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ABSTRACT 

This present research aims to analyze the concept of climate for service and the mediating and 

moderating processes through which it is associated with organizational citizenship behavior 

(OCB). It has been tested whether work engagement mediated the relationship between climate 

for service and OCB by using a sample of 593 employees from one large retail store. It was 

also examined whether the supervisor’s organizational embodiment (SOE) would moderate the 

link between climate for service and work engagement. Results confirmed both mediating and 

moderating effects in the research model, highlighting the relevance of such variables in a 

climate for service scenario. 

 

Keywords: climate for service, work engagement, organizational citizenship behavior, 

supervisor’s organizational embodiment. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

Many organizations are turning customer’s perceptions on quality of service into a 

priority in management operations in order to claim crucial competitive advantage (Berry, 

1995; Zeithaml & Bitner, 1996). The business approach of increasing significantly the quality 

of a service is also believed and supported by the marketing literature to directly lead to 

customer retention and consequently to higher profits (Deshpande, Farley, & Webster, 1993; 

Narver & Slater, 1990; Rust & Zahorik, 1993; Storbacka, Strandvik, & Gronroos, 1994). 

There are internal structures that aim to encourage customers to perceive a particular service 

as superior. However, to efficiently act on those processes there must exist a climate for 

service within the organization (Schneider, White, & Paul, 1998). Earlier research has found 

that favorable climate for service moderates the influence of employee’s commitment to the 

supervisor on organizational citizenship behavior, such that the influence of commitment to 

the supervisor is more positive when climate for service is high than when it is low 

(Walumbwa, Hartnell, & Oke, 2010). Organizational citizenship behavior or OCB is the 

“individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal 

reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the 

organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 4).  

Some authors have stated that the concept of employee’s performance, within the 

service organizational context, should be framed in a more complex manner considering on 

the one hand the active role of clients (Ryan & Ployhart, 2003) and on the other, the double 

role of selling and serving which workers are faced with (Batt & Doellgast, 2003). For that 

reasoning, many studies have been searching how to add up the notion of OCB, both general 

and specific to customer service, while being able to integrate with the concept of employee’s 

performance as well (Bettencourt, Gwineer, & Meuter, 2001; Castanheira & Chambel, 2010;  

Moliner, Martinez-Tur, Ramos, Peiró, & Cropanzano, 2008; Payne & Weber, 2006). It has 
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also been discussed that high values of climate for service positively influences employee 

instrumentality and promotes service quality behaviors as the valued currency within the 

organizational context (Schneider, 1990). Employees invest in better OCB levels in order to 

fulfill normative social expectations and to obtain positive appreciation for their work 

(Walumbwa, Hartnell, & Oke, 2010). However, this linkage has only been assumed, and work 

engagement was not explicitly considered in those studies. Work engagement is defined by 

‘‘… a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, 

and absorption’’ (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonza´lez-Roma´, & Bakker, 2002, p. 72). Employees 

who are engaged with the work they are performing have presented energetic behavior and 

enthusiasm about their job, immersed in their tasks and creating a sense of time flying (Macey 

& Schneider, 2008; May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004; Schaufeli & Bakker, in press). Modern 

organizations are now constantly seeking pro-activism and initiative from employees, which 

is a relevant case considering that work engagement is presented to make a real difference for 

employees regarding energy and dedication at the workplace (Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008). 

More studies are still needed to examine the role of work engagement on organizational 

citizenship behaviors, and we were unable to find research that has specifically investigated 

the indirect effect of climate for service through work engagement on OCBs.  

In addition, authors have analyzed the relationship between supervisors’ conducts and 

employees’ motivation and engagement at work, concluding that positive levels of work 

engagement are perceived in workers whose direct supervisors presented high relationship-

oriented behavior and also that supportive supervisor behaviors facilitate engagement (Kahn, 

1990; May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004; Saks, 2006). However, to our knowledge, the influences 

of the supervisor’s organizational embodiment on work engagement and climate for service is 

yet to be explored. Supervisor’s organizational embodiment (SOE), which analyses the 

extension of employee’s perception on the identity of their supervisor as a representation of 
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the organization itself, can function to increase the commitment to the organization and also 

the way employees believe and react to the organizational practices (Eisenberger, Karagonlar, 

Stinglhamber, Neves, Becker & Gonzalez-Morales, 2010). As a result, we want to explore 

whether and how the extent to which the employee sees the supervisor as a representative of 

the organization may change the expected influence of climate for service on work 

engagement. 

There still is the necessity to a better comprehension of the applications and 

interactions among the variables mentioned. This current research adds to the literature by 

testing a model which takes in consideration mediated and moderated influences of work 

engagement and SOE in the relationship between climate for service and employee’s OCB 

concerning loyalty and helping behavior (Figure 01). 

 

 

Figure 1 - Research Model 

 

2. LINK BETWEEN CLIMATE FOR SERVICE AND OCB 

 

When organizations design and cultivate a climate for service by expecting and 

rewarding quality within the performance of tasks, employees are more likely to deliver 

exemplary service to customers (Schneider, Ehrhart, Mayer, Saltz, & Niles-Jolly, 2005). The 

climate within this context is the employee’s collective perception of operations, processes, 

procedures, and behaviors that sustain a particular business system (Schneider, 1990). Still, 
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the term “climate” must serve as a climate to a specific area (e.g., service, support, 

innovation, safety; Schneider, Gunnarson, & Niles-Jolly, 1994). Climate for service relates 

then to the extent that employees believe they are acknowledged for delivering quality service 

and to the overall perception that high standards for customer service are a relevant 

component for business performance (Schneider, White, & Paul, 1998). 

 Employees perform constant workplace evaluation in order to analyze procedures and 

behaviors that are supported and appreciated by the organization’s management (Schneider et 

al., 1998). On that basis, workers may have a sense of an actual climate for service if their 

company presents measures and policies to reward high-quality service provided to customers 

(Ray, Barney, & Muhanna, 2004). Schneider and colleagues (1994) also suggested that 

employees set their priorities only after observing occurrences of what happens around them 

and coming up with conclusions regarding the organization’s concerns first. An example of 

how that process takes place is presented by authors Gabler, Rapp, Richey, & Adams (2016), 

who explained that organizations which have reward systems based on customer satisfaction 

levels might be perceived to have a climate for service. Accordingly, if the human resources 

department of the same companies also provided constant training focused on how to deliver 

better service, employees are also likely to identify a better climate for service in the 

workplace. 

There is argumentation in the literature that supports the notion of work performance 

being a result of the environment and resources provided by an organization, also known as 

the Contingency view (Weitz, 1981). Besides, the perceptions of the organizational 

procedures related to concerns over service quality may provide employees a sense of 

direction and orientation on where they should focus their work and competences, improving 

work performance along the way (Gabler et al., 2016). Such idea is supported by other 

authors who openly stated that a climate for service leads to better performance outcomes 
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(Mayer, Ehrhart, & Schneider, 2009; Schneider, Macey, Lee, & Young, 2009). There is also 

research that backs up the idea of employees delivering better performance in all job functions 

when there is a comprehension that there will be some reward for providing high-quality 

service to customers (Ahearne, Mathieu, & Rapp, 2005). Still, work performance within the 

service-oriented organizations’ context should be understood in a broader spectrum in order to 

include other relevant dimensions, such as organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). 

Despite the current existence of studies based on leadership and employee retention 

associated with OCB (e.g., Chen, Hui and Sego 1998; MacKenzie, Podsakoff and Ahearne 

1998; Takeuchi, Chen and Lepak, 2009; Walumbwa, 2010;  Paille´ and Grima 2011), there is 

no substantial amount of research on how a climate for service influences such practices that 

go above task performance and job requirements. The origin of the term OCB was created to 

disclose work behaviors not acknowledged by an organization’s reward system (Organ, 

1988). It is necessary to indicate and comprehend employee conducts that generally go 

unnoticed in many job performance assessments and that also enhances organizational 

effectiveness and functionality (Bienstock, DeMoranville, & Smith, 2003).  

In order to adopt extra-role behaviors that also occur within and without the work 

environment, this study dedicates awareness specifically on OCB concerning helping 

behavior and organizational loyalty. Helping behavior relates to the extension of employees 

voluntarily assisting co-workers and supervisors on extra-role tasks even though it is not 

required or expected from them; Organizational loyalty implies not only being loyal within 

the workspace among peers, but spontaneously promoting a positive image of the corporation 

to the general public, such as family members, neighbors, colleagues and friends (Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). 

Climate for service rests on a support foundation that requires quality social 

interactions during training, managerial practices and job performance assistance (Schneider 
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et al., 1998). The quality of such social interactions influences conducts of deliberately 

returning favors to those who have done them right in a certain way; that comes from a 

concept presented as the social exchange theory, which arguments a form of reciprocity until 

a balance of exchanges is reached (Blau, 1964). 

Therefore, this study proposes the following:  

H1a: Climate for service is positively associated with OCB – Loyalty. 

H1b: Climate for service is positively associated with OCB – Helping Behavior. 

 

3. THE MEDIATING ROLE OF WORK ENGAGEMENT 

 

Work engagement by its definition represents a work-related state of mind that is 

shaped by three dimensions: vigor, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli, Salanova, 

Gonza´lez–Roma´, & Bakker, 2002). Vigor relates to a physical condition which indicates the 

mental resilience, energy and eagerness to devote any effort while performing a task; 

Dedication is an emotional characteristic which involves the sense of significance, 

enthusiasm, pride and challenge with work-related activities; Absorption indicates a cognitive 

component which represents the attitude of becoming highly immersed into a task, 

experiencing time passing promptly (Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti, & Xanthopoulou, 2007). 

Climate for service has been associated in previous empirical studies with the 

employees’ perception of organizational and human resources processes regarding customer 

service quality, considering them as contextual factors and also to be the foundational issues 

on which climate for service should rely on (Schneider et al., 1998). The positive association 

between climate for service and work engagement studied previously goes back to Schneider 

and his colleagues (1998), who disclaimed that the foundational issues (e.g., HR actions, 

Managerial processes) are not a sufficient cause of climate for service, arguing that it should 

also be considered a broader background with subjective characteristics, such as 
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psychological predictors as well. On that basis, the way any climate is established also should 

depend on the feelings and motivational aspects of employees (Salanova, Agura, & Peiró, 

2005). It is expected that a climate for personnel’s well-being should also play an antecedent 

role for climate for service, meaning that when employees’ feelings are associated with vigor, 

involvement, and happiness at the workplace, they may perceive work characteristics as 

positive more often, including the climate for service itself (Schneider & Bowen, 1993; 

Schneider et al., 1998). To our knowledge, there has not been a specific analysis disclosing 

how a better climate for service could also enhance or positively affect levels of work 

engagement. However, on the basis of researches on the positive outcomes of work 

engagement on job satisfaction, low absenteeism, low turnover, high organizational 

performance and also on climate for service itself (Salanova, Llorens, Cifre, Martínez, & 

Schaufeli, 2003; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli, Martínez, et al., 2002; Schaufeli, 

Salanova, et al., 2002; Salanova, Agura, & Peiró, 2005), we expect that those conclusions on 

the role of work engagement may indicate a positive cycle, whereas a climate for service 

enhances work engagement and vice-versa. 

When it comes to research on the potential association between work engagement and 

organizational citizenship behaviors, it has been found results that indicate positive 

association on both in-role and extra-role performances (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 

2006). The reasoning behind those results is explained by the fact that employees who are 

engaged in their work have a sense of professional accomplishment which enables them to 

perform extra-role behaviors (Christian et al. 2011). The process of work engagement 

developing extra-role behaviors may be again related to the previously mentioned social 

exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and with the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) as well, 

which can be comprehended as the expectation of responding favorably to one another by 

returning favors with assistance and reciprocating with antipathy to mischiefs. There have 
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been argumentation and studies (Hannah & Iverson, 2004; Kinnie, Hutchinson, Purcell, 

Rayton, & Swart, 2005; Ostroff & Bowen, 2000; Takeuchi, Lepak, Wang, & Takeuchi K, 

2007; Whitener, 2001) over the fact that once one institution or its members develop the well-

being of a particular individual by the implementation of good organizational practices, this 

person starts having a sense of obligation to reciprocate with constructive conducts, such as 

affective commitment. 

Also, when organizations develop job resources, such as social support from 

colleagues and supervisors, learning opportunities, constant feedback and autonomy, 

employees tend to elevate their work engagement and OCB levels (Bakker & Demerouti, 

2008; Halbesleben, in press; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007).  

Therefore, in order to expand the comprehension of the interaction of those elements, 

this study proposes the following: 

H2a: Work engagement partially mediates the relation between climate for service 

and OCB – Loyalty. 

H2b: Work engagement partially mediates the relation between climate for service 

and OCB – Helping Behavior. 

 

4. THE MODERATING ROLE OF SOE 

 

Supervisor’s Organizational Embodiment (SOE) is defined as the employee’s 

perception of his supervisor as being a representation of the overall organization’s identity; 

This perception is also based on the subordinate’s series of interaction and his perceived 

shared characteristics of a chief or manager with a company (Eisenberger et al., 2010). 

According to the social identity theory (Brown, 2006), an employee cognitively 

evaluates interactions and relationships within the organization’s environment and also 

establishes the degree of identification with social units; Including the professional 
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relationship with a supervisor and doing so by the extension of SOE levels (Eisenberger et al., 

2010). In that sense, an employee may interpret simple actions and procedures, such as 

praises, encouragements, compliments, and the establishment of professional goals as coming 

from the professional entity itself (Eisenberger, Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, Sucharski, & 

Rhoades, 2002). 

When there is indeed a relevant sense of identity from a supervisor with an 

organization, it is more likely that an employee will demonstrate positive professional 

practices and behavioral outcomes (Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, & Rhoades, 

2001). Therefore, SOE’s awareness influences managers and supervisors to better 

comprehend how to sustain relationships with subordinates in order to have them display 

better attitudes concerning efforts and achievements on a task and benefiting the outcomes for 

the organization (Shore, Lynch, Tetrick, & Barksdale, 2006). Because SOE is a relatively 

recent term, it has not been found until the development of this study much information or a 

considerable amount of results on the role, outcomes and levels of interaction among other 

variables in the literature; indicating the need for further studies on this dimension. 

 An exception is a study by Eisenberger et al. (2010) that demonstrates SOE’s 

potential moderating role in the relationship between leader-member exchange (LMX) and 

affective organizational commitment. Authors discuss the results using the lenses of the 

associative theory of attitude formation (Worchel, Cooper, & Goethals, 1988; Zimbardo & 

Leippe, 1991). The purpose is to propose that when SOE levels are elevated and when a 

subordinate has a positive exchange relationship with the supervisor, “the favorable feelings 

conditioned to the supervisor might generalize strongly to the organization, resulting in a 

more positive mood at work and greater affective organizational commitment” (Eisenberger 

et al., 2010). 

Therefore, this present research suggests that the supervisor’s organizational 
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embodiment may also play a moderating role in strengthening the relationship between 

climate for service and employees’ engagement. Therefore, we propose the following: 

H3: Supervisor’s organizational embodiment moderates the relationship between 

climate for service and work engagement. 

Assuming SOE’s indicators moderate the relationship between climate for service and 

work engagement, it is likely that climate for service should also influence organizational 

citizenship behavior, both regarding loyalty and helping behavior, through an increase in 

work engagement, conditional on SOE levels. Based on that reasoning, we suppose the 

following: 

H4a: The indirect effect of climate for service to organizational citizenship behavior 

regarding loyalty through work engagement will be stronger when the supervisor’s 

organizational embodiment is high. 

H4b: The indirect effect of climate for service to organizational citizenship behavior 

regarding helping behavior through work engagement will be stronger when the supervisor’s 

organizational embodiment is high. 

5. METHOD 

 

5.1 SAMPLE AND PROCEDURE 

 

This study includes 593 workers of a large retail store (75 percent of response rate). 

The sample is composed of 75.6 percent of the female gender. Regarding the tenure, 62.3 

percent of the respondents have worked for the company for more than ten years; 20.5 percent 

for less than one year; 9.1 percent between three to five years followed by 8.1 percent 

between one to three years. When considered education levels, most employees finished high-

school (60.2 percent), and 12.0 percent held a college degree. The Human Resources 

Department from the retail store sent an email to all employees explaining research aims, the 

researchers’ affiliation and a link to the survey. It was given 15 days to complete the survey, 
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and it was made clear that workers’ participation was voluntary and all participants were 

assured that their responses would remain confidential. 

 

5.2 MEASURES 

 

5.2.1 Climate for Service 

 

The perception that quality of service is a priority factor was evaluated through 9 

items of the Schneider, White and Paul (1998) instrument (e.g., Our procedures facilitate the 

delivery of quality services; In my section, there is an effort to evaluate the quality of service 

provided). Responses on climate for service were documented on a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 "Strongly Disagree" to 5 "Strongly Agree". The Cronbach alpha value of the 

scale (.89) shows a high internal consistency. 

5.2.2 Supervisor’s Organizational Embodiment 

 

The supervisor organizational embodiment (SOE) assesses the extent to which 

employees perceive the supervisor’s leadership and practices as a representative of the 

company itself. It includes a set of 9 questions adapted from the Eisenberger, Karagonlar, 

Stinglhamber, Neves, Becker, Steiger-Mueller, & Gonzalez-Morales (2010) instrument (e.g. 

When my boss encourages me, I believe the company is encouraging me; My boss and the 

company have a lot in common; my boss represents the company). Responses on the 

supervisor's organizational embodiment were documented on a 5-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1 "Strongly Disagree" to 5 "Strongly Agree". The Cronbach alpha value of the scale 

(.93) shows a high internal consistency. 

5.2.3 Work Engagement 

 

This psychological state can be considered a positive, persistent, work-related 

cognitive-affective state characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption. The force 

translates into high levels of energy and mental resistance, desire and ability to invest effort at 
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work; the dedication is characterized by a sense of relevance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, 

and challenge to work; and the absorption, in which the person concentrates totally, loses the 

notion of time passing and gets carried away in his involvement with the work (Scahufeli et 

al., 2002). The engagement was evaluated through 9 items adapted from the Utrecht Work 

Engagement scale (Schaufeli, et al., 2002), which included 3 items related to vigor (e.g., In 

my work, I feel full of energy and vigor), 3 items with dedication (e.g., I feel enthusiastic 

about my work) and 3 items with absorption (e.g., I forget about non-business related 

concerns while I am working). Responses were documented on a scale 7-point scale (1 = 

never at 7 = Everyday), and higher values indicate higher levels of engagement. The 

Cronbach alpha value of the scale (.93) shows a high internal consistency. 

5.2.4 Organizational Citizenship Behavior – Loyalty 

 

This dimension includes worker behaviors that reflect loyalty to the company. Those 

behaviors were self-evaluated through 5 items adapted from the Bettencourt, Gwineer, and 

Meuter (2001) scale. (e.g., I tell "outsiders" that the company is a good place to work; I 

actively promote the company’s products and services). Items were answered on a 5-point 

Likert scale, (1 = Almost never, 5 = Almost always) and higher scores indicated more Loyalty 

OCB. The Cronbach alpha value of the scale (.87) shows adequate internal consistency. 

5.2.5 Organizational Citizenship Behavior – Helping Behavior 

 

This dimension includes employee’s behaviors that correspond to active participation 

in the improvement of the service provided to the client. Those behaviors were self-evaluated 

through 5 items adapted from the Bettencourt, Gwineer, and Meuter (2001) scale. (e.g., I 

contribute with ideas for sales campaigns and customer communication; I often present 

creative solutions to customer issues). The items were answered on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = 

Almost never, 5 = Almost always) and higher scores indicated more OCB’s Helping 

Behaviors. The Cronbach alpha value of the scale (.87) shows adequate internal consistency. 
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5.2.6 Control variables 

 

There is research that presents gender as a dimension related to the way people present 

feelings and attitudes related to work engagement (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007). In addition, 

tenure has been analyzed to be related to organizational outcomes regarding strategic change 

and employee perception on supervisors at the workplace (Brookman & Thistle, 2009; 

Bernstein, Buse, & Bilimoria, 2016). Therefore, gender and tenure were included as control 

variables. Accordingly, gender was codified as a dummy variable, coded 0 if the respondent 

was male and 1 if female. Tenure was answered as an ordinal variable coded as 1 - less than 

one year; 2 – one to three years; 3 – three to five years; 4 – five to ten years; 5 – more than ten 

years. 

 

5.3 STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

 

 In order to evaluate the hypotheses presented, it was applied a regression-based 

analysis adopting PROCESS operating system, which is a technological resource that 

estimates and performs examinations on conditional indirect effects of moderated mediation 

models as well as on interactions among scientific variables. (Hayes, 2012; Preacher, Rucker, 

& Hayes, 2007). 

More specifically, PROCESS is an SPSS software macro which supports the 

evaluation of indirect effects, by adopting a normal theory approach (e.g., the Sobel test) and 

a bootstrap method to compute confidence intervals (CI). The practice of bootstrapping has 

been recommended in the scientific research methods scenario by authors Mackinnon, 

Lockwood, and Williams (2004).   

 In the interest of avoiding power issues imported by asymmetric and more nonnormal 

sampling distributions of an indirect effect, the utilization of Bootstrapped confidence 

intervals prevents those complications from occurring. 
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Initially, it was examined a simple model 4 (Hypothesis 1ab and 2ab) in PROCESS 

adopting 10000 bootstrap samples, 95% bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intervals for all 

indirect effects. There has been suggested a multistep approach (Baron and Kenny, 1986), 

which has also been incorporated within this model. As a second procedure, it was integrated 

the proposed moderator variable into the model (Hypothesis 3), and it was empirically 

evaluated the overall moderated mediation hypothesis (Hypothesis 4a and 4b). 

Respectively, the procedures used to test Hypotheses 3 and 4 were integrated such that 

it was considered the possibility of a statistically significant indirect effect being contingent 

on the value of the proposed moderator. 

In pursuance of testing for these Hypotheses, we estimated Model 7 in PROCESS, 

which accounts for a conditional indirect effect of climate for service on organizational 

citizenship behavior – loyalty and helping behavior through work engagement with 5000 

bootstrap samples and 95% bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intervals for all indirect 

effects. 

According to Aiken and West’s (2001) propositions, predictor variables were mean-

centered, and the conditional indirect effect was analyzed at different values of the moderator 

variable: the mean, one standard deviation above, and one standard deviation below the mean. 

Control variables were also included in all analysis. 

 

 

 

 

6. RESULTS 

 

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations and the inter-correlations of the 

researched variables. 
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Table 1 - Descriptive statistics and study variable inter-correlations 

         

  Mean S.D. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

1. Gender (a) 
       

 
2. Tenure 

  
-0,03 

    

 
3. Climate for Service 3,65 0,64 0.09* -0.28*** 

   

 
4. Engagement 5,63 1,12 0.11** -0.18*** 0.51*** 

  

 
5. OCB Loyalty 3,89 0,71 0.11** -0.24*** 0.44*** 0.52*** 

 

 
6. OCB Helping 2,29 0,72 0,00 0,02 0.24*** 0.31*** 0.50***  
7. SOE 3,53 0,78 0.13** -0.24*** 0.62*** 0.50*** 0.49*** 0.27*** 

Note. N=593; OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behavior; SOE = Supervisor Organizational 

Embodiment  

(a) Dummy Variable coded  0 if  Male and 1 for Female  

*  ρ< .05; **  ρ< .01; ***  ρ< .001       
 

6.1 Test of Mediation 

 

Hypothesis 1 proposed that climate for service was associated with more OCB 

Loyalty (H1a) and OCB Helping Behavior (H1b), and Hypothesis 2 stated that this 

relationship was mediated by work engagement (H2a and H2b, respectively). Table 1 shows 

that climate for service was positively associated with OCB Loyalty and Helping (r=.44, 

ρ<.001 and r=.24, ρ<.001), thereby supporting H1a and H1b. Table 2 demonstrates that both 

climate for service and work engagement were positively associated with OCB Loyalty (B= 

.23, t=5.09, ρ<.001; and B= .25, t= 9.62, ρ<.001, respectively) and OCB Helping (B= .16, t= 

3.05, ρ<.001; and B= .17, t= 5.58, ρ<.001, respectively). Furthermore, we observed 

significant indirect effects of climate for service on OCBs Loyalty and Helping Behavior 

through work engagement (indirect effect =.21; 95% CI from .16 to .27 and indirect effect 

=.14; 95% CI from .09 to .20, respectively). Therefore, results supported hypotheses 2a and 

2b.
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Table 2 - Regression results for moderated mediation (Conditional Indirect Effects) 
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6.2 Test of Moderated Mediation 

 

Table 2 also presents the results for the moderator effect of supervisor organizational 

embodiment (H3), and the conditional indirect effects of climate for service on OCB Loyalty 

(H4a) and Helping Behavior (H4b). Results indicated that the cross-product term between 

climate for service and supervisor organizational embodiment on work engagement was 

significant (B=-.20, t= -3.45, ρ<.001). These interaction effects are represented in Figure 2. 

Results indicate that the highest levels of work engagement are found in individuals who 

report high climate for service. Although, the effect of climate for service on work 

engagement is always positive and significant, when supervisor organizational embodiment is 

low, a climate for service has a stronger effect on work engagement. Therefore, results 

supported H3. 

 

 

Figure 2 – Interaction Effects: Climate for Service x SOE x Work Engagement 

 

Although outcomes show that climate for service interacted with supervisor 

organizational embodiment to influence work engagement, they do not directly assess the 
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proposed moderated mediation. Accordingly, we examined the conditional indirect effect of 

climate for service on OCB (through work engagement) at three levels of supervisor 

organizational embodiment (Table 2): the mean (0.00), one-standard-deviation above the 

mean (1.20), and one-standard-deviation below the mean (-1.20). 

Results supported a conditional indirect effect of climate for service on predicting 

OCB via work engagement when workers reported supervisor organizational embodiment 

(Table 2). Results indicated that the conditional indirect effects (based on moderator values at 

mean and +1 standard-deviation) were positive and significantly different from zero. Thus 

Hypothesis 4a and 4b were supported, such that the indirect and positive effects of climate for 

service on OCB Loyalty and Helping Behavior (through work engagement) were stronger 

depending on levels of supervisor organizational embodiment. 

  

7. DISCUSSION 

 

7.1 Study Recap 

 

The purpose of this research was to elaborate and perform an analysis of mediated and 

conditional indirect effects through which climate for service relates to organizational 

citizenship behavior (OCB) concerning helping practices and employee’s loyalty. The 

complexity of the study is expanded to also include the mediation effect of work engagement 

and the supervisor’s organizational embodiment (SOE) as a significant moderator variable in 

the hypothesized mediated relationship. While not being able to detect any investigation with 

the same approach, this research represents a step further in the HRM literature by 

incorporating supervisor’s organizational embodiment as a valid instrument to increase work 

engagement on account of climate for service. 

Results indicate that climate for service is positively related to organizational 

citizenship behavior. As expected, within an organizational context, when there are 
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operational and managerial systems that support a better perception and practice of a climate 

for service, employees deliver better performance in all job functions (Ahearne, Mathieu, & 

Rapp, 2005). The results of this research, however, demonstrate that there is an extension of 

this outcome as organizational citizenship behaviors are also relevantly increased when a 

climate for service is perceived. Such implications support the idea that climate for service 

impacts how employees will be more participative in tasks that they are not required to work 

on, and how they may shape organization’s reputation outside the workplace by 

communicating good job experiences. 

Regarding the analysis of work engagement as a significant component that shapes the 

relationship between climate for service and OCB, it has also been found its positive indirect 

effect in the model. It has been anticipated that work engagement would perform a significant 

role in that association since it was previously proven to be related individually with both 

climate for service (Schneider & Bowen, 1993; Schneider et al., 1998) and organizational 

citizenship behavior (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006). However, the results in this study 

add up to the potential role of work engagement as supports the notion of it being a 

mechanism through which climate for service influences higher levels of organizational 

citizenship behavior. 

The implications of this finding supports the previously argumentation that 

organizations should design training and rewarding service quality systems (e.g., 

compensation benefits aligned with service performance; internal communication on relevant 

aspects of delivering high-quality service) in order to motivate employees to excel in job tasks 

and customer service procedures (Schneider, Ehrhart, Mayer, Saltz, & Niles-Jolly, 2005). 

When institutions develop and implement such managerial practices, employees will elevate 

work engagement levels while consequently increasing organizational citizenship behaviors, 

such as helping other workers in their tasks and making usage of a positive communication 
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over the work experiences to people outside of the organizational environment (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2008; Halbesleben, in press; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007).  

Indeed, designing a whole structure to better assist the awareness and relevancy of a 

climate for service requires managerial decisions that ought to be made by managers or 

supervisors, but also perceived by general employees. Therefore, the SOE was expected to 

have a moderating role between climate for service and work engagement as employees could 

interpret management decisions as coming from the company itself, rather than from a 

supervisor, using such sense of organizational belonging as triggers to their own behaviors 

and conducts within the workplace (Eisenberger, Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, Sucharski, & 

Rhoades, 2002). 

 Regarding the results of this moderated effect in this study’s research model, it has 

been supported the idea that when climate for service is low, a high level of supervisor’s 

organizational embodiment has a significant positive impact on work engagement. In contrast, 

if the climate for service is high, a greater level of SOE still positively influences the levels of 

work engagement; However, it would not impact as much as it did in the previously 

mentioned context. This finding indicates that enhancing SOE levels is consistently a 

favorable approach in climate for service scenarios, but in a low climate for service context, it 

is critical to develop SOE levels in order to enhance substantial work engagement. 

 Moreover, the supervisor’s organizational embodiment is built based on employees’ 

perceptions and it can be enhanced by developing favorable social exchange relationships 

between workers and managers, consequently converting into instrumental value of increased 

organizational involvement and organizational citizenship behaviors as well (e.g., helping 

coworkers and volunteering for new projects) (Eisenberger et al., 2010). The foundation of 

this principle and the obtained results support the accordance to the social exchange theory 

and the norm of reciprocity (Blau 1964; Gouldner, 1960), whereas employees who interpret 
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supervisor’s positive behaviors (e.g., attention, encouragement, praise) as coming from the 

company itself would feel obligated to return those conducts by increasing its organizational 

commitment (Eisenberger et al., 2010). 

 Overall a climate for service may be already perceived as competitive advantage 

component regarding enhancing customer service and raising revenue statistics (Deshpande et 

al., 1993; Narver & Slater, 1990; Rust & Zahorik, 1993; Storbacka et al.,1994). However, 

based on previous argumentation in the literature (Mayer et al., 2009; Schneider et al., 2009) 

and the results achieved with this research, a climate for service plays a significant role as a 

strategic element concerning human resources management as well. Therefore, organizations 

that fail to develop operational mechanisms to support such climate or lack procedures to 

track down how it relates to employee’s perception of supervisor’s organizational 

embodiment, organizational citizenship behaviors and on work engagement levels, may not 

be taking full advantage of its potentialities. 

 7.2 – Limitations and Future Studies 

 

 The outcomes of this research must also be comprehended by considering some 

limiting factors. First, the survey was made available to respondents through an online 

platform. By doing so, it was not possible to determine the conditions which the answers were 

given and if any external factors may have affected the responses’ authenticity. In order to try 

to diminish such issues, the respondent’s confidentiality was expressly guaranteed. Second, 

although achieving a response rate of 75%, it is not known the reasons why the remaining did 

not take the survey; thus there are variables and relevant elements (e.g., disengagement, 

strong dissatisfaction) that could potentially have left crucial data out of the analysis. Third, 

the cross-sectional design of the study does not permit the formulation of causal associations 

between research variables; Also the data on these variables were collected based on 

employees’ self-reported questionnaires, so there may be group influences over individual 
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opinions and different perceptions over specific issues if it was considered other social 

respondents (e.g., clients, suppliers, third-party employees). 

 While considering the analysis in this research, future studies should include a broader 

spectrum on how OCB under the influence of work engagement may play a role in areas such 

as customer satisfaction and talent retention, which were variables not considered in this 

present work. Retaining talented employees has become a key component for companies to be 

economically competitive (Hiltrop, 1999). Moreover, researches should also consider 

analyzing within the service industry the overall company’s reputation on the consumers’ 

point of view, by tracing down how it could be shaped by organizational citizenship behavior 

concerning employees loyalty. 

 7.3 – Implications for Practitioners 

 

 Based on the obtained results in this study, there can be mentioned some relevant 

implications to be considered by practitioners. It has been found that a climate for service 

perception scored on average 3.65 (in a scale of 1 to 5). Still, there is room to improve, 

especially considering the importance of employee’s awareness of the climate of service and 

how it affects the work engagement and organizational citizenship behaviors. An initial 

approach to improving the climate for service perception is to build stable managerial 

processes to validate appreciation to service quality, such as designing rewarding systems 

based on customer satisfaction levels and developing training sessions focused on methods to 

deliver extraordinary service while working (Gabler et al., 2016). 

Besides, making strategic and consistent usage of internal communication channels to 

expose those systems to employees may increase the perception of a climate for service as 

well. Those platforms may include newsletters, surveys, professional meetings with 

presentations, in-house television, face-to-face interactions, suggestions boxes, Intranet, 

videoconferences, corporate events, notice boards, reports, open forums and company blogs 
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(Argenti, 1998; Asif & Sargeant, 2000; Baumruk, Gorman, & Gorman R.E,  2006; Debussy, 

Ewing,& Pitt, 2003; Goodman & Truss, 2004; Hunt & Ebeling, 1983; Yates, 2006). 

The internal communication platforms should also be considered to develop a 

perception of supervisor’s organizational embodiment especially because results demonstrate 

the capacity of high SOE levels to enhance the strength of the association between climate for 

service and work engagement. Thus it is critical that the company’s imagery is perceived 

within the guidance provided by managers while working with their subordinates. 

One way to approach and create consistency with what is being communicated by a 

manager and what is the company’s real identity on it, would be to nurture social-exchange 

relationships positively (e.g., encouraging, praising, providing feedback) and backing it up 

with official communication platforms to showcase fundamental corporate changes and to 

also acknowledge relevant employee achievements. Consequently, as revealed by this 

research, work engagement may also be improved. In addition, it is critical to address that 

work engagement is considered to be a persistent and pervasive cognitive-affective state 

(Schaufeli et al., 2007), so even if a climate for service would be highly developed and 

appropriately communicated to workers, work engagement may still be weakened if managers 

do not put effort into developing SOE levels consistently. 

8. CONCLUSION 

 

The determination throughout this whole research was to create a framework which 

could approach pertinent issues found mostly in the human resources literature; Doing so by 

analyzing a possible association between climate for service and organizational citizenship 

behaviors and respectively including the mediating and moderating roles of work engagement 

and supervisor’s organizational embodiment in the study model. 

It was possible to conclude that indeed a climate for service influences employee’s 

behaviors when it comes to loyalty to the company within and without the workplace. It was 
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also proven to enhance OCB levels regarding helping behaviors, consisting of employees 

going out of their way to assist even though it was not asked nor expected from them.  

Nevertheless, this research adds up to the literature by also investigating the 

moderated mediated effects through which climate for service enhances organizational 

citizenship behaviors. It was emphasized the pertinence of the supervisor’s organizational 

embodiment, which relates to the employee’s perception of managerial decisions as 

representative of the organization itself. 

In that sense, any implemented changes regarding climate for service should not be 

interpreted as the supervisor’s decision as an individual, but rather the authentic 

representation of the company’s business vision for all workers. Consequently, while 

employees being able to perceive high levels of SOE within an organizational context, the 

study demonstrates its potential influence on work engagement as well, which has been 

proven to partially mediate the relationship between climate for service and OCB. 

Therefore, findings in this research highlight the relevance to invest in management 

and operational systems that aim to improve the climate for service in order to develop 

organizational citizenship behaviors of loyalty and helping practices. It has been proven that 

when this approach is combined with high levels of SOE, work engagement (which plays a 

mediating role in the relationship between climate for service and OCB) is also significantly 

increased. With this research and the pertinence of future studies considered, organizations 

should be able to see even more evidence of how impactful a climate for service may 

positively interfere with the elements presented in this research model. Such comprehension 

and implementation of change in management procedures may even be further analyzed to 

reflect on other relevant variables which may shape critical business outcomes. 
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