars have givgreat deal of effort to study service
performance and continue to seek an understandiwdat predictors and mechanisms lead to
guality service outcomes. The crux of this resedahbeen the association of customer satisfaction
and retention with firm-level profits, which haslleo the development of the service profit chain
(Heskett, Sasser, & Schlesinger, 1997; Hong, Lhg,& Jiang, 2013). The service profit chain is a
theoretical road map leading from individual andamizational predictors to service performance
and firm-level outcomes. According to Hong and eafjues (2013), service climate is an integral link
between organizational predictors (e.g., humanuregopractices) and employee service
performance.

Much of the early research on facet-specific clasdbcuses on service climate as the exemplar
(Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009). Organizational climagalefined as a set of shared perceptions of
policies, practices, and procedures (Ofstroff, &lii& Tamkins, 2003; Schneider et al., 2013).
Building upon this definition, service climate dabes the shared perceptions of the work
environment as they relate to customer servicek@uBorucki, & Hurley, 1992; Schnedier, Ehrhart,
& Macey, 2011). Consequently, most of the extastaech defines service climate as an externally
focused climate centering on customer service,yimgla direct relationship between service climate
and employee and customer perceptions (Deitz, Rugtiiley, 2004; Mayer, Ehrhart, & Schneider,
2009; Salanova, Agut, & Peir6, 2005; Schneider,té/t& Paul, 1998) and employee service
performance (Hong et al., 2013; Kuenzi & Schmir@09; Schneider, Ehrhart, Mayer, Saltz, &
Niles-Jolly, 2005). Recent conceptualizations ofiee climate move beyond the traditional focus on
external stakeholders by also addressing the mtsarvice climate (i.e., multiple-stakeholder sszv
climate: Burke et al., 1992). Chuang and Liao (3Gifply the multiple-stakeholder approach when
assessing the associations of service climateseitvice performance and helping behaviors. This

research, along with the recent meta-analytic effbHong and colleagues (2013) continues to



unpack the complex processes that explain how graplperceptions of group and organizational
characteristics influence service performance.

Within the service profit chain, organizational gidors of service performance such as systems-
based approaches in human resources (HR), focsisairgic practices derived from large-scale
initiatives (e.g., high-performance work practiceawler, 1986, 1992; high-involvement work
systems: Vandenberg, Richardson, & Eastman,1999d/ode Menezes, 2011; Zatzick & lverson,
2006). However, recent work conceptualizes thesiatives at lower levels within the organization.
Researchers interested in the effects of systepi-td manager-level involvement have studied
these constructs in relation to a variety of outesrsuch as firm performance (Chuang & Liao, 2010;
Vandenberg et al., 1999), employee well-being (W&atk Menezes, 2011), and individual attitudes
and performance (Butts, Vandenberg, DeJoy, Schafgvilson, 2009; Guthrie, 2001; Hong et al.,
2013; Riordan, Vandenberg, & Richardson, 2005)olvement is prevalent in the extant literature,
and it is commonly associated with increased perémce. Within the service profit chain, service
climate drives the high-involvemergervice-performance relationship (Chuang & Liad,@MHong
et al., 2013). However, researchers have not imcated high involvement at the manager level as it
relates to the development of a multiple-stakehatgevice climate. Although assumed within the
high-involvement work systems model, lower-levahstucts such as high-involvement management
narrow the lens by focusing on perceptions of managhaviors and beliefs (Lawler, 1986, 1992;
Wood & de Menezes, 2011). Indeed, recent callréniterature suggest the benefit of investigating
these relationships through different processesanteéxts (Chuang & Liao, 2013; Schneider et al.,
2013).

Motivation theorists contend that the internal gsging of external stimuli is at least one third of
the equation. Indeed, Bandura (1997) outlines #megc framework of social cognitive theory
around the identification and processing of intereacial, and environmental cues. Within the
workplace, these cues are provided by various ssuramely managers and climate. Thus, the

components of the service profit chain create atthe expectations related to employee
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performance in service organizations. However,rpggearch has failed to move beyond high-level
theorizing to test constructs that explain how eygés process social and environmental cues. In
particular, the literature lacks a theory-groundedstruct of self-regulation that fully captures th
cognitive, emotional, and behavioral strategiesleyges use to interpret and act upon social and
environmental stimuli. In this dissertation, | atf@ to bridge the service profit chain and self-
regulation literature and garner support for a argbrder construct of self-regulation. | investagat

this model at the group level.

Research Question and Contribution

Across the management literature, but specifidghlyorganizational climate literature, there is a
dearth of research examining the ways in which [geextract cues from the workplace environment
and self-regulate accordingly. Indeed, severallscbmote that this is an important area for future
study (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Hong et al., 2018)this project, | aim to build upon the service
profit chain in order to explore the missing linktlween service climate and service performance,
which leads to my research question.

How and why do employeesinterpret and use cues from the environmental factors that
comprise the service profit chain that leads to group performance?

In order to begin to understand how employeespn¢the environment, | focus on predictors
that are explicitly salient to employees: high-iwenent management and service climate. Each of
these factors fit within Bandura’s (1997) modebotial and environmental stimuli. As for the
mechanism of interpretation and action, | integestié-regulation of cognition, emotion, and behavio
into the model. By incorporating a construct oftatelf-regulation (i.e., composite regulation:
ComReq), this project contributes to self-regulatiesearch as well as the service performance
literature. Additionally, and more specifically, @&eg contributes to motivation research as one of
the first attempts to bridge disjointed literatutiest have developed along parallel streams. Skevera

scholars state the need to build an inclusive midgtlremoves unnecessary boundaries between



cognitive and emotional regulation while also inmmating the simultaneous processes of regulating
behavior (Koole, 2009; Lord, Diefendorff, Schmi&tHall, 2010). Each variable in my model
originates from a separate field of research. Ctillely, however, they comprise a model that should
advance our understanding of a phenomenon thapigable across fields of study.

Furthermore, the expected findings of this studyertinent to the leaders of service
organizations. The recent resurgence of intereshgagement and involvement speak to the demand
employers are placing on their employees. Emplogersasking more from their employees today
and, in some instances, offering less in returnvéier, high-involvement managers and a multiple
stakeholder climate offer employees valuable resmuthey need to perform at a high level. Building
a better understanding of how high-involvement ngan@ent leads to the development of a multiple-
stakeholder climate and how employees use thesgsthd accomplish performance goals will allow
practitioners to target specific organizationaliaives (e.g., involvement-based training, assessm
of climate) that apply this model in practice.

Therefore, this dissertation seeks to accomplisHdhowing three goals: a) investigate the
service profit chain at the group level, b) integrself-regulation into the service profit chairomer
to explain how employees interpret environmental social cues, and c¢) build upon early work
investigating a higher-order construct of self-lagon that bridges a disjointed literature. This
project follows a current trend in the managemigetdture of studying group-level phenomena as an
initial way to bridge the “micro-macro divide” (Agus, Boyd, Pierce, & Short, 2011: 396), because
the service profit chain has been studied predomiyat the strategic level. Following the
suggestions of Roussaeu (2011), | apply a multilatenale to hypothesize the effects of firm-leve
and individual-level phenomena at the group levhls study, and others of its kind, hold the
potential to establish true multilevel relationshigshich are currently limited in the literaturelfs
regulation is inherently an individual-level pheremmon. However, like other psychological processes
(e.g., collective efficacy, Bandura, 2012), cregqiincomposite of group members’ self-regulatory

processes provides detail into the general funictgpaf the group. Thus, self-regulation at the grou
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level helps to explain the mechanism by which higlelvement management and service climate
lead to group performance. Finally, as previousdgussed, ComReg is a higher-order construct that
captures the dual systems of self-regulation pesxah the literature (i.e., monitoring and regung}
across cognition, emotion, and behavior. As a mdsmmnstruct, the scale expected to measure
ComReg needs further assessment for psychometpegres and validity. Thus, prior to testing my
theoretical model, | perform a validation of thalgc

In the following sections, | provide a detailedieav of the literature for each of the constructs
expected to predict service performance. | conctugeeview with my hypothesized model. | then
describe the methods | use to test my hypothesimatel and discuss the findings. | conclude with a

discussion of my findings, implications for the@yd practice, and opportunities for future research



CHAPTER Il

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this section, | review the literatures for eactthe focal constructs studied in this project. |
begin by discussing our existing understandingeofise climate and how it leads to service-
related performance. Specifically, | review workadual-system model of service climate. |
then provide a review of HR constructs derived ftagh performance and high involvement. In
this section, | define high-involvement managenait describe how it is derived from the core
components of high-involvement work practices.ha tinal section of the review, | propose a
higher-order construct of self-regulation (ComRaghe missing link in the service profit chain

by hypothesizing a serial mediated model.

Performance in a Service Organization

Service organizations dominate the landscape afermindustry. According to the BLS
(2013), around 80% of the workforce was employetthiwithe “services providing” sector in
2012. Along with the growth of a service-based eoay, demand for service-based performance
has increased. Subsequently, researchers givaadg@ of attention to service performance as
an integral part of organizational outcomes. Rriork shows the direct impact of employee
service performance on customer outcomes (Schneiggr, 2005; Liao & Chuang, 2004),
employee attitudes (Paulin, Ferguson, & Berger6062 Salanova et al., 2005), group sales
performance (George & Bettenhausen, 1990), andl&kral financial performance (Borucki &

Burke, 1999).



In addition to identifying the outcomes of serviegfprmance, it is important to understand what
elements drive service performance. Several authoyzort that service performance is driven by
managerial and organizational standards (CheneMyMoney, 1999; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, &
Berry, 1985), HR practices (Chuang & Liao, 2010nget al., 2013; Liao, Toya, Lepak, & Hong,
2009), personality (Liao & Chuang, 2004), and lesklip styles (Liao & Chuang, 2007). Although
each of these areas of study provides useful itsigto what predicts service-related performance,
service climate may have received the most atterticghe group level (Hong et al., 2013; Schneider
et al., 2013). Researchers have conducted coumpilegsts seeking to explicate the performance-
related effects of service climate. Indeed, Hong) esileagues provide evidence capturing the
importance of service climate within the servicefprchain, which is a process model of service
performance. According to their meta-analysis, iserelimate mediates the effects of several of the
focal predictors described above (e.g., HR prastieeservice climate— service performance).

Based upon the extant literature, it is evident seavice performance is influenced by variables
existing at all levels of the organization. Therefd first seek to replicate the existing senpcefit
chain (Hong et al., 2013), particularly the linkagé high involvement at the manager level
(Richardson & Vandenberg, 2005; Riordan et al. 520€ervice climate using a multiple-stakeholder
approach (Burke et al., 1992), and group-leveliserperformance. Secondly, | propose that there is
a another missing link. | hypothesize that eactinefpredictors (high-involvement management,
service climate) impacts group-level service penfmnce through composite regulation of cognition,

emotion, and behavior.

The Multiple-Stakeholder Perspective of Service Otate

Organizational climate speaks to the shared peorepof practices, policies, and procedures
within the workplace (Schneider, 1975). Some ofdadiest organizational scholars sought to
describe the role of social climates on individaiadl group behavior (Lewin, 1951; Lewin, Lippit, &

White, 1939). Schneider (1975) suggested that achidefine climates in terms of the desired



outcomes or specific contexts. Using a facet-bapgidoach, Schneider suggested that researchers
narrow the lens of global climate, which was comipa@onfused with organizational culture, by
developing climatefor something (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Schneider,5)9%ome of the facet-
specific climates that were developed over theg/galude service climate (Schneider, Parkington,
& Buxton, 1980), safety climate (Zohar, 2000), @ndcedural justice climate (Naumann & Bennett,
2000). Over the past 38 years, the most heaviljietiuorganizational climate is climate for service
(Bowen & Schneider, 2013). Service climate is dedias “the shared sense people who work for an
organization have, where policies and proceduresttze expected and rewarded employee
behaviors, emphasize service excellence” (Bowerct@n8ider, 2013: 2; Schneider et al., 1998).
Service climate provides cues to employees abeiutitianagers’ dedication to and expectations for
service quality (Lam, Huang, & Janssen, 2010).

The research on service climate is expansive entuglarrant a recent meta-analysis and a
review (Hong et al., 2013; Bowen & Schneider, 20E2jch of these pieces offers several
opportunities for future research exploring sendglmate’s place in the service profit chain. In
particular, the authors of both the meta-analysitae review suggest the need for work
investigating the development of service climatesvall as how employees interpret the policies,
practices, and procedures of service climate ierta achieve service-related performance goals. In
this project, | follow the efforts of Burke et #1.992) by employing a dual-factor model of service
climate. Below, | detail the multiple-stakeholdergpective of service climate.

Inherent in Schneider et al. (1998), service cleditectly assesses how employees perceive the
importance of service through various contextueldies.Service was originally focused on customer
outcomes. Although service climate is inherenttgiinal to the organization, researchers primarily
attended to the effects of service climate on custedirected service performance, with little regar
to how service climate is developed. To address Burke and colleagues (1992) put forth a
conceptual model of service climate with both aerimal and external focus. Applying a multiple-

stakeholder perspective, the authors proposed igtwhorder constructs that constituted a more
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holistic model of service climate. In addition bkeetexternal focus on customer service, Burke and
colleagues suggested that managers also had torsepmployees in order to maximize the value of
service climate. Based on this logic, service d@ria comprised of concern for customers and
concern for employees (Borucki & Burke, 1999; Buekal., 1992). Burke and colleagues also
referred this as service for customers and sefeicemployees.

Organizations seek to meet customer needs in etyari ways. In service organizations,
transactions are expected to be handled with litilesle, purchases are expected to be timely, and
customers should be able to easily access merawa(ibrucki & Burke, 1999; Burke et al., 1992).
Essentially, service organizations stress an airmt that directly relates to service for custosner
which describes the perceptions employees havewtthe actions of managers and other employees
impact the well-being of external stakeholders,(castomers: Burke et al., 1992). Service for
customers most closely resembles a focus on prayigiiality service by removing obstacles and
establishing a service orientation within the oigation. For instance, environments in which
employees identify and address merchandise-retdisihcles that might harm a customer’s
experience exhibit a high level of service for oasérs. Other obstacles include employee
preparation (e.qg., lack of product/process-rel&tamvliedge, lack of training) and personnel obstacle
(e.g., insufficient number of employees to handistemer flow/tasks). Taken together, service for
customers focuses on external stakeholders ofrtfanization by crafting a navigable environment
that is void of obstacles. This is the traditioftmus in most research on service climate.

While service for customers focuses on extern&estalders, service for employees targets the
well-being of internal stakeholders (Borucki & Barkl999; Burke et al., 1992). In line with research
on perceived organizational support (POS: EisemyeFnsolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990; Eisenberg,
Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986; Rhoades & Himrger, 2002) and internal marketing
(George, 2000; Grénroos, 1990), dedicating manalgand organizational resources to employees
establishes norms of reciprocity and reduces iataronstraints on task performance. Essentially,

when employees feel that the organization has bt interests at heart, they experience positive
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attitudes toward the organization and their jolesfqym at a higher level, and demonstrate benéficia
behaviors (e.g., low absenteeism, citizenship bemnsvRhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). The lower-
level factors that constitute service for employeasllel the foundations of POS theory.
Additionally, the marketing literature speaks te tble of service for employees. Internal marketing
is a construct addressing the importance of emp®ye providing service as a good (George, 2000).
Organizational leadership plays a central roleuitding up resources needed for quality service
(personnel, knowledge, and information: Gronro@)6). In essence, service climate depends upon
managerial action targeting service to customedseanployees.

Service for employees captures six distinct fadi@ased upon employee perceptions towards
their immediate managers (Burke et al., 1992). @oglhasis is the extent to which managers
explicitly set clear performance standards. Maragghibiting strong goal emphasis provide specific
behavioral expectations for employees when intargetith customers. The next two factors relate
to training: a) general training, and b) specifairiing. Organizations that emphasize training jgtev
opportunities for employees to become more knowdatte and skilled in their jobs. This can occur
at a general level (general knowledge of produetsises) or at a specific level (idiosyncratic pss
of purchase/exchange). The fourth factor is managesupport. Instead of referring to the general
level of support within the organization (POS), mg@ment support addresses the support provided
to employees by an immediate manager. Finallylasietwo factors comprising service for
employees are monetary and nonmonetary rewardsefdignrewards consist of the normal extrinsic
rewards that are directly tied to performance éxiznd pay increases). Nonmonetary rewards include
receiving praise and recognition for exceedinggrenfince expectations. It is well established that
intrinsic rewards provide a sustained level of mettion above and beyond extrinsic rewards (Deci,
Koestner, & Ryan, 1999); Burke and colleagues (18%b emphasized the importance of
intrinsically rewarding excellent service performanTogether, these six factors comprise service fo

employees.
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Burke et al. (1992) assessed their higher-orderemfdservice climate via a factor analysis using
surveys from over 18,000 employees. They found @ugpr the proposed model, and their model
has been used in subsequent service climate res&@maicki and Burke (1999) investigated the two-
factor model at the organizational level and fothrat service orientation of top management
positively influences service for customers, angise orientation of the immediate manager
positively influences service for employees. Bahvice for customers and service for employees
positively predicts sales outcomes, with little giarof difference between the two effects, which
positively predict store financial performance. igat al. (2013) noted that recent research efforts
incorporate the two-factor model of service climateen assessing individual outcomes (e.g.,
Chuang & Liao, 2010; Liao & Chuang, 2004). Therefdhe two-factor model of service climate
captures more than the organization’s goal of custcservice, but also encompasses manager effort

to support employees.

Creating and Benefitting from a Climate for Service

Researchers have established a general modeMifesperformance: the service profit chain
(Bowen & Schneider, 2013; Hong et al., 2013). Thgppse of the service profit chain is to define
and explain the factors that predict performanaseRrchers recently suggested that the service
profit chain was missing an integral link: servadienate. In the following section, | summarize the
extant research on service climate, focusing opréslictors and direct outcomes. As several recent
reviews and meta-analyses provide a broad yetleétsummary of the literature, | will focus my
review on those studies that are most relevaritdatirrent project.

Bowen and Schneider (2013) provide an expansiwegwf the literature on service climate. In
their review, the authors purport that leadersHiR,practices, and organizational resources and
systems are the most commonly studied antecedesgsvice climate. The largest trend in this

research is the study of how leadership and HRtipesclead to the creation of service climate.
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Indeed, Hong et al. (2013) meta-analytically asties®verall effect sizes of both HR practices and
leadership across the literature.

Leaders create organizational climates (Lewin .etl&39; Schneider, 1975). Leaders establish
policies and procedures in order to set expectatigthin the work environment. Additionally,
employees perceive managers as a medium for oegamal communication and support
(Eisenberger et al., 1990; Hong et al., 2013). Manial support is particularly important in relatio
to service behavior because managers provide fekdkaowledge, and operational support.
Scholars have mostly studied the effects of twesypf leadership on service climate and
performance: positive leadership styles and semi@nted leadership (Hong et al., 2013).

Positive leadership styles (e.g., transformatidesdiership) have been shown to strongly
influence the development of service climate (L&aGhuang, 2007). In their longitudinal study, Liao
and Chuang were interested in the influence ostaamational leadership on service-oriented
performance. They found that manager transformatileadership influenced individual outcomes
(e.g., service performance) and the developmeseice climate at the store level. Climate studies
abroad revealed similar relationships with transiational leadership and other climates such as
climate for innovation (Jung, Chow, & Wu, 2003) atlichate for safety (Zohar & Luria, 2004).
Transformational leadership is a general styleeaflership — specific goals vary depending upon
contexts. However, service-oriented leadershiprigieéargets service performance. Hong et al. (2013)
conducted a meta-analysis comparing the overattffof more general styles of leadership (e.g.,
transformational) and more narrowly focused stglésh as service-oriented leadership. Although
they did not specifically separate each of thetp@sleadership styles included in the analysis, th
authors found that service-oriented leadershipmase strongly related to service climate than
positive leadership styles. This finding suggelséd keaders have a larger impact on service climate
when they target specific service outcomes (Bowesc&neider, 2013; Hong et al., 2013). In either
case, managers influence the creation of a clifieiteervice, which provides a link between

managerial predictors and employee service perfocma
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In addition to leadership, scholars have studiedripact of HR practices on service climate and
performance. Again, service climate has been usedliak to better understand the impact of HR
practices on organizational outcomes (Bowen & Siclane2013). Specifically, service climate has
been studied along with high-involvement work syst€Chuang & Liao, 2010). Within high-
involvement work systems, emphasis is placed onitig, providing rewards, and selective hiring.
Taken together, these practices set an expectattioigh performance across the job domain. Liao et
al. (2009) suggest that service-oriented HR prastiohich build upon general high-performance
practices, offer targeted training and rewards dagp®n service performance. Because service-
oriented HR practices target service performan@nasutcome, Hong et al. (2013) find the
relationship between service-oriented HR and serdlicnate to be stronger than the relationship
between general HR and service climate.

When these results are considered together, seéngosed leadership and HR practices
positively and strongly relate to service climéBewen & Schneider, 2013; Chuang & Liao, 2010;
Hong et al., 2013). Given that these antecedems Iheen studied in isolation but not together as a
single construct, a need exists for a conceptuatcoct that brings together the proximal effedts o
leader/manager behaviors and attitudes and the digted effects of service-oriented HR practices.

In this project, | use the construct of high-invatvent management to fill this gap.

High Involvement and the PIRK Model

High-involvement work processes and high-performeanork systems (HIWP and HPWS,
respectively) speak to a collective movement iateric HR that began in the late 1970s and
expanded in subsequent decades (Galbraith, 19%8et,d986, 1992; Huselid, 1995; Vandenberg et
al., 1999). As strategic HR concepts, HIWP and HRW&an within the same humanistic paradigm.
Both HR systems were tied to outcomes such asgfarformance (Chuang & Liao, 2010;
Vandenberg et al., 1999), employee retention ambuer (Guthrie, 2001), employee outcomes

during layoffs (Zatzick & Iverson, 2006), and emyde well-being (Wood & de Menezes, 2011).
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Recently, researchers added to the vast researttie atrategic conceptualization of HIWP by
investigating high involvement at lower levels viitlorganizations. Scholars operationalized high
involvement as an employee climate (Riordan ea@D5; Wallace, Butts, Johnson, Stevens, &
Smith, 2013) and loosely as a form of managemeuth(i@, 2001; Wood & de Menezes, 2011).

Lawler first described high involvement as a higbeter construct that encompassed four
primary facets (Lawler, 1986). Vandenberg and egjlees (1999) provided a summary of the high-
involvement components. The first component is payieen employees to make decisions.
Essentially, managers provide employees with theraumy and the freedom to make day-to-day
decisions without having to consult a manager pesusor. The second facet of high-involvement
management is information of organizational proessproduct and service quality, customer and
managerial feedback, and business results. Tredttiibute of high-involvement management is the
distribution of rewards based upon business reanlisgains in capabilities and contributions to
desired outcomes. Additionally, rewards need ttdakdirectly to outcomes, and they should be
meaningful to employees (Lawler, 1996; Wallacelet2813). Related to information, the final
component of high involvement is knowledge. Spealfy, within high-involvement management,
managers provide general knowledge of the workgoparformed and the overall work system (i.e.,
how their job positions relate to the larger wotkeme). Taken together, these factors comprise the
PIRK model of high involvement (Galbraith, 1973hebretically, high involvement and the PIRK
model are expected to increase perceptions of eepognt, employee engagement, and employee
morale (Galbraith, 1973; Lawler, 1986, 1992), whhels been corroborated by empirical
investigation (Butts et al., 2009; Riordan et 2005; Vandenberg et al., 1999).

Lawler (1986) proposed that high involvement caisteacross all levels of the organization.
Researchers recently began to address this claimevsloping constructs of high involvement at
lower levels within the organization (e.g., invaivent climate, high-involvement practices; see
Wood & de Menezes, 2011, for a summary of measuresneStill, most of the existing empirical

work conceptualizes high involvement at the striatbyel (e.g., HIWP) and as a work-group climate
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(e.g., involvement climate). This project providgesonceptualization and investigation of high
involvement as the perception of a manager’s pramaif PIRK. According to several sources,
when constructs are operationalized at lower leivelse organization, they are more effective at
predicting lower-level outcomes than strategic mteds (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Richardson &
Vandenberg, 2005; Wallace et al., 2013).

High-involvement management serves to bridge amgap/olvement research by accounting for
manager-specific factors. In line with prior wonk BIWP and employee involvement climate, |
define high-involvement management as the peragpti@ manager’'s behavior characterized by the
PIRK attributes (power, information, rewards, kneglde). For the purposes of this project, the
existence of high-involvement management is baped the original work of Lawler (1986, 1992)
and the recent development of employee involverémate (Richardson & Vandenberg, 2005;
Riordan et al., 2005). Involvement climate, wheagdd to high-involvement management, captures
specific managerial behaviors instead of sharedgptions of work group and organizational support
through the PIRK model. Therefore, the referemiésgroup supervisor in the current project.

High-involvement management describes the delibeztiorts of managers to distribute power
through participatory decision making at the emphdg discretion. High-involvement managers offer
information pertaining to business systems, resaitd quality-based feedback. These managers also
provide meaningful rewards to employees that arecty tied to employee growth and individual
contributions and to group and organizational tes#linally, high-involvement managers inform and
offer employees opportunities to gain new knowledge skills through feedback and training, while

also providing knowledge of the employee’s rolehivitthe larger business system.

High-Involvement Management and Service Climate
Butts et al. (2009) investigated the relationstépAeen HIWP and employee outcomes (stress,
performance, satisfaction, commitment). They suedegmployees from over 20 retail centers and

collected information on HIWP, empowerment, peredigupport, and employee outcomes; they
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found support for the mediation of HIWP throughgegtions of empowerment, which was proposed
by early high-involvement scholars (Galbraith, 19Z&wler, 1986). Additionally, Riordan et al.
(2005) operationalized high involvement as a clax{@mployee-involvement climate). The authors
randomly surveyed employees from more than 90 amsg companies in the U.S. and Canada to
determine how employee-involvement climate affecteghnizational effectiveness (i.e., financial
performance, turnover, morale). Each relationshag predicted to be positive except for
involvement climate— turnover. The results supported the following raéeti model: employee-
involvement climate~ morale— organizational effectiveness.

These examples illustrate results conveyed in wioste high-involvement literature. HIWP is
shown by empirical studies to increase the effeatitilization of human resources within
organizations in Ireland (lower absenteeism, lotuanover: Guthrie, Flood, Lui, & MacCurtain,
2009). Additional support exists for beneficialatgdnships between sustained HIWP and
productivity during a period of layoffs (Zatzick Kerson, 2006). Research supports similar findings
for employee-involvement climate and outcomes g thriving and innovative behaviors (Wallace
et al., 2013) and citizenship and absenteeism fRildon & Vandenberg, 2005).

Involvement-based HR practices and managemenhals®a well-documented relationship with
service climate (Hong et al., 2013). Applying theltiple-stakeholder approach, the positive
influence of high involvement on service climaterisst directly tied to service for employees.
Moreover, high involvement influences customer mernwWWhen the components of the PIRK model
are employed, managers not only create a sensgppbd, they also set the standards for
performance. This is important for the preventiba tservice performance gap” — where service is
not executed according to manager standards (Cbeenéf 1999; Parasuraman, Berry, & Zeithaml,
1991). When standards are not clearly communicatednanagers fail to provide support, service
performance suffers. Therefore, high-involvemenhagers establish a service climate by providing

employees with the power to make decisions, tharimdtion pertinent to service expectations, the
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rewards representative of excellent service perdimica, and the knowledge of how individual service
performance impacts the organization as a whole.

The multiple-stakeholder perspective and prioraedeon involvement-based constructs provide
an approach to understanding relationships betWiggninvolvement management (HIM) and a
dual-focused service climate (Burke et al., 1992u&hg & Liao, 2010). In the prevailing literature,
direct relationships exist between a climate fovise and service-related performance (Borucki &
Burke, 1999; Bowen & Schneider, 2013; Hong et24113; Liao & Chuang, 2004, 2007) and
customer satisfaction with service (Rogg, Schn@tiyll, & Schmitt, 2001; Salanova et al., 2005).
However, we know less about how the HiMservice climate process truly drives employees to
perform at higher levels. In fact, across the oizional climate literature, a growing concermhs
lack of understanding of what links climate to penfiance (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Schneider et
al., 2013). Essentially, prior research providested answers to the question of why climate impact
performance and attitudes — leaving researchetsanlifack box problem. With this project, | seek to

open the black box by employing a theoretical aoiesiof composite self-regulation.

Opening the “Black Box”

Regardless of the context, organizational reseesahast rely on theoretical assumptions when
studying environment-performance relationships. ié&@ire of organizational research does not offer
easy access to the underlying processes drivinghymarception or behavior. As a result, scholars
must depend upon noninvasive methods to retrosedctissess attitudes and emotions. Although
novel methods of data collection attempt to lesberpotential issues that occur with retrospection
and other method-related biases (e.g., event sagnplethod), those psychological processes driving
the relationships between characteristics of ttvr@mment and behavioral criteria remain elusive. |
essence, we are limited in the number of ways weltaorize and measure psychological processes
like self-regulation. Self-regulation research ¢itates a field that attends to the interpretatband

the response to internal and external states. iy other areas of organizational research, ssich a
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deviance literature (Herschovis, 2011), self-retioifaliterature is saturated with constructs that
provide nuanced views of very similar content darmaConstructs of self-regulation have developed
within separate streams, leading to similar yeimtis constructs. To date, few attempts have been
made to apply a model of self-regulation that iregs cognitions, emotions, and behaviors to
explain the psychological process underlying orzational outcomes.

Self-regulation is a staple in motivation theoresl theories of emotion. Self-regulation is
commonly defined as the internal appraisal of asldional reaction to (i.e., monitoring, regulatjon
thoughts, emotions, and behaviors that are edugattdrnalized perceptions and traits, social
interaction, and environmental stimuli (Bandura91)P A short list of the most prominent theories
using self-regulation as a primary motivational hrasm includes self-determination theory (Deci
& Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000), social cognittheory and self-efficacy (Bandura, 1991, 1997),
regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997), theoryedisoned action, and theory of planned behavior
(c.f., Bagozzi, 1992), and theories of ego andussodepletion (Baumeister & Newman, 1994;
Maruven & Baumeister, 2000). Each of the aforenosmetil theories proposes a set of assumptions
that involve components of self-regulation in whibbughts, emotions, and/or behaviors are
monitored and regulated. However, these theoretiraited in scope, only attending to one or two
facets of self-regulation (e.qg., social cognitikedry: cognitive and behavioral regulation).
Researchers will benefit from an integrative appho@® self-regulation that broadens the bandwidth
of current self-regulatory constructs.

Early attempts to integrate self-regulatory theoagist within the literature, but they have
largely been unsuccessful. For instance, schotaggoged a potential link between emotional
regulation and cognitive regulation within regultstéocus theory (RFT). However, scholars stated
that certain emotions result from the successtaitii goal attainment (Brockner & Higgins, 2001),
which is not indicative of co-existing systems. é&wkise, emotional regulation is solely focused an th
suppression and reappraisal of emotions (Wallage/ads, Shull, & Finch, 2009). The control of

outward expression of emotions is loosely coupléd baehavioral self-regulation (Goldberg &
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Grandey, 2007). In order to further the conversatio self-regulation, we need a construct that
captures each facet of self-regulation while manirg the integrity of existing constructs and
theory. | propose that ComReg, a higher-order ecoatstonsisting of the monitoring and regulation
of cognition, emotion, and behavior (Wallace, ingress), is a means of explaining how high-
involvement management and service climate leagcteased service performance. | couch my

proposal within resource-based theories of selfHapn.

Ego Depletion Theory: An Avenue for Composite SelRegulation

Self-regulation is ultimately a cognitive proceBaiidura, 1991, 1997); however, the targets of
self-regulation vary and lead to different outcorteg., emotion suppression — coping, behavior
modification). Therefore, the self-regulation ofjodtions, emotions, and behaviors are
fundamentally separate systems that are theotgtitad to a larger construct. Self-regulation issn
commonly studied as a motivational mechanism erplgigoal-directed behavior. Although several
theories of self-regulation acknowledge cognitiod aehavior, these theories fail to fully integrate
emotion regulation into the model. Instead, ematiare assumed to be a result of either cognitive or
behavioral self-regulation (Bandura, 1997; Higgit897) or, in the case of emotional intelligence,
internal processing of emotion (George, 2000)h¢tdd be noted that emotional intelligence has
drawn criticism by scholars for the lack of divemggalidity shown between emotional intelligence
and other self-regulatory constructs (Davies, Stan& Roberts, 1998). Emotion regulation, like
cognitive and behavioral regulation, is definedresvolitional attempt to assess and control ihitia
emotional reactions (Koole, 2009; Koole, van Dill&nSteppes, 2011; Wallace, Johnson, & Frazier,
2009; Westphal & Bonanno, 2004), which is constisiéth cognitive and behavioral regulation.
Failure to integrate all three facets of self-ragjoih denies the existence of a common theoretical
domain. In order to combine cognitive, emotional] &ehavioral regulation into one construct, a
robust theory that applies across all self-regmjasgstems is needed. | propose that resource-based

theories provide a conceptual foundation for cortpalf-regulation.

20



Resource-based theories assume that self-regulati@pendent upon a pool of psychological
resources. Self-control and ego-depletion the@pgsy across each of the three self-regulatory
domains (Baumeister, DeWall, Ciarocco, & Twengd)3)0Self-control theorists assert the necessity
of psychological and physical resources in ordexojge with emotional reactions to stress, perform
cognitive tasks, and modify behavior. Originallwdmped as a theory explaining the psychological
effects of stress, self-control and ego depletgsume that resources are limited. Across time,
resources are devoted to psychological and phyaatality, which effectively limits the resources
available for subsequent activity. Because resadeptetion results in poor performance and a lack
of self-control, people strive to retain and buijaltheir resource reserve. Scholars are incregsingl
interested in methods of replenishing and stremgptigethe resources driving self-regulation, whigh i
a mechanism of goal-directed motivation (GhummaBatnes, 2013; Tice, Baumeister, Shmueli, &
Muraven, 2007).

Self-regulation is both a resource itself and apss that consumes resources (Baumeister,
Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998). Self-regulati@s a resource is commonly referred to as self-
control (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000; Hagger, Waostiff, & Chatzisarantis, 2011). In this line of
thinking, self-control resembles a muscle and iitligls are capable of strengthening it by
continually expressing self-control when temptiitgations present themselves (Baumeister et al.,
1998; Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). However, selfitcal is a limited resource; like a muscle,
strain across time depletes resources, makingrié mhifficult to exert self-control. Ego depletion
refers to the exhaustion of self-regulatory resesirevhich ultimately leads to self-regulatory feglu
(Baumeister et al., 1998; Baumeister, Muraven, 8TR000; Muraven & Baumeister, 2000; Tice et
al., 2007). Researchers apply self-control anddsgetion to explain unethical behavior and
decision making (Barnes, Schaubroeck, Huth, & Ghamm011; Joosten, Dijke, Heil, Cremer,
2013), risky behavior (Fischer, Kastenmuiller, & A2812; Unger & Stahlberg, 2011), abusive
supervision and deviance (Thau & Mitchell, 201@kifig emotional expressions (Grandey, Fisk, &

Steiner, 2005), and service interactions and civgniasks (Zyphur, Warren, Landis, & Thoresen,
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2007). Across these studies, ego depletion reisuitegative outcomes. Depletion may occur because
there is internal conflict, such as that createadtyng in a way contradictory to a natural pragyiv

(i.e., faking emotional expressions: Grandey ¢t28105). In other cases, negative outcomes result
from emotional or cognitive exhaustion (Thau & Migdl, 2010; Zyphur et al., 2007).

Ego depletion due to internal conflict is particlyasalient to the current project. In order to
assess the combined effects of cognitive, emotiama behavioral self-regulation, attention should
be given to the debilitating effects of environnam@mbiguity as well as the beneficial effects rof a
environment that is consistent with employee exqt@mts. Prior research indicates that when faced
with inconsistent information or conflicting envinments, people attempt to cognitively reconcile the
situation — thus consuming psychological resourcswise, when faced with conflicting
environmental stimuli, people will react emotiogallvhich may not be appropriate within the
workplace. Finally, if environmental stimuli seemrequire different behavioral norms, resources
will be consumed while attempting to monitor angulate behaviors to fit conflicting expectations.
However, when facets of the environment are haroumjiresources are devoted to goals instead of
the environment. A higher-order construct of sefftrlation will explain how high-involvement
management and service climate lead to employeesmshk smarter (cognition), calmer (emotion),

and harder (behavior).

ComReg: A Higher-Order Construct of Self-Regulation

As previously outlined, several theories exist titsgmpt to explain human behavior and
motivation through self-regulation. Although sorhedries are best suited for one form of self-
regulation (e.g., regulatory focus — cognitive setjulation), resource-based theories assume that
self-regulation occurs across cognitive, emotioaatl behavioral planes (Baumeister et al., 1998;
Hobfoll, 1989, 2001). However, researchers conttiougtudy self-regulation piecemeal, only
suggesting that future studies should exploreoaiht of self-regulation in concert (Koole, 2009). |

order to fulfill this call within a single studyhé¢ need exists for a higher-order construct of self
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regulation that captures each of the three faBeti®w, | build upon current work (Wallace, in
progress) that proposes a higher-order construslbfegulation that allows for the coexistence of
cognitive, emotional, and behavioral self-regulatio

Self-regulation is a principle factor in motivatid®elf-regulation explains “how individuals
allocate volitional, cognitive, and affective resmes” (Lord et al., 2010: 544). Self-regulation
includes goal setting, goal striving, and modificatin light of progress and discrepancies between
current states and goals (Karoly, 1993; Lord et28l10). Regulation of behavior, cognition, and
emotion are intertwined, leading to a complex nekwad monitoring and regulating systems. For
instance, within the larger concept of self-regalatemotions and cognitions are regulated together
to influence behavior (Koole et al., 2011). In #motion regulation literature, Koole (2009) desesib
the dearth of research exploring physiological beldavioral regulation of emotion, suggesting that
in addition to cognitive regulation of emotions|itional changes in behaviors and voluntary
physiological expression may serve as another dbafiself-regulation.

The notion of the differential processing of cogmit emotion, and behavior has long existed
(Lazarus, 1984; Phelps, 2006; Zajonc, 1984), baethdence to support it has predominantly come
with advances in neural imaging. Indeed, cognitigaroscientists are beginning to map the neural
substrates of cognitive and emotional processimg(Begard, Lévesque, & Bourgouin, 2001; Kim &
Hamann, 2007; Ochsner, Bunge, Gross, & Gabried22Beauregard et al. (2001) measured the
brain activation of 10 male participants while thigwed film excerpts. The authors were interested
in the conscious self-regulation of emotions: aabasid the voluntary inhibition of arousal. Results
reveal that arousal is associated with the actiwatf the limbic and paralimbic systems, while
inhibition is associated with activation of variquefrontal regions of the brain. Kim and Hamann
(2007) reported activation of the prefrontal regiaf the brain for cognitive regulation and activat
in the amygdala for emotion processing and reguiatrurthermore, Ochsner and colleagues (2002)

reported prefrontal activation in the reappraigarotions (i.e., cognitive reappraisal). Taken
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together, this snippet of cognitive neuroscienceaech provides results indicative of separate but
coexisting neural processing of cognition, emotemg behavior (Heatherton & Wagner, 2011).
Because the functional processes of cognitionstienwy and behaviors are fundamentally
distinct yet closely interrelated, ComReg providdsgher-order psychological construct that depicts
a dual-system approach to self-regulation. SeliHa@gn has long been defined as a process of
monitoring and regulating (Karoly, 1993, Snyder7491987). When individuals shift attention to
their current thoughts while striving for a godley are cognitively monitoring their progress toavar
achieving that goal. If their thoughts do not aligith the achievement of the goal, they can
volitionally reset or refocus their cognitions. Timenitoring and regulating mechanisms also control
emotional and behavioral self-regulation. Wallaoepfogress) proposes that individuals monitor
current cognitions, emotions, and behaviors in iotdeletect mismatches. If there is a mismatch,
people can volitionally change their cognitionsoéions, and behaviors to align with goal attainment
(i.e., regulation). Therefore, ComReg is a higheleo construct consisting of two self-regulatory

functions applied within three dimensions.

Combining related constructs to form a higher-oxsrstruct is in line with current trends in the
organizational sciences (Edwards, 2001; Johnsose®@& Chang, 2011). For instance, constructs
such as core self-evaluations (CSE: Judge & Bodol2Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997) and
psychological capital (PsyCap: Luthans, Avey, AspNorman, & Combs, 2006; Luthans &
Youssef, 2004, Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007)agased previously defined traits into a single
multidimensional construct. Judge and colleagués@l€SE as a broad trait consisting of self-
esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of conaiot emotional stability. The authors purport that
the goal of creating CSE is to generate a singladtrait that maximizes conceptual utility by
combining related constructs within the same cdrdemain (c.f. Chang, Ferris, Johnson, Rosen, &
Tan, 2012; Judge et al., 1997). Furthermore, thieoasitask themselves with defining a general trait

that directly and indirectly predicts job satisfant Luthans and colleagues created PsyCap within
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the growing movement of positive organizationaldgébr. They define PsyCap as a state-like
construct consisting of four components: self-astdgope, optimism, and resiliency (Luthans &
Youssef, 2004). Much like the creators of CSE, huthand colleagues sought to define a higher-
order construct that would adequately capture mielttonstructs within a common conceptual
domain. Preliminary indications (Wallace, in praggesuggest that ComReg fits nicely within the
content domain of other self-regulatory construdiswever, ComReg complements the existing
literature by consolidating several self-regulatprgcesses across three general dimensions —
cognition, emotion, and behavior. Wallace provideisience that ComReg relates to thriving,
PsyCap, and emotion regulation. Subsequently,| fwither assess the construct validity of ComReg
in order to provide empirical evidence of Wallacelaims.

Additionally, organizational scholars study psydgital constructs at the group level. For
instance, self-efficacy is the psychological assessd of perceived ability to perform a specificktas
(Bandura, 1997). Researchers have taken self-efficathe group level in order to study the
collective perception of a group’s ability to perfoa task (Bandura, 2012). Collective efficacy has
been shown to be a valid predictor of group pertorae (Little & Madigan, 1997; Watson, Chemers,
& Preiser, 2001). At the individual level, selfieHicy serves as a self-regulatory mechanism of
motivation. At the group level, collective efficasgrves as a regulatory mechanism that influences
group dynamics and performance (Bandura, 2012hdrcurrent project, | assess ComReg at the
group level.

Both CSE and PsyCap have gained the attentiorholars with the encompassing nature of the
constructs and their broad bandwidth. Essentitilgse higher-order constructs provide a conceptual
framework to bridge gaps in the literature and oedihe issue of construct saturation. The self-
regulation literature faces similar issues witlgfreentation and loosely connected constructs.
ComReg contributes to the self-regulation literatuwrseveral ways. First, ComReg consolidates
three separate but closely related streams oélitez and subsequently meets the need for intagrati

constructs within and across the research fieldslitlonally, ComReg is a multidimensional
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construct that provides two advantages: a) ComRagqes the opportunity to study self-regulation
as a holistic psychological phenomenon, and b) Gagdtfers a motivational mechanism that will
mediate the combined effects of high-involvemenhaggement and service climate on service
performance. Finally, group-level ComReg existthatsame level of analysis as high-involvement
management, service climate, and group servicepeaince — better capturing the group dynamics

that lead to service performance.

Theoretical Integration and Hypotheses

This study integrates the conceptual frameworksigti-involvement management, service
climate, and self-regulation to put forth an exsdnodel of the service profit chain (Hong et al.,
2013). The first link in the service profit chagthe creation of service climate through HR pcasti
and leadership. High-involvement management integridne traditional perspective of involvement-
based HR practices and the functional effects afi@giate managers. Through PIRK, high-
involvement managers provide support relevant teice performance. Each facet of the PIRK
model provides specific psychological and mategaburces that influence employee perceptions of
service climate.

High-involvement managers distribute power to tseipordinates (Vandenberg et al., 1999).
According to self-determination theory (Deci & Ryd®85), autonomy is a basic need that motivates
goal-directed behavior. Employees gain a sensatohamy when they are given the ability to make
job-related decisions without having to consulirtheanagers (Wallace et al., 2013). Having to
constantly seek out the manager to approve custmgaests creates an obstacle that can repress
service performance (Burke et al., 1992). Powdriligion leads to the perception of support that
impacts service for employees. Additionally, powgstribution removes obstacles that can prevent
employees from attending to their jobs.

Feedback is crucial for motivation and goal set{iBgndura, 1991; DeShon, Kozlowski,

Schmidt, Milner, & Wiechmann, 2004; Locke & Latha2®02). Feedback is also an important
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component of the information facet within PIRK (\éemberg et al., 1999). According to Burke and
colleagues (1992), feedback is relevant for eastedsion of service climate. Feedback serves two
purposes. First, it informs employees how well they performing in relation toexpectations.
Feedback also enhances employee perceptions ofyerdalasupport. From employees’ perspective,
managers who provide quality feedback want to lseentsucceed. Therefore, feedback creates a
perceived concern for employees. High-involvemeanhagers also inform employees of
organizational processes, business results, antligio The additional information provided by high-
involvement managers gives employees a better sdrleir roles within the organization — how
their jobs impact those around them.

Rewarding employees within the PIRK model requihesg rewards be timely, meaningful, and
tied to specific outcomes (Lawler, 1986; Wallacalet2013). In service organizations, high-
involvement managers reward employees for excedlentice performance. What differentiates these
rewards from other, more traditional rewards isrthture of the reward. Rewards that provide basic
benefits (e.g., bonus) are not ideal within thekiRodel. Instead, rewards must be meaningful to the
degree that they fulfill employee needs (Deci & Ry&985). The timeliness of rewards is important,
because rewards also serve to inform employeeshtbiatperformance met or exceeded expectations.
Essentially, timeliness establishes connectionsdxat performance and rewards. Thus, when they
are meaningful and fulfill employee needs, rewdrelp to establish perceived service for employees.

Finally, high-involvement managers acknowledge mimiote the acquisition of knowledge
(Vandenberg et al., 1999). Employees gain knowleddkeir jobs and organizations in several ways
(Bowen & Schneider, 2013; Denison, 1996). Withia tlontext of service climate, employees require
specific knowledge in order to perform their jolosl gorovide quality service (Burke et al., 1992).
Product knowledge and knowledge of the organizatispstem as a whole represent important
aspects that can become obstacles when employesnadequate understanding. Within
organizations, training is a primary source of kferlge for employees. Service employees

commonly interact directly with customers. Traingmmployees through simulation and role-playing
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allows them to practice customer interactions. Exygés learn strategies for interacting with
customers — building their confidence and undedstgnof what is expected when interacting with
customers. When employees are provided with oppitigs to learn, they feel supported by the
organization. Additionally, training employees reds obstacles related to knowledge deficits.
Employees are better prepared to provide qualiyicefor customers.

The multiple-stakeholder perspective (Burke etl#192) provides a foundation for the holistic
view of service climate. Only when both aspectsasice climate exist will employees perceive the
support of the organization and realize servicéoperance standards. Focusing on internal service
climate at the cost of customer service will negdyi impact service quality, while shifting the tec
solely to customer service will detrimentally impamployee morale and perceived support (Borucki
& Burke, 1999; Burke et al., 1992). Therefore, thest practice” for managers is to establish work
environments that explicitly support both emplogeé customer service.

While general and service-oriented HR practicegapto predict the formation of a customer-
focused service climate (Hong et al., 2013; Salareial., 2005), more proximal predictors of
employee service performance such as leadershipupmbrt proceed through the employee-focused
component of service climate (Chuang & Liao, 2(H0ng et al., 2013). Indeed, Chuang and Liao
proposed that poor leadership likely underminesteation of a dual-focused service climate intligh
of involvement-based HR practices. High-involvemmaiagers provide the psychological and
material resources that positively drive perforneficawler, 1986; Vandenberg et al., 1999; Wallace
et al., 2013). High-involvement managers offeresalsupport for employees, while also providing
clear expectations for service quality. Furthermbigh-involvement managers appropriately balance
the internal and external aspects of service cérbgtpromoting the PIRK model. High-involvement
managers delegate power to employees, giving thdrareed flexibility to act autonomously when
making decisions and executing daily work taskghHinvolvement managers provide pertinent
information and offer opportunities to develop jaated skills and knowledge, which increase

competence and perceived support for employee ssicEmally, meaningful and timely rewards
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reiterate performance standards and further metigatployees to provide excellent customer
service. Collectively, the PIRK factors drive theeation of a multiple-stakeholder service climage b
supporting employee needs that drive service padace, by clearly setting performance standards,
and by removing obstacles that deter service padoce.

I hypothesize that high-involvement managementtppedy relates to employee perceptions of
service for employees and service for customers.iiitreased focus on employee needs captures
each dimension of service for employees proposdsiunke and colleagues (1992). Likewise, high-
involvement managers clearly articulate performastaadards and create an obstacle-free
environment, thus promoting service for customers.

Hypothesis 1a: High-involvement management positively relates to service for employees.

Hypothesis 1b: High-involvement management positively relates to service for customers.

Results from the service climate literature hightithe positive effects of service climate on
service quality and customer attitudes (Borucki &le, 1999; Chuang & Liao, 2010; Deitz et al.,
2004; Liao & Chuang, 2004). Yet the relationshipsdme nuanced when different criteria are
studied (Hong et al., 2013). The logic underlyihg tmultiple-stakeholder framework offers some
insight into why researchers might find mixed ré&suFor example, the multiple stakeholder service
climate promotes two distinct value-based concéptme is stronger than the other (e.g., strong
service for customers, weak service for employdahsy, become competing values.

Competing values are common in the workplace anghoonly have deleterious effects for
performance and other employee outcomes, yet thigphatstakeholder approach to service climate
advises that internal and external foci can workdrmony. The competing values framework (CVF:
c.f. Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1981, 1983) incorporateseahsets of competing values (focus, structure,
organizational means and ends) into four effecégsrguadrants (human relations, open system,
rational goal, internal process). The crux of th&=Gs that means and ends within one quadrant are
expected to compete with the means and ends iottiee three quadrants. However, Quinn and

Rohrbaugh (1981) propose that value competitionbeamitigated by a balanced approach. The
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multiple-stakeholder perspective champions meadsads from two of the four quadrants. Service
for employees closely aligns with the human refatimodel emphasizing human resources, while
service for customers aligns most with the ratiayea! model emphasizing productivity and
performance. However, Burke and colleagues (198d)that when both dimensions of service
climate exist, they do not conflict with each othestead, only when there is an imbalance do
performance and employee attitudes begin to suffds closely aligns with the work from CVF
suggesting that effectiveness is reached whenambalexists between quadrants (Patterson, West,
Shackleton, Dawson, Lawthorn, Maitlis, RobinsorW&llace, 2005; Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1981,
1983).

In order to prevent competing values, managers gstablish and maintain employee
perceptions of service to both customers and emapkyManagers provide the resources employees
seek to perform their jobs. When managers provigeart related to the performance of their jobs
(e.g., training, feedback, autonomy), employeepegpared and willing to provide quality customer
service — they are not simply mandated to do sa.darvice-based organization, service for customer
service is likely to be engrained in the culturghef organization as the primary value. Applicants
are likely selected on factors related to servisdgsmance such as service experience, service
orientation, extraversion, and emotional stabf{lifpng et al., 2013). The socialization of new
employees includes the reiteration of the impomrtasfoquality service. Finally, in service-oriented
organizations such as those studied in the cupreject, metrics of service quality (i.e., patient
satisfaction) are the largest facets of employeduation.

Focusing solely on the customer may lead to imnted&turns, but over time the negative
attitudes and stress that evolve from not feelgsupport of management will erode service
performance. If service for customers is not badanwith service for employees, competing values
become salient to employees. In service organizati®ervice for customers is more likely to be the
primary focus at the cost of service for employ&amployees attend to this discrepancy, leading

them to focus less on providing quality service amate on monitoring and regulating cognitive and
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emotional reactions — and potentially behaviorseBsally, instead of devoting valuable resources t
task performance, employees engage in self-regulédirgeted at the discrepancy, not their jobs. The
extant research has not incorporated self-requlasoa mediator of service climate and service
performance. | propose that self-regulation prasvidenechanism by which to explain how the
multiple-stakeholder service climate leads to seryerformance.

When employees operate on a day-to-day basis attecfaced with countless demands.
According to resource-based theories of self-ramriapeople progress through the day expending
their psychological resources. Across differenkgaend situations, individuals self-regulate by
recognizing and attempting to control cognitiomap&ons, and behaviors (Lord et al., 2010). As
employees attempt to self-regulate, characterisfitise environment provide primary information
for expected goals and progress toward those geatsnstance, in customer-facing jobs, the
environment likely limits the display of certain etions and behaviors. When interacting with unruly
customers, employees will expend large amountesufurces to monitor and regulate their emotions
and behaviors to fit the goal — to make sure emetguch as anger and resentment are not expressed.

Additional factors in the organizational environrhariluence the demands placed upon self-
regulatory resources. When employees experiendéatimy information in the environment,
demands on self-regulatory systems increase. &glflation acts as a discrepancy-reducing
mechanism (Lord et al., 2010). Therefore, contitéatis or inconsistencies in the organizational
environment educe dissonant effects, thus resutimgsource consumption. When both components
of service climate exist, employees are less likelperceive conflict. Prior research suggests that
service quality and employee morale are highestvitieh components of service climate exist.
However, when only one of the components of serdliceate exists, either service quality, employee
morale, or both will decrease (Burke et al., 1992xrren (2006) demonstrated the deleterious effects
of an imbalanced service climate. Within a sampleachers, Warren found that when both facets of
service climate are present, participants rep@atgr job-related positive affect and less jobtegla

negative affect. When there is an imbalance, tegoberelated affect is negatively impacted.

31



Warren’s dissertation represents one of few stutiastest the combined effects of the multiple-
stakeholder climate. However, Warren does not tekpecific mechanisms that might drive the
observed effects.

Because employees possess a limited pool of resothat are required for the regulation of
cognitions, emotions, and behaviors, self-regutetaslure occurs most frequently when resources
are depleted and are not replenished (Baumeistdr, 4998; Hobfoll, 1989; Muraven & Baumeister,
2000). In the event that service for employeessamdice for customers do not co-exist, employees
devote resources to rectifying the conflict instehdevoting those resources to job performance.
Employees focus on the missing aspect of servioeate. Consequently, when employees perceive
both components of service climate to exist, threyadle to devote resources to the regulation of
thoughts, feelings, and behaviors so that theyrdiee with performance goals. The balance
between service for customers and service for eyeploprovides the greatest opportunity to hone
the ability to self-regulate and direct it to prdivig quality service to customers.

In order to test these assumptions, ComReg sesvasanstruct of composite self-regulation.
Wallace (in progress) defines ComReg as a dual-ooet process (i.e., monitoring, regulating) of
self-regulation across cognition, emotion, and biltaBecause it is a construct of self-regulation,
the ability to engage ComReg is contingent uporailalability of psychological resources
(Baumester et al., 1998; Hobfoll, 2001). The ideanario is one in which ComReg is completely
devoted to providing excellent customer serviceplbyees who perceive a balance between the
support they receive from their managers and tppat for customer needs apply ComReg to
performance goals. A balanced service climate niyti@moves physical and systemic obstacles, it
also removes psychological obstacles that consesmirces by subverting performance as the
reference goal for ComReg. | hypothesize that éaaft of the multiple-stakeholder service climate
positively relates to ComReg.

Hypothesis 2a: Service for employees positively relates to ComReg.

Hypothesis 2b: Service for customers positively relates to ComReg.
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Self-regulation is the volitional appraisal and atd#éion of cognitions, emotions, and behavior.
Individuals self-regulate in order to maximize tikelihood for goal achievement (Bandura, 1991).
The extant research demonstrates a clear relatpphstween self-regulatory processes and facets of
performance. Self-regulation most commonly app#atise organizational literature as a mediator
(Keith & Frese, 2005; Porath & Bateman, 2006; R&99) used to explain the effect of distal
predictors (e.g., personality, leadership) on foéperformance (e.g., safety performance, task
performance). Self-regulation is an integral pathe human experience. Bandura (1991) calls it the
primary mechanism of internal adaptation to extiestimuli and conditions.

Wallace (in progress) contends that people moanorregulate cognitions so that their thoughts
are in line with goals. Also, people monitor anguiate emotions so that raw reactions are detected
and modified and can become useful for achieviraj goccess. In addition to cognitions and
emotions, ComReg allows people to monitor theirdvédr as it relates to a particular situation (e.g.
interacting with patients) and regulate their bétvato successfully achieve the goal (e.g., patient
satisfaction with interaction). ComReg resultsamplete awareness of how thoughts, emotions, and
behaviors align with goal attainment. | propose @@mReg serves as a predictor of group-level
service performance. Specifically, ComReg will dilg influence service performance in a positive
manner. When self-regulation is devoted to serperormance, individuals appropriately appraise
internal states and adapt to external demands hvitéals to successful goal attainment (e.g.,
excellent customer service).

Hypothesis 3: ComReg positively relatesto group performance (i.e., task and service).

Hong and colleagues (2013) proposed that servicet# is the missing link within the service
profit chain. In their conceptual model, servicenelte mediates the effects of HR practices and
leadership on employee attitudes and performartogdthesize that high-involvement management
positively relates to the development of a multigiekeholder service climate (H1la, H1b). Because
high-involvement management leads directly to tieation of a multiple-stakeholder service climate

that drives employee self-regulation, high-invohearhmanagement will have an indirect effect on
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ComReg. This indirect effect is explained by thediagng role of service climate, such that the
positive relationship between high-involvement ngaraent and ComReg is explained by the
development of a balanced service climate. Thpmpose that service climate will mediate the
effect of high-involvement management on serviaégpmance.

Hypothesis 4: High-involvement management influences ComReg indirectly through service

for employees and service for customers.

According to the service profit chain, leadersimftuences the development of a service climate,
which then leads to increased performance (Homd,2013). | contend that there is another missing
link. Employee outcomes largely depend on how eyg#e process the organizational environment.
They evaluate the balance between customer-foarsdémployee-focused support (Borucki &
Burke, 1999; Burke et al., 1992). Resource-basedribs purport that the success/failure of self-
regulation depends upon a limited pool of resou(Basimeister & Newman, 1994; Hobfoll, 1989).
Self-regulation is a discrepancy reduction mechanés discrepancies become larger, more
resources will be consumed. In a service orgamizat multiple-stakeholder service climate removes
obstacles that distract employees and allows tloegievote all of their resources to providing
excellent customer service (Burke et al., 1992%eB8#ally, when service for employees is balanced
by service for customers, employees are able tasfoa performance. Employees dedicate resources
to service performance and not to the reductiom dicrepancy created by an imbalanced service
climate.

| propose that the service profit chain shouldudel ComReg as a second mediator that drives
the service climate/performance relationship. Eiygés monitor and regulate their cognitions,
emotions, and behaviors according to environmentas and self-determined goals. Thus, a
multiple-stakeholder service climate explicatesdkpectations of service performance and offers an
environment conducive to the appropriation of seffulatory resources to goal attainment (i.e.,

service performance). As in other self-regulatagstructs (e.qg., collective self-efficacy), | prgpo
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an additive model of group-level ComReg, which pbthesize to mediate the positive effect of

service climate on service performance.

Hypothesis 5: Service for employees and service for customers influence group service

performance indirectly through ComReg.

As suggested above, | propose an extended mode akrvice profit chain. | propose that high-
involvement managers establish a multiple-stakedradrvice climate, which allows employees to
appropriately engage ComReg in the direction ofisermperformance. See Figure 1 for the complete
serial mediated model.

Hypothesis 6: High-invol vement management leads to shared perceptions of service

for employees and service for customers, each of which positively influences

ComReg, which then positively influences performance.

Figure 1. Hypothesized Model

Service for Task

Hla Employees &2? Performance

1

High-Involvement

ComR H3
Management omreg

H1b Service for H2b Service

Customers Performance

H4: High-Involvement Management Service Climate> ComReg
H5: Service Climate> ComReg— Performance
H6: High-Involvement Management Service Climate~ ComReg— Performance
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

In order to test my hypothesized model, | firstr@dded the validation of a newly developed

scale of ComReg. Therefore, | conducted a two-phagly to accomplish the following goals:
1) validate the ComReg scale, and 2) test my pexpozodel. | collected data in two separate
stages following prior work on scale validation aedial mediated analyses. The Institutional

Review Board (IRB) at Oklahoma State Universityrappd both forms of data collection.

Phase One: Validation of the ComReg Scale
Measure Devel opment

Development of the ComReg scale was already uradeatvthe beginning of my study.
Following Hinkin (1998), | began my analysis of tiemReg scale at step four: confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA). Wallace (in progress) depelbthe scale by generating items (step one),
administering the survey (step two), and makintiahitem reductions (step three). Each of these
steps consists of several methods that Hinkin (L888cribes in detail. Some of these methods
include surveying content domain, a content anglygltermining the appropriate sample size,
and performing an exploratory factor analysis. Clatipg steps one through three resulted in a
19-item scale of ComReg.

The 19-item scale consisted of seven items foctumitive factor, seven items for the
emotional factor, and five items for the behavidaator. Again, ComReg was theorized as a

higher-order factor similar to constructs like CHdge et al., 1997) and PsyCap (Luthans et al.,
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2006). Thus, | followed the process described bipans, Avolio, Avey, and Norman (2007) in
which the authors created a new survey measunedetketo capture each of the four facets of
PsyCap.

The purpose of conducting a CFA is to determineifipdactor structure and demonstrate a
construct to be valid (Hinkin, 1998; MacKenzie, Bakbff, & Podsakoff, 2011). ComReg is a
multidimensional construct of self-regulation acrgsgnitive, emotional, and behavioral dimensions.
Similar to PsyCap, | expected these three firseofdctors to load onto ComReg as the higher-order
factor. In addition to conducting a CFA, | alsoessed the reliability of the scale. In phase one, m

ultimate goal was to further validate the ComReajesprior to testing my hypotheses in phase two.

Sample and Procedure

| collected data using Amazon Mechanical-Turk (MH). M-Turk is a paid service offered by
Amazon that allows researchers to post surveyseurdit participants. Researchers pay participants
through M-Turk, and the participants remain anonysd/-Turk allows researchers to specify
characteristics of their sample. The only spediiical made was that participants were above tlee ag
of 18 years, which was required by the IRB. | gaédticipants $1.00 for completing the survey, and
participants could only complete the survey onde final sample size was 257. Prior work has
suggested that 250 is an appropriate size to coradG€A for most measurement models (Hu &
Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2011). The mean age for pgréints was 33.53 years (sd = 12.1). The sample
was 37% female. The race/ethnicity of the sampiesisted of 7% African-American, 10.5%
Asian/Asian-American, 69.3% Caucasian/White, 6.6&pHnic/Latino, .4% Native American, 1.6%

other, and 4.7% no response.

Measures
In order to demonstrate convergent and discrintivalidity, one must compare the focal
construct to other related constructs using varioesics. | measured additional constructs that |

expected to be related to ComReg so that | couttbdstrate that ComReg was part of a larger
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nomological network and occupied an independeitenio that network. Thus, | included the
following constructs in the survey. | expected CagRo relate to each of these constructs, but |
particularly expected ComReg to be related to emnatégulation and regulatory focus, which are
both constructs of self-regulation.

ComReg. The ComReg scale consisted of 19 items that meddbe roles of monitoring and
regulation across cognitive, emotional, and behlraliomains (Wallace, in progress). Seven items
comprised the cognitive component. An example iefham aware when my thoughts align with a
goal.” Chronbach’s alpha for these seven items.@8@&sSeven items comprised the emotional
component. An example item is “| reappraise andifpady emotions to be in line with my goals.”
Chronbach’s alpha for the emotional subscale wasF®e items comprised the behavioral
component. An example item is “| am aware of myyblashguage when going after a goal.”
Chronbach’s alpha for the behavior subscale wasABBitems were scored along a five-point Likert-
type scale (1-never, 2-sometimes, 3-occaisionddbyften, 5-constantly). Chronbach’s alpha for the
full 19-item scale was .94.

Satisfaction. Satisfaction was measured using items from Speqtb®85) satisfaction survey.
The scale consisted of eight items. An example iget&verything else equal, my job is better than
most.” The items were scored along a five-poinkelikype scale (1-strongly disagree, 5-strongly
agree). Chronbach’s alpha for the scale was .85.

Positive and Negative Affect. Positive and negative affect were measured ubm@ANAS
developed by Watson, Clark, and Tellegen (1988¢ FANAS consists of 20 adjectives, and
participants rate the extent to which each itentidless them. Ten items relate to positive affect an
ten items relate to negative affect. Example woettging to positive affect include “excited” and
“enthusiastic.” An example of words relating to atige affect include “nervous” and “guilty.” All
items were scored along a five-point Likert-typaleq1-not at all, 2-a little, 3-moderately, 4-quét

bit, 5-extremely). The Cronbach’s alphas were @2bsitive affect and .93 for negative affect.
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Dark Triad. The dark triad (DT) was measured using the xygen scale developed by Jonason
and Webster (2010). The DT consists of three compbinaits: Machiavellianism, narcissism, and
psychopathy. Each trait is measured by a four-gabscale. An example item from the
Machiavellianism scale is “l tend to manipulateasthto get my way.” An example item for
narcissism is “l tend to want others to admire nde"example item for psychopathy is “I tend to
lack remorse.” All items were scored along a fiaAp Likert-type scale (1-strongly disagree, 5-
strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha for this scale \88.

Regulatory Focus. Regulatory focus was measured using the Regul&tmeus Questionnaire
(RFQ: Lockwood, Jordan, & Kunda, 2002). The RF@nsl8-item scale with nine items measuring
promotion focus and nine items measuring preverfbons. An example item of promotion focus
includes “I often think about how | will achievecaess,” and an example item of prevention focus
includes “I am more oriented toward preventing égsthan | am toward achieving gains.” All items
were scored along a nine-point Likert-type scaladflat all like me, 9-very true of me). The
Chronbach alphas were .90 for prevention focus.@hdor promotion focus.

Emotion Regulation. Emotion regulation was measured using the EmdRiegulation
Questionnaire (ERQ: Gross & John, 2003). The ERG3ists of two five-item scales measuring
emotion reappraisal and emotion suppression. Ampbaitem for reappraisal is “When | want to
feel a more positive emotion (such as joy or amasgnl change what I'm thinking about.” An
example item for suppression is “l control my emos by not expressing them.” All items were
scored along a seven-point Likert-type scale (drgjly disagree, 7-strongly agree). Chronbach’s

alpha was .90 for reappraisal and .70 for supprassi

Psychometric Analyses
Because my goal was to validate the scale as aureeaf a higher-order factor, | did not assess
each subscale against the other variables in nweguinstead, | evaluated the full scale for its

psychometric properties. Prior to conducting a CFdgsessed the internal consistency (i.e.,
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Chronbach’s alpha) for the 19-item ComReg scalaelusted descriptive statistics (e.g., means,
standard deviations), and determined bivariatestations among the variables. The reliability & th
ComReg scale was well above the generally accepteaf .7 for Chronbach’s alpha. Furthermore,
the internal consistency of the subscales was &aiglep | reported all means, standard deviations,
correlations, and reliabilities in Table 1.

| conducted a CFA to determine appropriate fastiarcture for the ComReg scale. Luthans,
Avolio, Avey, & Normal (2007) developed their scétetap each of the four facets comprising
PsyCap as a higher-order factor. | followed thecpss described by the authors by accomplishing the
following: 1) reliability of the ComReg measure,)itary factor structure, 3) convergent validity
with similar constructs, 4) discriminant validityittv dissimilar constructs, and 5) variance in
outcomes beyond similar constructs.

I conducted a CFA using maximum-likelihood estiimat which requires multivariate normality.
In the event that the data does not meet the nauildite normality assumption, it may be necessary to
perform transformations prior to conducting the QiRAne, 2011). | assessed the skewness and
kurtosis for each of the items. All items had valbelow three for skewness and below two for
kurtosis. Additionally, | evaluated the Shaprio-Wgitest and found that the result was not significa
Taken together, | determined that the data meassemption for multivariate normality.

I conducted the CFA by creating three first-orid@tors based on the theoretical dimensions of
ComReg: 1) cognitive, 2) emotional, and 3) behatidrthen fit each of the three first-order fastor
onto the higher-order latent factor for ComReg.sTinodel led to the following results:

X2(149) =622.40 p < .05), comparative fit index (CFI) = .84, rootamesquare error of approximation
(RMSEA) = .11, standard root mean square residdRMR) = .07. These results indicated relatively
poor fit within the model. Additionally, the starrd&Zed coefficients indicating factor loadings for
three of the variables were well below the generda-of-thumb of .7 (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
Therefore, | decided to re-specify the measuremmarel by dropping the three items with poor

factor loadings. | was able to justify this becaasly one item from each of the three first-order
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Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, Bivariate Coelations, and Reliabilities for Phase One

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. ComReg 341 .68 .94
2. Positive Affect 3.06 86 .50 .92
3. Negative Affect 1.53 71 -.05 -.02 .93
4. Dark Triad 2.32 71 -04 .02 B9 .87
5. Prevention Focus 5.28 164 .02 12 740 257 .90
6. Promotion Focus 6.55 133 48 39° -16 -08 -2 91
7. Emotion Reappraisal 5.00 1.08 743 32" -18° -05 -07 43 .90
8. Emotion Suppression 4.27 1.08 .04 -03 .16.31" 29" -07 13 .70
9. Satisfaction 3.60 69 35 3 .21 -04 -19 300 217 -o02
*

p<.05 *p<.01
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factors were dropped. Furthermore, dropping thieses did not alter the greater content of the scale
The items that remained sufficiently covered thetent domain intended for the scale. Upon re-
specifying the model, the new model produced thievidng results, indicating acceptable fit:

X2(101)= 347.27 H < .05), CFl = .90, RMSEA = .09, SRMR = .06. Altlghuthese findings are right at
the generally accepted cutoffs, it should be ndtatiHu and Bentler (1999) demonstrated that those
values may need to be adjusted to account for gmrelex models such as higher-order models. In
addition to the fit indices, all factor loadingsr&ebove .7. To provide a more robust assessment of
the model, | assessed the differences among camypatbdels (i.e., two-factor model, one-factor

model). Table 2 reports the findings from these gansons.

Table 2. Comparison of Hierarchical Measurement Modls for Phase One

Model Factor Y df AyY RMSEA CFlI SRMR
Baseline Model3 factors as indicators of ComReg 347.27 101 — .09 .90 .06
Model 2 2 factors as indicators of ComReg 476.58 3 1029.31 .12 .85 .07
Model 3 1 factor with 16 items 523.42 104 176.15 .13 .83 .07
*n<.01

| compared the correlations between ComReg andttier variables | measured in the survey to
demonstrate convergent and discriminant validitydifionally, | assessed the additional variance
explained by regressing ComReg onto satisfactiongalith other similar variables. Convergent
validity is demonstrated when the focal constrachown to relate to constructs within similar
content domains. | expected to see ComReg cornsigttgoromotion focus and the reappraisal facet
of emotion regulation. | expected this because ptam focus is a form of self-regulation in which
the end goal is achievement and growth (Higgin8,719Thus, people who are promotion-focused
actively identify opportunities and pursue goalsidion reappraisal involves assessing and acting
upon emotional states (Gross & John, 2003). Aduktily, affect is the prolonged experience of
emotion, also referred to as mood (Watson et 8881 Positive and negative affect share some
overlap in the emotion domain, and they shouldediman extent to the monitoring and regulation of

emotion. Thus, promotion focus, affect, and emoteappraisal should be related to ComReg.
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As expected ComReg was significantly correlategrtamotion focus, emotion reappraisal, and
positive affect. It was not significantly correldteith negative affect. ComReg was positively rstiat
to promotion focusr(= .50,p < .01). The positive correlation was expected bsegeople high in
ComReg are actively monitoring and adapting toeahigoals. These individuals are highly aware of
their surroundings; and they are aligning theiutids, emotions, and behaviors to achieve goals.
This focus on achievement mirrors what would besetgd from someone who is promotion focused.
ComReg was also positively correlated with emoteappraisalr(= .45,p < .01). Again, | expected
a positive correlation between ComReg and emotappraisal, because both constructs speak to
paying attention and being aware of emotional std&enotion reappraisal most closely aligns with
the emotional component of ComReg, but the ba$eegpllatory functions are quite similar as well.
Monitoring and changing emotion is inherent in toastruct. Finally, ComReg was positively
correlated with positive affect € .48;p < .01). | expected ComReg to be negatively reltded
negative affect, but | could not detect a significeffect. However, the positive relationship bedwe
ComReg and positive affect was expected. Posiffeetas related to the experience of positive
emotion and mood. ComReg relates to the tendenlog tavare of those emotions and alter them to
align with goals when needed. One reason that ivegaffect was not related to ComReg is that
negative emotions such as being anxious or scaeetitb the inhibition of goal attainment. Extreme
cases of the negative emotions may lead peoplegage in more of a prevention focus, which | did
not expect to relate to ComReg.

I included additional variables that | did not egpi® relate to ComReg to demonstrate
discriminant validity. Prevention focus, emotiosappression, and the DT were not expected to
relate to ComReg. First, the DT is a set of abépansonality traits that occupy a different comten
domain altogether (O'Boyle, Forsyth, Banks, & Mc@n2012; Jonason & Webster, 2010).
Secondly, prevention focus is a form of self-regalathat consists of avoiding loss and averting
failure (Higgins, 1997; Lockwood et al., 2002). (gety, on the other hand, speaks to active goal

pursuit unrelated to loss or failure. The spedificus on failure explicated by prevention focus led
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me to expect that there would not be a relationbbipveen the two constructs. Finally, emotion
suppression is similar to prevention focus in thegflects inhibition as opposed to exhibitiongufal
pursuit (Gross & John, 2003). ComReg does not addseppression as much as it addresses altering
emotions, thoughts, and behaviors. As seen in Thliey assertions were supported.

The final portion of phase one was to assess tti#i@ahl variance in job satisfaction accounted
for by ComReg. | expected ComReg to positivelyteeta job satisfaction, because employees who
are actively pursuing goals are likely to expereesaccess and intrinsic motivation. Active goal
pursuit is a powerful motivator in and of itselfs &xpected, ComReg was positively correlated to job
satisfaction( = .35,p < .05). Furthermore, ComReg explained a signitieanount of variance
above the other seven variables when regresseqaimsatisfactionf¢ = .21;AR? = .03,p < .01).

Taken together, the evidence presented above g8pherComReg scale as a sound and valid

measure.

Phase Two: Test of Hypothesized Model
Upon validating the 16-item ComReg scale. | moeetb phase two of my study in which |
tested Hypotheses 1-6. Below, | describe the saampleprocedure, measures, assessment of

aggregation, and analyses.

Sample and Procedure

| collected data for phase two from various sourtess allowed access to employees and
supervisors from three medium to large companies 60-300 employees per organizations) with
locations through the United States. Participargsewecruited through an email to participate in my
study. All employees received an email and hadcetiweeks to complete the survey. At the end of the
third week, supervisors received an email to talé#farent survey. In addition, | collected datangs
the snowball technique at a large southeasterretsity. Students were asked to recruit three
working adults and their direct supervisors to tdleesame set of surveys. Employee survey

responses were matched to ratings provided byupergisors. These surveys were administered
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concurrently. In both instances, employees andrsigmes completed separate surveys to minimize
the effects of same-source bias (Podsakoff, Maci€ehee, & Podsakoff, 2003).

Employees and supervisors were recruited via eéméile three companies that allowed me to
directly survey their employees. These organizatjgmovided email addresses for all organizational
members. Employees and supervisors received tderaift surveys. Both employees and
supervisors had the opportunity to complete theleyag survey. This survey contained items for the
following variables: high-involvement managemeetyvice climate, and ComReg. The supervisor
survey was only sent to supervisors and contaite@asi pertaining to task and service performance.
The two surveys were sent at least three weeks. iy second source of data for phase two came
from a snowball sample. The technique works byrtggtudents recruit a working adult who then
disseminates the employee survey to his/her cowsikad supervisor (Mayer, Aquino, Greenbaum,
& Kuenzi, 2012). Business students from a largelszastern university recruited a working adult,
who was then asked to give a packet containingttmy information to his/her supervisor. Each
packet had instructions for the employee surveythadupervisor survey. Supervisors were asked to
disseminate the information form for the employers/sy to at least three employees under their
direct supervision. In order to prevent potentiahpems with dishonesty or data corruption, |
required each participant to enter his/her namesamuique identifier.

The initial sample, prior to matching the data,sisted of 378 employees, which was an initial
response rate of 60%. The final matched samplestedsof 188 employees and 59 supervisors (i.e.,
groups). The final employee response rate was 3@%the supervisor response rate was 40%.
Because part of the data collection was conductedganizations, demographic data on supervisors
was limited. Thus, | report the demographic chamastics of the employees only. The mean age of
the sample was 33.8 years (sd = 12), and 48.9%eqgbdrticipants were female. Within the sample,
12.2% were African-American, 80.3% were Caucasidnt®y and 6.5% claimed other

race/ethnicities.
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After matching the data, there were 59 work groofitsvo or more employees. Prior group-level
research has suggested that group samples abavre 46fficient to model testing (Fauth, Hattrup,
Mueller, & Roberts, 2013; Morrison, Wheeler-SmighiKadmar, 2011). The average age of
employees in each work group was similar to themaage of the sample at 33.1 years (sd = 9.8),
ranging from 20.5 to 58 years. The average grazpwas 3.2 (sd = 1.8), ranging from two
employees to 14 employees. The mean tenure witbaimpany of group members was 5.4 years

(sd = 5.1) with a range of .5 to 26 years.

Measures

High-Involvement Management. Perceptions of high-involvement management wesessed
with a measure operationalizing the four dimensmirsigh-involvement work practices — “power,”
“information,” “rewards,” and “knowledge” (Riordiagt al., 2005). There were 14 items, and
participants rated each item on a five-point Likgpe scale (1-strongly disagree, 5-strongly agree)
Scores were obtained by computing the mean rafitigeol4 items. Example items are “My manager
provides updates regarding the status of the ithedishey have represented to upper-management”
and “My manager teaches employees how to evalbatedwn performance.” The scale scores
demonstrated strong internal consistency (95).

Service Climate. Service for customers was measured using theeBdmet al. (1998) service
climate scale. | also used the same scale to measurice to employees by changing the focus from
customer to employees. This was similar to the oeetised by Burke and colleagues (1992).
Participants responded to the same seven itenithrcustomer service and employee service. The
items were scored along a five-point Likert-typaleq1-poor, 5-excellent). Example items included
“How would you rate the overall quality of servige[your company] provide to: (1) customers,

(2) employees.” Internal consistencies (i.e., fioient alpha) for scores on the scale are givan f

each referent (Customers= .90; Employeesi = .89).
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ComReg. ComReg was measured using the 16-item measudatedi in phase one. The scale
was shown to adequately map the three first-orgeemnlsions of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral
self-regulation onto the higher-order factor of Qey. Example items from the scale included “I am
aware of my thoughts while striving for a goal” dih@dhange my behavior to accomplish ‘small-
victories’ when going for a goal.” All items wereaed along a five-point Likert-type scale (1-never
5-constantly). The scale demonstrated strong iat&wnsistencyo = .97).

Performance. Performance was measured with an eight-item s8algervisors rated their
employee’s performance along task performance {femrs) and service performance (four items).
The four task-performance items were adapted fragtbdlrne, Johnson, and Erez (1998); the four
service-performance items were from Liao and Chyaag4). All items were scored along a five-
point Likert-type scale (1-needs much improvemBrexcellent). The scales demonstrated good
internal consistency (task performanees .89; service performance:= .90).

Contrals. Prior group research has demonstrated the effégioup size and tenure on
performance outcomes (Cole, Carter, & Zhang, 28i&itman, Van Rooy, & Viswesvaran, 2010).
Therefore, | controlled for group size (excludihg supervisor). This was the sum of the number of

respondents for each work group. | also contrdibedhe average tenure of the group members.

Aggregation

Prior to conducting mediation tests on the daked to aggregate the individual-level data to the
group level. In order to justify data aggregatiariew assumptions must be satisfied. Bliese (2000)
stated that in order to justify aggregation, resears had to demonstrate within-group homogeneity,
between-group heterogeneity, and that the groupaaturally occurring. Within the data, | defined
groups as two or more employees working under guensupervisor. The bottom cutoff of two
employees has been used in prior group researcith(Eaal., 2013; Morrison et al., 2011). To assess

homogeneity and heterogeneity, | assessed agrestagistics such agg; (James, Demaree, &
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Wolf, 1993) and interclass correlations (BlieseQ@0 | calculated these statistics for each of the
study variables.

Group homogeneity, or within-group agreement, eadsulated using,gg (James et al., 1993).
Within-group agreement was high for high-involveteranagement (g; = .92, sd = .19), service
for customers (Jy;) = .88, sd = .20), service for employeggr = .90, sd = .18), ComReg
(rugg = -88, sd = .26), task performancgyfy= .83, sd = .26), and service performangg;(= .85,
sd = .24). Collectively, within-group agreement wassistently strong across the study variables.
Interclass correlations were used to determinentb@ningfulness of group membership (i.e., ICC(2))
and the reliability differences between groups,(I@C(2)). Across the variables, the values fer th
interclass correlations supported aggregation. Higblvement management had values of ICC(1) =
.33 and ICC(2) = .61, suggesting significant groapance Ess 1ssy= 2.53,p < .05). The two
components of service climate had values of ICE(D5 and ICC(2) = .51, suggesting significant
variance attributable to groups for service fortomeers Fss 155= 2.03,p < .05), and ICC(1) = .23
and ICC(2) = .48, suggesting significant variantgroup membership for service for employees
(Fs,188= 1.91,p < .05). ComReg had values of ICC(1) = .24 and B}G(.05, which were
significant Ess 185y = 2.53,p < .05). Finally, task performance had values @& (0 = .28 and
ICC(2) = .55 at a level of significancEg 1s5= 2.24,p < .05), and service performance had values of
ICC(1) = .26 and ICC(2) = .53, which was also digant (Fss1s5= 2.14,p < .05). Based on these

results, | determined that aggregation was justifie

Analysis Srategy

The nature of my model is one that requires t@fstsdered mediation. Hayes (2012) calls this a
serial multiple mediator model. In this type of model, multiple mediators areaelted in a causal
chain. Because of the nature of this model, sirtgses of indirect effects do not capture the direct
and indirect effects created by linking multiplediaors (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Hayes, Preacher, &

Myers, 2011; Preacher & Hayes, 2004). However etlaee several techniques that may be used to
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test a serial mediation mod&ach of these methods has advantages and disageankor instance,
structural equation modeling is most effective vaimple sizes above 250 (Kline, 2011). My sample
size is 59 groups, which makes structural equatiodeling an ineffective strategy. Structural path
analysis is more feasible when studying group-levedlels. A smaller burden is placed on sample
size, and specific paths can be drawn or writtesoftware packages such as SAS, AMOS, Mplus.
However, because of the nature of my data, | ctma@alyze the serial mediated effects with
PROCESS using SPSS. Hayes (2012, 2013) descril@€P&S as a macro that combines tests of
indirect effects, conditional indirect effects, asttier various forms of mediation and moderation.
Hayes’ macro allows researchers to specify modétswp to four mediators that are hypothesized to
be linked in a particular order. PROCESS is a tioal can be used with several software packages
(e.g., SPSS, SAS). PROCESS allowed me to simultestetest all indirect and direct effects in the

model and provide bias-corrected confidence intergarived via bootstrapping.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

Table 3 shows the means, standard deviations,idigarorrelations, and reliabilities. According
to the correlations, Hypotheses 1 and 2 were stggarigh-involvement management was
positively related to service for employees(.62,p < .01) and service for customers<.56,

p < .01). These results were further supported bydtrect effects of high-involvement
management on service for employdes (62,p < .01) and service for customefs< .56,

p < .01).ComReg was positively correlated with service fmptoyeesi(=.49,p <.01) and
service for customers € .41,p < .01). Interestingly, the direct effect betweam®Reg and
service for employees was significapt .44,p < .05), but the effect between ComReg and
service for customer was not significapt5.09,p > .05). Hypothesis 3 was not supported. In

fact, none of the predictor variables were fountdecsignificantly related to either performance

outcome.
Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, Bivariate Coglations, and
Reliabilities for Phase Two
Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Group Size 3.19 1.84 —
2. Group Tenure 544 514 11—

3. High-Involvement Management 395 50 -15 -09 .95
4. Service Climate for Employees 393 .50 -.16 -.092 .6 .89
5. Service Climate for Customers 3.98 .48 -14 .09 75677 .90

6. ComReg 385 .56 -01 -.04 29 49" 41" .97
7. Task Performance 411 b5 -21 .10 .01 .03 .10 (B0
8. Service Performance 413 59 -02 .11 .07 .06 .1313 .80° .90

N = 59. Reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s Alphale reported along the diagonal. All correlatiomse
calculated at the group level.
*p<.05, *p<.01
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Although | did not find a significant effect betare ComReg and performance, | went ahead with
my analysis of mediation. | performed two setsrudlgses using the PROCESS macro. The first set
of analyses assessed the entire model one outdaatéree. Each set of analyses tested direct affect
between each variable in the model. This was reatljcas | did not predict a direct effect betwden t
two service climate constructs. Additionally, dodhis issue, the analysis included indirect effect
that | did not hypothesize. To rectify this, | uRHOCESS to test the indirect effects between high-
involvement management and ComReg, then the iricffects between each facet of service
climate and performance. | finally compared thassilts to the initial set of findings from the eati
model. | ran supplemental analyses using strucpathl analysis also as a comparison. Across all of
the techniques, | could not find an effect betwaey of the predictors and the performance
outcomes.

The direct effects found from the analyses areotieghin Figure 2. Table 4 provides the tests of
indirect effects, which include the bias-correatedfidence intervals. As shown in Figure 2, the
direct effects between high-involvement manageraadteach of the service climate facets were
significant and in the hypothesized direction. 8sr¥or employees was positively related to
ComReg, but not service for customers. Furthermamas only able to partially detect the indirect
effect predicted in Hypothesis 4. | found a sigrafit effect for the HIM-> SE— CR path (.29,

p < .05). | did not find support for any of the atledirect effects.

Figure 2. Model with Standardized Path Coefficients

Service for Task
.62 Employees [\ .44 .07/"| Performancs
High-Involvemen ComReg
Management
56" Service for 4 13 Service
Customers Performancd

51



[4]

Table 4. Path Coefficients and Indirect Effects foMediation Models

Path Coefficients Indirect Effects
to Service to Service to to Task to Service Bias-Corrected

for Employees for Customers ComReg Performance Performance Estimate SE 95% ClI
High-Involvement Management 62 56" -.03 -.06 .04
Service for Employees — — A4 -.09 -.13
Service for Customers — — .09 .13 14
ComReg — — — .07 .13
HIM—>SE—CR 29 16 [.03, .69]
HIM—-SC—CR .07 .14 [-.21, .33]
SE->CR-TP .04 .08 [-.12, .20]
SE-CR—-SP .08 .09 [-.38, .37]
SC-CR-TP .02 .06 [-.09, .17]
SC—-CR—-SP .05 .06 [-.06, .19]
HIM —-SE-CR—-TP .02 .05 [-.05, .16]
HIM —-SE-CR—-SP .04 .05 [-.02, .20]
HIM—-SC—-CR-TP .00 .01 [-.00, .04]
HIM —-SC—-CR—-SP .00 .01 [-.01, .05]

N=59. Bootstrap N = 10,000. All coefficients atarglardized. Controls were mean group tenure arh geup size. HIM: High-Involvement Management; SE
Service for Employees; SC: Service for CustomeRs; ComReg; TP: Task Performance; SP: Service Rudioce
*p<.05, *p< .01




| performed supplemental analyses in structurtd paalysis and compared those results to my
initial findings. Overall, the same patterns emdrggased upon these findings, the front end of the
model appeared to work as expected. High-involverieaership positively led to both service for
customers and service for employees. However, the-H SE— CR path was the only significant
indirect effect, which signified that ComReg wasydoeing impacted by the employee-based
constructs. Service for customers was not a pradiftComReg. In sum, Hypotheses 1 and 2a were

supported. Hypothesis 4 was partially supporteghdttyeses 2b, 3, 5, and 6 were not supported.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The purpose of this dissertation was to addregg thrimary needs in the current literature:

a) investigate the service profit chain at the grimvel, b) integrate self-regulation into the
service profit chain in order to explain how emmey interpret environmental and social cues,
and c) build upon early work investigating a higbeder construct of self-regulation that bridges
a disjointed literature. Using prior service pratfitain research, the extant theory on self-
regulation, and a group-based analytical apprdabéveloped and tested a theory-grounded
model that extended the service profit chain.

Recently, researchers have shown a reinvigoratetkest in service climate and involvement-
based management, which are both critical comperadrihe service profit chain (Hong et al.,
2013). To date, however, researchers have not iideito fit the service profit chain at the
group level. Instead, prior literature has primafiicused on the firm-level effects of high-
involvement work practices and service climate {8et al., 2009; Liao & Chuang, 2004). We
know less about how the service profit chain ogsrat lower levels in the organization, although
involvement-based constructs and service climate hppeared independently in group-level
research. Thus, it is inherently beneficial to ctenment these lines of research by combining

high involvement, service climate, and the serpic#it chain as a whole at the group
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level. Doing so contributes to the organizatiorethdwvior literature by beginning to explicate the
process by which involvement and service climateraje within work groups.

Finding that the first half of the model workeddis credence to the appropriateness of studying
the core constructs within the service profit ch@img., high-involvement management, service
climate) at the group level. Also, both aggregastatistics and the effects among high-involvement
management and service climate supported a granghdenstruct of self-regulation and its place
within the service profit chain. A disadvantagestodying the service profit chain at the group leve
was that | was unable to account for cross-leviecés. In addition to the trend in management
research to study constructs at the group levetetls an equally strong push to tease the ingricat
relationships among firm-level, group-level, andiudual-level phenomena. Although | did not
originally hypothesize cross-level effects (i.be group-level effects of high-involvement
management/service climate on individual ComRegttbrmance), it is possible that this model is
better suited for multilevel analyses. Consequehitpnducted post hoc multilevel mediation
analyses by applying the methods described by B&ueacher, & Gill, 2006; Zhang, Zyphur, &
Preacher (2009). Based upon my initial findings thoks to be a promising avenue for future
research. There appear to be nuanced cross-ldgetsethat might capture the effects I initially
sought to uncover in my analyses (e.g., mediatifegteof ComReg). This multilevel approach would
contribute to the service profit chain literatuseveell as management research as a whole (Aguinis e
al., 2011; Liao & Chuang, 2004).

The service profit chain currently consists of higholvement management and service climate
(Hong et al., 2013), which hinges upon the nottwat employees engage in goal-directed action by
drawing cues from their managers and the workptsegronment (Bandura, 2012; Lord et al., 2010).
The revised model of the service profit chain thaoposed and tested built upon prior work to
explainhow employees interpret environmental and social cueat employees are actually doing
when they self-regulate, and the underlying praees$ monitoring and regulating their thoughts,

emotions, and behavior. Ultimately, | was unabldatect an indirect effect that implicated ComReg
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as driving the high-involvement management — paréorce and service climate — performance
relationships. In response to these non-findingsyiewed both the theory | used to justify my mode
and the methodology | employed to test the modgisduss this in more detail below.

Beyond the service profit chain, there is geneealrth of research explaining the complex
processes of recognizing and altering thoughtstiens and behavior so that they align with
specific work-related goals (Lord et al., 2010).I\ze (in progress) seeks to address this need with
ComReg. However, prior to testing my model in phas® | needed to justify the need and
nomological fit of ComReg as a higher-order corwttaf self-regulation. Because the self-regulation
literature is saturated with constructs that haaxetbped along parallel streams, ComReg addresses
the calls to consolidate similar constructs thatehalso appeared in other areas of management
research (e.g., Hershcovis, 2011).

Throughout the self-regulation literature, monmgrand regulating are the core mechanisms that
drive motivated action. In some models, such agiemoegulation, the focus is placed on
reappraising and suppressing emotions (Gross &, Rfli8). The focus shifts to recognizing desired
end states and creating a strategy to accomplaste tand states through promotion or prevention
(Higgins, 1997). To date, the foundation has ba&hfbr a higher-order theory of monitoring and
regulating across the cognitive, emotional, andilemnal domains, but no one has acted upon it
(Koole, 2009; Koole et al., 2011). ComReg is a tas that acts as a conceptual bridge within the
literature, which is its primary contribution tcetfield.

Early research by Wallace (in progress) shows CaBeorrelate with other self-regulation
constructs while also occupying a unique contemalo. In phase one of this project, | focused on
replicating and extending these findings. Furtheambsought to improve the existing ComReg scale
by conducting psychometric analyses. PsychomedndsCFA provided support for the proposed
three-factor structure of ComReg. Additionally, agsessment of convergent and discriminant
validity further supported ComReg’s place amongp#8elf-regulation constructs (e.g., regulatory

focus, emotion regulation). ComReg added to théaagbory power of other self-regulation
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constructs when predicting satisfaction. Findirrgsnfthe CFA provided evidence that the ComReg
scale was psychometrically sound and valid, whicther contributes to the literature by providing
future researchers with a source for the validitthe ComReg scale.

Below, | provide a deeper discussion of the thécakand practical implications of my findings.
The service profit chain yields clear benefits tagtitioners and managers looking to improve servic
performance within their firms. The research ondéevice profit chain has led to several
improvements and refinements of the mechanismgéehdly drive firm performance and employee
outcomes. As alluded to above, the addition of Ceg® the literature offers a theoretical bridge fo
the relatively unconnected constructs that comghseself-regulation literature. Practically,
managers and organizations may use ComReg in wacmntexts to improve performance outcomes
and organizational effectiveness. In addition ®dbntributions of this study, | discuss limitatoof
this project and how future research may use tlireg@tions to refine the theoretical model and

methods | used in order to advance the literature.

Theoretical and Practical Contributions

This study offers several contributions to thedfiahd practice, because the service profit chain is
both a theoretical and practice-driven model (Hasieal., 1997). The core components of the model
are theoretical constructs, but they also have eiglae to managers and organizational leadersr Pri
research has demonstrated this value in termsmfdiofits and customer-related outcomes (Hong et
al., 2013; Liao & Chuang, 2004; Liao et al., 20@)y.studying the service profit chain at the group
level, this research provides initial evidence thatchain is operational within work groups. Thisre
a rich literature dedicated to group dynamics tititbenefit, and be benefitted by, the research on
the service profit chain. Service employees doreitia¢ workforce, and most of the work today is
performed in work groups. Thus, the service prdiéin begins to explain one avenue for how
service-related organizational phenomena impaatgperformance. The findings from this study

suggest that the service profit chain is not omigrational at the group level of analysis, but that
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provides a powerful way of describimdnat motivates service employees amv those things
motivate service employees.

In phase two of this project, | tested the serpic#it chain at the group level with the newly
validated ComReg scale. As expected, high-involvemesanagement led to the development of both
facets of service climate: service for customes sarvice for employees. Burke and colleagues
(1992) established the importance of establishitgpmplete” service climate, which requires
management to create a balanced score card ofsvayuemphasizing service for employees in
addition to service for customers. This balancegmés competing values, which may motivate
employees to engage in dissonance-reducing steategitead of focusing on their jobs — a hindrance
to organizational effectiveness (Quinn & Rohrbauif}81, 1983). Essentially, competing values
leave employees wondering about what matters neoge, Quality or quantity, customers or me).
However, high levels of both service for custonserd service for employees appear to create a clear
understanding of what outcomes are expected andhiogs are to be done. Setting these clear
expectations and providing the corresponding suglmw employees to focus on their work instead
of remedying the imbalance of perceived concermsyéki & Burke, 1999; Burke et al., 1992). By
replicating these findings, | have added to thstaéxy knowledge of how high-involvement
management and service climate are intricatelyelindt the group level of analysis. The theoretical
contribution here is that it is possible to bridge micro/macro divide through multilevel theorigin
(Aguinis et al., 2011). The paths can also be smdsuch that micro constructs may be aggregated to
the group and business unit levels. Each levehafysis requires scholars to revisit theoretica an
methodological strategies, as demonstrated irptioject, but this is a clear path for future
management research.

This study contributes to the self-regulation dtere by adding to the early study of ComReg.
Although self-regulation appears in managemeniarebe we have a poor general understanding of
how cognition, emotion, and behavior coexist ardsamultaneously processed in the workplace.

ComReg addresses this need by providing the litexatith the first higher-order factor of self-
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regulation. Other constructs, such as emotion adigul and regulatory focus, fail to explicitly
address all domains of self-regulation. Furthermorany of the existing self-regulation constructs
treat behavior as a result of either cognitiverapgonal regulation instead of a coexisting regarat
system. Several definitions of self-regulation ifogle emotion, cognition, and behavior (c.f. Lotd e
al., 2010), but ComReg is the only construct tidlaresses all three domains simultaneously.
ComReg not only bridges a gap in knowledge, it ptewides relief to a field of study saturated with
similar constructs. This study provided evidena the proposed three-factor structure of ComReg
did capture goal-striving across each domain. Cayrdpgropriately fit well with existing self-
regulation constructs, but also demonstrated autditiexplanatory power beyond some of those
constructs.

This project contributed to the organizational hédliterature by integrating ComReg into a
model consisting of involvement-based managemeashsarvice climate. A construct such as
ComReg is poised to contribute to other areasgdruzational research as well (e.g., strategy,
entrepreneurship). For instance, it would be irgting to study ComReg among top management
team members in order to gather information on tiey strive to accomplish numerous complex
goals. Additionally, entrepreneurs must be abliele¢atify opportunities and strategize ways of
seizing those opportunities. ComReg may offer giagration for how executives and entrepreneurs
monitor and regulate their thoughts, emotions, lefthviors such that they successfully navigate
multiple goals and the overcome the obstacles himglentrepreneurial sight. In either case, ComReg
offers contributions beyond the scope of this stiittywever, this project laid the foundation for
future ComReg research in management.

Although findings that support my initial hypothes#fer contributions to future research, it is
also important to note the instances in which Irtbtifind results to support my hypotheses, namely
Hypotheses 3, 5, and 6. The lack of evidence ®sdthypotheses suggests that none of the predictor
variables directly or indirectly led to performarmgtcomes. This finding contradicts the prior

literature on both high-involvement managementserdice climate. Failing to find these results
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may be attributed to several factors. First, altftoprior literature has demonstrated the effectigsn
of smaller sample sizes at the group level (eauttiret al., 2013, Shin & Choi, 2010), there might
still be a power problem with my analyses. Powdighly dependent upon sample size and effect
size such that smaller effect sizes require lasgemple sizes. Without having prior knowledge of
what the population effect size should be withrédationship between ComReg and performance, it
is difficult to determine a minimum sample size.this point, that should be a concern moving
forward.

Secondly, there may be an issue with the measuyperédrmance. | performed supplemental
analyses to determine whether combining the twosomea was more effective, and a CFA suggested
that the data had better fit with the two-factousture. Furthermore, | performed log transformadio
to remedy potential issues related to skewneskandsis. Researchers commonly use log
transformations when the data suggests non-noristaibaitions or when there is a low base rate.
Even after transforming the outcomes, | was nat &dbfind an effect. One last issue that might have
impacted my results is the variability of perforroamatings. Essentially, it could be that therepdym
was not enough of a difference in performance gatio capture an effect due to distribution eroors
weak group-level differences in performance. | glted aggregation statistics prior to conducting
the analyses; but even with sufficient values fierinterclass correlations, meaningful group
differences could be smaller than expected. Notethemy non-findings have implications for
future research. First, the extant literature lasistently found that involvement-based constructs
and service climate influence employee and firmiggerance. However, few of those studies explore
group performance, which was one of the primaryjgjofthis project. A complex construct such as
ComReg may create a bandwidth problem such thattaic level of variance in the outcome is
required to detect a relationship. Group perforreamay create a problem if the variances are below
that threshold. In addition to performance, theeeather important employee and group outcomes

that should be considered by future research @gimitment, well-being, group dynamics).
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Other than methodological reasons, there may reebd some theoretical refinements. Although
the service profit chain has been supported by ptevature, there may be additional self-reguiato
constructs that are better suited as mediatorsitidddlly, ComReg is a higher-order construct. With
most multidimensional constructs, such as CSE ayE€&p, researchers commonly study the higher-
order factor and the first-order factors separatBhys may be an interesting way to build theoonir
the ground up to support the ComReg-performanedioakhip. Finally, and related to the last point,
there is a trade-off with higher-order factors. &als run the risk of increasing bandwidth at tbstc
of construct fidelity (Hogan & Roberts, 1996; Oe¥iswesvaran, 1996). In this instance, it is
important to understand exactly how large an etteethigher-order factor will create in order to
adjust the power of the study to capture smallierces related to lower fidelity. Again, it is not
uncommon for researchers to study the first-ordetofrs of a higher-order construct independently,
and this practice is particularly useful when tlyesuggests specific relationships between a first-
order factor and an outcome.

Beyond theoretical implications, good theory shdwdsie real-world implications. This model is
highly relevant to practitioners. In fact, both higvolvement and service climate have been
predominately studied in the field and at the fiewel. However, this research has shown to be quite
beneficial in building an understanding of how higholvement-based strategic HR initiatives
positively impact employee and firm-level outconiatts et al., 2009; Vandenburg et al., 1999).
Likewise, the verdict is relatively clear that seevclimate positively impacts firm performance
(Burke et al., 1992; Hong et al., 2013). Thus,ithpact of either of these constructs at lower Igvel
the organization is also important to study as fa@nformance in service organizations is largely
dependent upon the performance of its employees.

The self-regulation literature also benefits ptamtiers. Employees who more effectively self-
regulate are an important asset to organizatiomssd individuals are more likely to stay on task,
avoid motivational pitfalls, and work through comyplproblems in the workplace. By determining

employee strengths and weaknesses in terms afegglfation, employers and supervisors could
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select applicants who demonstrate higher leve@@onfiReg in various selection procedures (e.g.,
selection test, assessment center exercises) efuhe, understanding how supervisors themselves
self-regulate is important because they are the progimal influence on employee behavior in

organizations.

Limitations and Future Research

This study is not without limitations. In facthave already discussed some potential limitations
that should drive future research. Some of thesidiions are easier to overcome than others, but |
attempt to provide potential remedies for eactstFihe issue of power is one of the easier toesddr
Larger sample sizes are usually desired in managemesearch, especially when field research yields
smaller effect sizes for more complex relationshifsver is particularly important for researchers
studying complex models, such as the serial mediatiodel proposed in this project. Future
research should attend to this issue and coll¢atwiih larger sample sizes, which | plan to do
beyond this project.

Secondly, | made an effort to remove same-soua=etb best of my ability by collecting
supervisor-rated performance ratings instead oingeemployees self-report it. | did use the same
method (i.e., survey methodology), but | condu@ewartial correlation test suggested by Podsakoff
et al. (2003) to further assess the likelihood dzemon-method bias was driving the effects
observed on the front end of the model. | founeéwvidence that this was the case. Furthermore,
several authors have questioned the true effestsrdby common-method bias (Spector, 2006).

Serial mediation is a special case of a multipdeliator model (Hayes, 2012). Particularly when
using Hayes’ macro (i.e., PROCESS), it automatiaadisigns direct paths to each mediator in the
order that they are entered. There are two solsitiememedy this, each of which | attempted. First,
the macro allows researchers to enter mediatafgfarent orders. Thus, when | entered service for
customers or service for employees first, | fouadesponding results that collectively matched the

results | got from running the model in a struckyah analysis. Essentially, | had to alter theeor
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of the first mediator to get the correct resultewdver, there were no inconsistencies in the result
related to the indirect effects. PROCESS simply ehedl more of them. This is a lesson for future
researchers interested in studying similar modéysmodel needed to be specified because | had
multiple mediators occurring simultaneously, liksimple multiple mediated model (Preacher &
Hayes, 2004). However, PROCESS recognizes eaclatoeds ordered. One remedy would have
been combining the service climate constructsthmttwas not my intension in building my
hypothetical model. Other remedies, which | disedssarlier, include running the model as a true
structural path model, or increasing the sample ®izan adequate amount for structural equation
modeling. Additionally, my hypotheses implied adened (i.e., causal) chain. However, | collected
my data concurrently, which does not meet the buadeemporal precedence that must be met to
infer causality (Stone-Romero & Rosopa, 2008). Futesearch may attend to this problem by
collecting data longitudinally. Relatedly, groups dynamic settings, and this model is likely
dependent upon changes in the group that | couldewunt for in my analyses. This is a larger
problem in group research, and scholars must aoatio seek ways of remedying this issue.

There are likely moderators and additional medsatioat influence my model. Additionally, |
based my inclusion of group size and average gneaimber tenure as controls on current trends in
the group literature (Cole et al., 2013). Thereaat@itional factors that future researchers may
consider as control variables. For instance, tHaagulation literature speaks to various goal-
specific factors that influence how people set stngte for goals (Lord et al., 2010). Some of the
factors include goal complexity, goal-performantEdpancy, and goal interference (multiple
competing goals). Goal complexity might interferégwhe measurement of ComReg and
performance. Although these measurements were éndemtly measured, employees were allowed
to specify their own goals when answering the CogniRams. Managers were asked to rate task and
service performance; however, | did not specifyc#petasks, duties, or responsibilities. The effec
may have been stronger had | specified a speaft that both employees and supervisors were to

consider while completing the survey.
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Finally, | based my theoretical model on priorriteire and theory. However, no theoretical
model is ever perfect, and scholars must contipdadik for ways to tweak and improve the
underlying theory and constructs. This model iglifi@rent. | plan to continue working in this
research domain, because it is an area that wibfiteour general understanding of workplace

phenomena.

Conclusion

The service profit chain, self-regulation, and &ype performance are crucial outcomes for
modern service organizations. Continued researtieise areas, and research that attempts to bridge
these areas, are important for both theoreticalpaactical reasons. In this project, | built a ttyeo
based model and tested that model in the fielde@apon my findings, the relationships among
high-involvement management, service climate, anchReg opens the door for future research. |
hope my findings drive others to continue reseagtihese and other self-regulatory and service-

based organizational phenomena.
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APPENDICES

Survey ltems

Phase One

ComReg (* indicates items that were dropped for 16-item scale)

©CoNoOOr~®WDNE

| am aware of my body language when going afteigosl

| monitor my actions and behaviors in my mind’s eye

| recognize my behaviors are in sync with the d@ah pursuing

*| change my behavior to overcome potential obscl

| change my behavior to accomplish ‘small-victorigeen going for a goal
When going after a goal | recognize if | am ‘thimgithe goal’

| am aware of my thoughts while striving for a goal

| am aware when my thoughts align with my goal

| self-observe when going after a goal

10 *While striving for goals, | adapt my thinking t@bn sync with the goal
11.When striving for a goal, | change my strategiemximize gains

12.1 choose which thoughts | should exercise and wtholughts | should discard
13.*I know how | feel when going after a goal

14.1 recognize | am ‘amped up’ going after this goal

15.1 recognize my passion for my goal

16.1 reappraise and modify my emotions to be in lingwny goals

17.1 change my emotions to ensure they are in tunie thé goal

18.1 adapt my raw emotions into goal-targeted motoati

19.1 adapt my emotions during goal-striving by ‘educgtthe emotion’ to be in tune

with the goal

Satisfaction

abr e

| feel that training for employees is adequate.

My organization provides time off for training.

My coworkers make my day better.

| get along well with my coworkers.

My supervisor is quite competent in doing his/lodr |
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6. My supervisor is fair to me.
7. Everything else equal, my job is better than most.
8. My job is enjoyable.

PANAS

Interested
Distressed
Excited
Upset
Strong
Guilt
Scared
Hostile

. Enthusiastic
10.Proud
11.Irritable

12. Alert

13. Ashamed
14.Inspired
15.Nervous
16. Determined
17. Attentive
18. Jittery

19. Active

20. Afraid

©oNoO,r~®WDNE

Dark Triad

| tend to manipulate others to get my way

| have used deceit or lied to get my way

| have used flattery to get my way

| tend to exploit others towards my own end
| tend to lack remorse

| tend to be unconcerned with the morality of myats
| tend to be callous or insensitive

| tend to be cynical

. Itend to want others to admire me

10.1 tend to want others to pay attention to me
11.1tend to seek prestige or status

12.1tend to expect special favors from others

©CoNoOOr~®ODE

81



Regulatory Focus

In general, | am focused on preventing negativeiesviea my life.

| am anxious that | will fall short of my responisiliies and obligations.

| frequently imagine how | will achieve my hopesiaspirations.

| often think about the person | am afraid | migetome in the future.

| often think about the person | would ideally litcebe in the future.

| typically focus on the success | hope to achievibe future.

| often worry that I will fail to accomplish my gsa

| often think about how | will achieve success.

| often imagine myself experiencing bad things thear might happen to me.

10 | frequently think about how | can prevent failuresny life.

11.1 am more oriented toward preventing losses tham toward achieving gains.

12.My major goal in school right now is to achieve agademic ambitions.

13.My major goal in school right now is to avoid bednghan academic failure.

14.1 see myself as someone who is primarily strivimgeach my “ideal self"—to
fulfill my hopes, wishes, and aspirations.

15.1 see myself as someone who is primarily strivindpécome the self | “ought” to
be—to fulfill my duties, responsibilities, and ajditions.

16.In general, | am focused on achieving positive ourites in my life.

17.1 often imagine myself experiencing good thingg tHazope will happen to me.

18.Overall, I am more oriented toward achieving sustban preventing failure

©CoNoOr~®ODdDE

Emotion Regulation Questionnaire

1. When | want to feel more positive emotion (suclogsor amusement), | change
what I'm thinking about.

2. | keep my emotions to myself.

3. When | want to feel less negative emotion (sucbaasess or anger), | change
what I'm thinking about.

4. When | am feeling positive emotions, | am carefof to express them.

5. When I'm faced with a stressful situation, | makgseif think about it in a way
that helps me stay calm.

6. | control my emotions by not expressing them.

7. When | want to feel more positive emotion, | chatigeway I'm thinking about
the situation.

8. | control my emotions by changing the way | thirdoat the situation I'm in.

9. When | am feeling negative emotions, | make sutegmexpress them.

10.When | want to feel less negative emotion, | chathgewvay I'm thinking about
the situation.
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Phase Two:

High Invol vement Management

1.

2.

9.

My manager/supervisor encourages stakeholderd tgpaés above their past
performance accomplishments.

My manager/supervisor encourages stakeholdergtoamy record their
performance accomplishments.

My manager/supervisor provides updates regardiegtdtus of the ideas that
they have represented to upper-management.

My manager/supervisor encourages stakeholderstept contradicting opinions
during meetings

My manager/supervisor sets goals with stakeholdersig performance
evaluations.

My manager/supervisor encourages the free exchafngeas and opinions.

My manager/supervisor teaches stakeholders howaloae their own
performance.

My manager/supervisor promotes open discussiofl ifsaes that are raised at
department meetings.

When dealing with upper-management, my managen‘gispe relates what
he/she learned to my department.

10.When an employee questions organizational poligynranager/supervisor

relays his/her concerns to upper-management.

11. My manager/supervisor keeps track of individuaksktenlders’ performance in

order to facilitate personal goal setting.

12.When assigning projects, my manager/superviscestae expectations of upper-

management.

13.When conflicts arise within my department, my masré&pervisor acts as a

mediator.

14. My manager/supervisor encourages employee questiatepartment unit

meetings.

Service Climate

How would rate...a) employees, b) customers

1.

2.

3.

No

the job knowledge and skills of employees at [yoampany] to deliver superior
quality work and service to:

efforts to measure and track the quality of worll aarvice at [your company]
for:

the recognition and rewards employees receivehdelivery of superior work
and service for:

the overall quality of service at [your companypyded to:

the leadership shown by your immediate supervisproair company] in
supporting the service quality effort to:

the effectiveness of [your company] communicatitiares

the tools technology, and other resources providestakeholders at [your
company] to support the delivery of superior qyalbrk and service to:
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ComReg

©oNoGA~®ODNE

L
= O

| am aware of my body language when going afteigosi

| monitor my actions and behaviors in my mind’s eye

| recognize my behaviors are in sync with the d@ah pursuing

| change my behavior to accomplish ‘small-victorigeen going for a goal
When going after a goal | recognize if | am ‘thimgithe goal’

| am aware of my thoughts while striving for a goal

| am aware when my thoughts align with my goal

| self-observe when going after a goal

When striving for a goal, | change my strategiesiaximize gains

.1 choose which thoughts | should exercise and wtholights | should discard
.1 recognize | am ‘amped up’ going after this goal

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

| recognize my passion for my goal

| reappraise and modify my emotions to be in linthwiny goals

| change my emotions to ensure they are in tunie thig goal

| adapt my raw emotions into goal-targeted motosati

| adapt my emotions during goal-striving by ‘eduicgtthe emotion’ to be in tune
with the goal

Job Performance

PwpdPE

Quantity of work output

Quality of work output

Accuracy of work

Customer service provided (internally and exteall

Group Service

PwbdPE

Being friendly and helpful to customers/clients

Helping customers/clients when needed

Providing solutions to customer/client issues

Suggesting products customers/clients might likedoi not think of
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