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Abstract
Years of research conducted into abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000) have provided a greater
understanding of how abusive supervision impacts workers including various negative outcomes as
well as employee coping mechanisms. One of the possible ways that an employee may respond to
abusive supervision is feigning their agreement with organizational values. The literature is
somewhat deficient, however, in examining the manifestation of these facades of conformity
(Hewlin, 2003). In this study, the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of
conformity was examined, as well as several moderators of this relationship. The results indicated
that abusive supervision was positively and significantly related to facades of conformity. The
relationship was also moderated by both perceived minority status and perceived coworker support
such that the relationship was stronger for individuals that endorsed more minority classifications
and had lower levels of perceived coworker support. Supplemental analyses were also conducted
to examine the creation of facades with different sources, specifically supervisors and coworkers.
Implications of these findings for both research and practice are discussed, as well as limitations
and future directions.

Keywords: Abusive supervision, facades of conformity, minority status, coworker support
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The modern work environment is becoming increasingly complex. Competition for funding
sources and retaining talent are becoming increasingly difficult (Jaskyte & Kisieliene, 2006). The
arena is also becoming increasingly diverse (Cox, Lobel & McLeod, 1991) and it is imperative that
we understand how the work environment and overall navigation of organizational life in general
impacts members as they engage in behaviors that may be counter to what they truly believe
internally. As it relates to employee behaviors, research indicates that employees engage in a
socialization process, observing cues related to what is acceptable and they adapt accordingly
(Hewlin, 2003).

The purpose of this research is to investigate the factors that cause employees to “wear a
mask”, engaging in facade creation by masking their true beliefs in the workplace to gain favor in
the presence of destructive leadership or a toxic work environment as illustrated through abusive
supervision. The research literature has highlighted many aspects of destructive leaders and
coping in the presence of this manifestation, such as ingratiation (Harvey, Stoner, Hochwarter, &
Kacmar, 2007). Other researchers have investigated direct contact, support seeking and avoidance
tactics (Yagil, Ben-Zur, & Tamir, 2011). In the presence of an abusive supervisor, employees make
attempts of self-preservation by minimizing risks, keeping their head low related to disagreement
and displeasure or even restore justice (Bies & Tripp, 1996). However, the research literature has
yet to investigate the aspect of employees engaging in facades of conformity (Hewlin, 2003),
enshrouding their thoughts, beliefs, and actions in the presence of abusive supervision.

Facade creation by employees in the workplace context is an emerging area in the
research literature. These facades, better known as “Facades of Conformity,” were first
investigated by (Hewlin, 2003) and the creation of facades of conformity is a phenomenon where

an employee suppresses their own values while simultaneously expressing values that they do not
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hold (Watton, Lichtenstein, & Aitken, 2019). This feigning of value congruence has been shown to
have a positive relationship with racial dissimilarity and moderated by charismatic leadership
(Hewlin, Dumas, & Burnett, 2017). Situationally, engaging in facades of conformity has been
shown to manifest in times of job insecurity (Hewlin, Kim, & Song, 2016), employee’s desire to
move up the social ladder (Phillips, Williams, & Kirkman, 2016), and in situations of value
incongruence (Doblhofer, Hauser, Kuonath, Haas, Agthe & Frey, 2019). The interaction between
leadership behavior and facades of conformity is an important endeavor to pursue as organizations
risk losing their competitive advantage in many ways. First, a loss of human capital and knowledge
capital is at stake. Employees may not endure an abusive supervisor especially when their respite
is to feign congruence, masking their true beliefs. Many employees in this situation may choose to
resort to seeking employment elsewhere where they can operate closer to their authentic beliefs.
Second, firms who have employees who choose to remain in a situation where engaging in facade
creation is their sole option risk the loss of creativity and innovation (Sharma & Sharma, 2014) as a
result of employees fearing divergent ideas from the norm, demonstrating congruence on the
outside, resulting in a visibly but erroneously harmonious environment.

The impact of leadership on employee attitudes and performance has been investigated
extensively, with researchers focusing on areas such as ethical leadership (Brown, Trevifio, &
Harrison, 2005) and authentic leadership (Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, & Peterson,
2008). Many researchers in the past 25 years have pivoted towards examining the darker side of
leadership (Conger, 1990; Hogan & Hogan, 2001; Resick, Whitman, Weingarden, & Hiller, 2009).
These examinations have uncovered many negative outcomes as a result of the leader’s
destructiveness including emotional exhaustion (Harvey et al., 2007) and even effects outside of

the work context, impacting the wellbeing of an employee’s family (Hoobler & Brass, 2006).
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Abusive supervision, investigated by Tepper (2000), is defined as an employee’s
perception of their supervisor engaging in a sustained display of hostile behaviors that manifest
both verbally and nonverbally. Unlike what the word “abuse” connotes, abusive supervision does
not involve physical abuse. Abusive supervision has been negatively linked to employees finding
meaning in their work (Rafferty & Restubog, 2011), helping behaviors (Xia, Zhang, & Li, 2019) and
positively related to follower's emotional exhaustion (Peltokorpi, 2019; Wu & Hu, 2009). These
negative aspects of abusive supervision may also lead to unforeseen negative outcomes, such as
interpersonal deviance (Mawritz, Mayer, Hoobler, Wayne, & Marinova, 2012). Considering the
negative outcomes that we have outlined as it relates to abusive supervision, negative outcomes
also manifest covertly. Abusive leadership has been shown to be detrimental as we also consider
the emotional labor that employees sustain as they cope, abusive supervision has been examined
in relation to emotional labor, linking positively to surface acting and negatively relating to deep
acting (Wu & Hu, 2013). While it is important that researchers continue to understand the impact of
supervisory abuse on employees, employee resistance behavior occurs primarily through coping
responses (Webster, Brough, & Daly, 2016). Still, deeper inquiries into employee responses and
the boundary conditions that surround coping processes is an area that is ripe for further inquiry

We seek to understand and expand upon the antecedents that facilitate the occurrence of
employees engaging in facade creation as well as investigate factors that lesson this manifestation.
As it relates to coping, the strategy to engage in facades has not been examined extensively. Liang
(2019) found through mediation that the tension that employees experience psychologically during
times of workplace bullying impacts an employee to engage in facade creation as well as
influencing conflict between their work and family lives. Despite the research that exists related to
surface acting and deep acting, regarding other coping behaviors, the literature makes the lack of

agreement on conceptualization, classification and measurement of coping apparent (Skinner,
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Edge, Altman, & Sherwood, 2003). Researchers have made attempts to create typologies and
devise structures to increase the understanding and classification of coping. For example, Yagil et
al. (2011) adapted Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) coping model related to abusive supervision in
the workplace, introducing avoiding or limiting contact, directly communicating with the supervisor,
ingratiating, reframing the situation and seeking support (Harvey et al., 2007; Lazarus & Folkman,
1984). These coping strategies do not include facade creation, furthermore, facade creation has
not been linked to abusive supervision. Given the potentially harmful impact of both facades of
conformity and abusive supervision, these two phenomena may have harmful effects in isolation,
yet it remains unclear as to how these variables manifest and interact together.
Research Questions

Our primary focus is to investigate how abusive supervision impacts facades of conformity.
Additionally, the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity may depend
on individual characteristics as well as aspects of the organizational environment. Regarding
individual characteristics, we expect that the employee's level of self-monitoring, perceived minority
status, and value congruence specifically between the employee and their supervisor may impact
how facades are created in response to abusive supervision. Personality has been examined in
relation to abusive supervision. Henle and Gross (2014), drawing on victim precipitation theory
found that emotional stability and conscientiousness negatively predicted employee’s instance to
self-report abusive. Wu and Hu (2013) found that openness moderated the relationship between
abusive supervision and emotional labor. Specifically, abusive supervision was found to be
positively related to surface acting and abusive supervision was found to be negatively related to
deep acting. Related to facades of conformity, the literature is not as robust as it relates to
personality characteristics. In a recent study, emotional stability was shown to lessen the impact of

emotional exhaustion on employees creating facades of conformity (Akbar, 2018). The employee’s
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perception of their own minority status is another facet that we plan to examine. The concept of
abusive supervision in the context of minority perceptions is important as many minority employees
face the manifestation of unconscious racial stereotypes and in-group favoritism (Nkomo & Al
Ariss, 2014). Gonzalez (2016) found that it was important to consider both fit and diversity as both
women and minority employees may be impacted by demographic representation even in the
presence of higher value congruence. Accordingly, value congruence also may play an
instrumental role as we investigate how abusive supervision and facades of conformity interact and
is the final individual factor we will investigate.

Environmentally, we also plan to investigate aspects of the organizational environment that
influence facade creation in the presence of an abusive supervisor, specifically diversity climate
and perceived organizational support. Facade creation is influenced by the external environment;
Hewlin (2009), for example, found facade creation to be related to non-participative environments
and collectivism. As it relates to the organizational culture, abusive supervisors have detrimental
effects on employees’ wellbeing; mitigating the prevalence of abusive supervision is imperative as
organizations look to cultivate and sustain positive and effective organizational cultures. Harris,
Harvey, Harris, and Cast (2013) found that employee directed abuse increased as a reaction to
their own abusive supervision. This manifested even when they were not the recipient of direct
abuse themselves. Many organizations may erroneously assume that their current work structures
facilitate the identification and eradication of abusive supervision in the workplace. Investigating the
overall organizational environment is important as this research may help organizations identify
employees who are experiencing supervisory abuse and further provide organizations with
resources on how to identify abuse between supervisors and their subordinates (Henle & Gross,
2014). This identification is important as employees’ distress may be further exacerbated by the

perception that their organization is not supporting them related to the abusive behavior to which
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they were subjected, leading them to seek support outside the organization (Webster, et al., 2016).
Abusive supervision has gained mainstream appeal in the last decade where Tepper (2007)
described the legislative momentum against abuse in the workplace. This occurrence is not
surprising and should be an issue of concern as organizations wrestle with solutions to seemingly
toxic environments and organizational cultures. If “people make the place” as indicated in
Schneider’s (1987) seminal article, then we can see the importance of investigating the impact
abusive supervision has on facades of creation.

As illustrated in Figure 1, we hope to answer the question of how different internal and
external factors impact the follower’s susceptibility to engage in facades of conformity in the

presence of abusive supervision.

Follower Suceptability

-Self-Monitoring H2 (+)
Individual | -Perceived Minority Status H3 (+)
-Value Congruence (P-S) H4 (-)

-Perceived Organizational Support H5 (-)
Organizational | -Perceived Coworker Support RQ1
-Organizational Diversity Climate H6 (-)

Abusive Supervision Facades of Conformity

A 4

H1(4)

Figure 1. Hypothesized model for abusive supervision and facades of conformity



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 13

Chapter 2: Literature Review

Facades of Conformity

The decisions that we make in the workplace are often influenced by workplace cues that
‘nudge” us in the appropriate direction (Killingsworth, 2012). What we don’t recognize on the
surface is that behavior changes or belief shifting that results from these “nudges” may be facades
that are not as authentic as they may seem on the surface. Facades of conformity are
demonstrated by employees appearing to agree with their organization’s implicit and explicit values
(Hewlin, 2003). Engaging in facades of conformity may serve as a coping strategy when
employees are faced with value incongruence. Coping strategies serve as a mechanism to avoid
the negative impact of value incongruence. Facades of conformity have been shown to mitigate the
effects of person-organization value incongruence-related impact on absenteeism (Doblhofer et al.,
2019). Facades of conformity are characterized by the cognitive dissonance that occurs internally
when a person must perform an action that differs from their thoughts and beliefs.

One may question why employees engage in these facades in the workplace. According to
Hewlin (2003), reward systems may play a part in driving an employees’ engagement in these
facades. These rewards may also include social “rewards” such as social acceptance (Kanter,
1977). Research suggests that employees holding minority viewpoints may minimize dissonance
by sharing and demonstrating values and objects shared by majority group members (Ragins,
1997; Westphal & Milton, 2000). Subjective appraisals of performance have been noted as another
driver for facades of conformity. Hewlin (2003) proposed that as subjectivity increases, facades of
conformity may manifest as a strategy. Other aspects have been investigated as well, Anjum and
Shah (2017) found that an employee’s fearing being negatively evaluated how they perceive

organizational politics served as antecedents of facade creation.
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Though a relatively new construct, some investigations of antecedents to facades of
conformity have been pursued. Hewlin (2009) conducted a multi-industry study to investigate the
impact of collectivism, environments that are non-participative, minority status and levels of self-
monitoring in how they related to facades of conformity. The research literature clearly illustrates
the importance of the supervisor and employee relationship including the impact of supervisor
leadership style on the perception of abuse and bullying behaviors (Mathisen, Einarsen &
Mykletun, 2011), use of power on satisfaction (Richmond, McCroskey & Davis, 1986), and how
trust impacts an employee’s intention to turnover (Costigan, Insing, Berman, Kranas & Kureshov,
2012). Considering the obvious importance of a quality supervisor-employee relationship, the
research literature has yet to investigate how facade creation is influenced by the presence of an
abusive supervisor. This facade creation can manifest in many ways in the workplace, including
publicly expressing values or viewpoints that are not authentically held by the follower or even
conformity through physical attire, expressions of agreement, further suppressing divergent
viewpoints (Hewlin, 2003). The suppression of divergent viewpoints may lead to less innovation
and creativity in the workplace due to employees’ fears over backlash from disagreeing with their
abusive superior. Sharma and Sharma (2014) confirmed this notion as they found that facades of
conformity negatively impacted employee creativity and overall productivity. In addition, they found
that psychological support and cultivating an environment that permits disagreement were
effective. These organization culture artifacts, though promising, are most likely out of reach as
employees work with an abusive supervisor.

Emotional Labor

The cognitive dissonance that may manifest in the presence of an abusive supervisor may

also depend upon the amount of emotional labor taken on by employees. Expressing

organizational values that may not be in alignment with one’s internal thoughts, beliefs and values
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could be problematic when considering the emotional toll and overall strain (Hochschild, 1983;
Nixon, Bruk-Lee & Spector, 2017). Value incongruence, viewed through a resources-based lens,
can lead to lower work performance through mechanisms such as ego-depletion (Deng, Wu, Leung
& Guan, 2016).

Emotional labor is an internal process that people experience in the face of emotional
dissonance to present behaviors desired, for employees, these behaviors are desired specifically
by the organization or supervisor (Nyquist, Allen & Erks, 2018). Like facades of conformity,
emotional labor requires the individual to operate inconsistently with how they truly feel. While
facades of conformity operate related to beliefs, gestures, statements as well as emotions (Stormer
& Devine, 2008), emotional labor operates subconsciously with one’s emotions. Adopted from the
process model for emotional regulation (Gross, 1998), emotional labor can be conceptualized as
surface and deep acting (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Morris & Feldman, 1996).

Surface acting or modifying expressions occurs as a reaction to incongruence between the
external world and our internal feelings and in response, rather than adjusting our internal feelings,
employees manage their emotional expressions and overall response to inauthentically comply
with the emotional expression desired in our external environment (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002).
This can be viewed as feigning happiness in the presence of unpleasant workplace situations such
as a missed promotional opportunity or an instance of public shaming. As described through the
lens of the conservation of resources theory, surface acting manifests due to employees
exhausting certain emotional resources such as self-esteem (Brotheridge & Lee, 2002).

Surface acting can further manifest through the suppression of negative emotions and
amplification of positive emotions. Suppressing negative emotions has been shown to lead to
higher strain than the amplification of positive emotional expression (Andela, Truchot & Borteyrou,

2015; Coté & Morgan, 2002). The continual engagement of this seemingly inauthentic strategy may



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 16

result in emotional exhaustion due the draining of one’s mental resources (Gardner, Fischer &
Hunt, 2009) and feelings of detachment from what a person truly feels but also a sense of
depersonalization as it relates to the feelings of others (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Cheung,
Tang & Tang, 2011; Grandey, 2003; Hochschild, 1983).

Deep acting, or modifying feelings, can be viewed as the modification of internal feelings to
more closely match what is expected in the external environment (Nyquist, Allen & Erks, 2018).
Though deep acting appears more beneficial at first glance, research is mixed on the impact on
overall well-being (Hilsheger & Schewe, 2011). Overall, deep acting diverges from surface acting
in that deep acting occurs antecedently, where the employee utilizes this strategy prior to the
emotional arousal impacting physiological and behavioral reactions (Andela, Truchot & Borteyrou,
2015). Deep acting manifests in two ways: attention deployment and cognitive change (Grandey,
2000). Attention deployment is the activity of shifting or redirecting the focus of one’s thoughts in
order to exhibit the required emotion (Totterdell & Holman, 2003). Cognitive change is the re-
evaluation of a situation with the goal of modifying their perception to trigger the appropriate
emotional response (Andela, Truchot & Borteyrou, 2015).

Emotional exhaustion is a frequently cited outcome to facades of conformity. Anjum and
Shah (2017) found this to be the case through an investigation of four service sector organizations.
In addition to the exhaustive effects that result emotionally from surface acting, this coping strategy
impacts other employee outcomes. Intention to turnover has been shown to be positively related to
surface acting and negatively related to organizational trust (Cho & Song, 2017). Outside the scope
of this investigation but important to note, emotional labor has also been shown to link positively to
emotional exhaustion, conflict within the family and even sleeping issues illustrated through
insomnia (Wagner, Barnes & Scott, 2014). Mastracci and Adams (2019) investigated how

emotional labor is exhibited in collectivist vs. individualistic cultures and found that emotional labor
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by public servants is less stressful in collectivist cultures vs. individualistic cultures. They further
implied that employee motivation could be garnered by shaping organizational culture to
emphasize more collectivist norms.
Emotional Labor and Facades of Conformity

As the process of engaging in facades of conformity manifests, we expect that many
employees may be simultaneously impacted by emotional labor through surface acting. As
mentioned above, this internal process of facade creation is like surface acting. Hewlin (2003)
proposed that emotional labor and facades of conformity differ, specifically the scope of surface
acting is narrower, focusing on emotional expression while facades of conformity expand to
behaviors, gestures and verbal actions. The second difference is that emotional labor has been
rooted in customer service interactions whereas facades of conformity have been investigated to
any work context where employees falsify their embrace of organization values. As Stormer and
Devine (2008) indicated, individuals who engage in facades of conformity are differentially
impacted in that emotional labor through surface acting may not occur for those who don't value
authentic emotional expression. Conversely, if the employee’s surface acting doesn't conflict with
individual values, the surface acting would not be considered an example of facades of conformity.
Abusive Supervision

An abusive leader is illustrated in situations where the leader’s primary objective is
controlling others through fear and tactics of intimidation (Hornstein, 1996). Abusive supervision is
a relatively recent construct in the research literature. Abusive supervision is evaluated through the
subjective assessment of how the supervisor’s behavior impacts their employees. This behavior is
described by Tepper (2000) to manifest as hostility both verbally and non-verbally, excluding

physical contact.
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Abusive supervision is part of a larger body of research, characterized by the destructive
tendencies that supervisors in the workplace have on their subordinates. The literature related to
the “dark side” of supervision is saturated with constructs that on its face may lead to a significant
amount of conflation. Even though these variables overlap somewhat, there are conceptual
differences to justify their treatment as distinct constructs. Abusive supervision diverges from
similar leadership constructs like bullying or toxicity. Abusive supervision does not describe
supervisor intentions or objectives (Martinko, Harvey, Brees & Mackey, 2013). Abusive supervision
also presents itself more narrowly than many constructs in the destructive leadership literature. The
impact of destructive leadership is characterized to be incongruent with the interests of the
organization through undermining including a disregard for the interests and overall satisfaction of
those they lead (Einarsen, Aasland & Skogstad, 2007). Similarly, abusive supervision could be
characterized as workplace bullying. However, workplace bullying may describe the subjects’
repeated exposure to negative acts from more than the supervisor and includes coworkers,
supervisors and subordinates (Einarsen, 2000). Incivility shares the notion of verbal and nonverbal
behaviors over time. However, these behaviors differ in that they may be directed at organizational
members (Andersson & Pearson, 1999).

Abusive supervision has been examined in many contexts and over the last 10 years. As
recommended by Tepper (2007), an important aspect of abusive supervision was to investigate
cross-cultural differences. Power distance is noted as a variable of consideration when we examine
abusive supervision cross-culturally. Lian, Ferris, and Brown (2012) found that higher levels of
power distance led to a decreased perception that abuse from supervisor would be viewed as
unjust, resulting in mirroring and perpetuation of this behavior. Other researchers have uncovered
similar results with abusive supervision. As noted in Wang, Mao, Wu, and Liu (2012), power

distance negatively impacted perceptions of interactional justice.
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Even though it is outside the scope of this investigation, there has been a considerable
amount of literature examining factors that influence the occurrence of abusive supervisor
behaviors, including a history of family undermining (Kiewitz et al., 2012). Overall stress has also
been a consideration. Burton, Hoobler, and Scheuer (2012) found that even though stress
contributed to higher occurrences of abusive behaviors, the supervisor’s level of physical exercise
led to a reduction in overall abuse. Despite the impact of a supervisor’s family history, abusive
supervision has been shown to be buffered by the leader’s level of self-control, specifically,
individuals with higher self-control were shown to be better able to not engage in abusive
supervision in times of stress our further resource depletion (Yam, Fehr, Keng-Highberger, Klotz &
Reynolds, 2016). Other research related to abusive supervision involves corporate psychopathy.
Specifically, Mathieu and Babiak (2016) found a positive relationship between corporate
psychopathy, abusive supervision and employee’s intention to turnover.

In the organizational context, as illustrated by Aryee, Sun, Chen and Debrah (2008),
abusive supervision has been shown to thrive in more traditional, top-down organizational
structures compared to structures noted for organic collaboration. This is important to consider
related to facades creation. Collectivists though more collaborative in nature tend to conform more
often (Bond & Smith, 1996). Hewlin (2009) found that individuals who had the desire to embrace
the interest of the collective group were more likely to be those who engaged in facade creation.
Theoretical Framework

Per the transactional model of stress and coping, individuals engage in a series of
cognitive appraisals when presented with a stressful situation. For Lazarus and Folkman (1984),
this complex appraisal that occurs when individuals first evaluate the situation relative to how the
stimuli they are presented with impacts their well-being (primary appraisal), secondarily, they

engage in a process to determine if there is anything they can do to appropriately cope with threat
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(secondary appraisal). This complex cognitive process is a meaningful way to analyze the
occurrence of facade creation in the presence of the threat of an abusive supervisor.
Facades of Conformity and Abusive Supervision

As mentioned previously, facade creation may serve as a coping mechanism as
employees encounter the stress of an abusive supervisor. Yagil et al. (2011) identified similar
mechanisms such as ingratiation as a coping strategy in relation to abusive supervision.
Ingratiation stems from literature related to impression management. Impression management
manifests when an individual works to manage an image held by others. As it relates to our
investigation, employees actively look and make attempts to manage the image held by their
supervisor (Bozeman & Kacmar, 1997). This ingratiation can take many forms such as when
employees actively engage in rendering favors, conforming to opinions and other forms of facade-
like actions (Bolino, Kacmar, Turnley & Gilstrap, 2008). As we examine the link that Yagil et al.
(2011) made through connecting ingratiation as a tactic as employees encounter with an abusive
supervisor, we expect abusive supervision to intensify employee facade creation.

H1: Abusive supervision will be positively related to facades of conformity.
Followers’ Susceptibility to Abusive Supervision

The relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity may be stronger
or weaker depending on other variables. As mentioned previously, social mobility (Phillips et al.,
2016) and job insecurity (Hewlin et al., 2016) have been positively linked to employee facade
creation. In an abusive relationship, one would postulate that these effects would be strengthened.
Hewlin (2009) indicated in her study many internal and external factors that may serve as
antecedents to facades of conformity. As we investigate the susceptibility of followers to engage in

facades of conformity in the presence of an abusive supervisor, we consider individual factors such
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as the subordinate’s self-monitoring personality trait, their perceived minority status and the
congruency between the employee and their supervisor’s values.

Related to organizational factors, we plan to investigate items such as organizational
value congruence and diversity climate. Research literature indicates that organizational culture
has a tremendous influence on the organization, specifically on overall achievement of results and
further, commitment of employees (Lok & Crawford, 1999). This phenomenon is further
emphasized within organizational subcultures as many organizational culture researchers highlight
the aspect of subcultures and how they independently influence employees within the broader
organizational culture and further localized workgroups may possess unique artifacts, beliefs and
other distinctive characteristics (Brown, 1995). Organizational culture, as well as the localized
culture, can be heavily influenced by the leader’s effect (Sy, Coté, & Saavedra, 2005).
Self-Monitoring

Engaging in facades of conformity has been shown to be emotionally exhausting (Hunter,
Luchak & Devine, 2012). With the addition of facing an abusive supervisor, we expect this
exhaustion and furthermore emotional labor to increase as a result. It is important to investigate the
impact that personality has on the facades of conformity when employees are working under
abusive supervision. Related to personality, Tepper et al. (2001) found that instances of abusive
supervision may impact individuals differently depending on their levels of conscientiousness and
agreeableness. Henle and Gross (2014) found that negative emotions were more frequent in
employees with lower levels of emotional stability or conscientiousness, which led to higher
perceptions of abusive supervision. Employees’ level of openness to experience moderated
abusive supervision and aspects of an employee’s emotional labor (Wu & Hu, 2013).

Hewlin (2009) found a positive relationship between the personality characteristic of self-

monitoring and facades of conformity. The self-monitoring personality trait was first coined by
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Snyder (1974). Self-monitoring theory describes the notion of expressive control where individuals
are willing and able to dictate how they respond and further, manage how they appear to others
(Kudret, Erodogan & Bauer, 2019). As indicated in the research literature, it is thought that self-
monitoring remains relatively stable over a lifetime (Jenkins, 1993). Negative effects have been
shown related to individuals engaging in self-monitoring behavior. For example, self-monitoring has
been shown to be positively related to surface acting, leading to a negative impact on performance
(Ozcelik, 2013). Self-monitoring has also been correlated with an inconsistency between what an
individual believes and how they behave (Allen, Weeks, & Moffitt, 2005) and the propensity to be a
biased decision maker (Jawahar & Mattsson, 2005). These outcomes are undesirable, to say the
least. Self-monitoring has been examined in other ways, including other aspects of personality
such as the Five-Factor Model of personality (Kudret et al., 2019). Wolf, Spinath, Riemann, and
Angleitner (2009) investigated self-monitoring and found the strongest correlations with
extraversion (r = .54) and openness (r = .40). This approach has also been taken by other
researchers (Wilmot, DeYoung, Stillwell, & Kosinski, 2016).

Examining the self-monitoring personality trait related to facades of conformity and abusive
supervision, it is recognized that higher self-monitors engaged in facade creation (Hewlin, 2009).
Employee silence, which could be viewed as a mechanism to engage in facade creation has also
been shown to manifest related to self-monitoring; specifically, Premeaux and Bedeian (2003)
found that in environments where employee self-esteem and trust was higher, lower self-monitors
spoke out at a greater rate than high self-monitors. Abusive supervision has also been examined in
the context of self-monitoring. However, this trait has only been examined from the aspect of the
supervisor’s level of self-monitoring and not the employees. Lam, Walter and Huang (2017) found
that emotional exhaustion triggered abusive behavior from the supervisor and further that abuse

was more likely to occur from supervisors with lower self-monitoring.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 23

H2: Self-monitoring will moderate the relationship between abusive supervision and

facades of conformity, such that employees with high levels of self-monitoring will engage

in facades of conformity at a greater rate than individuals with low levels of self-monitoring.
Perceived Minority Status

Perceived minority status, previously examined by Hewlin (2003) refers to members with
individual features who have attitudes, beliefs, or other features such as demographic
characteristics processed by less than 50 percent of the overall group (Ferris, Frink, & Galang,
1993; Nemeth, 1986). In the workplace, members of minority groups may have the potential to
influence and stimulate new ideas and perspectives from the overall group (Westphal & Milton,
2000). This is contrasted internally where feelings on minority member’s self-consciousness due to
being different and standing out from the in-group. These feelings may lead to overestimations of
the degree that they are under scrutiny by those in the majority group (Kramer, 2001).

Hewlin (2009) found that perceived their minority status was positively related to facades
of conformity. An individual’s perception of being a minority is an important factor of consideration.
Minority members of the group in seeking approval and favor of the larger organization will often
make attempts to gain acceptance, in situations where organizational values differ from personal
values. This notion is important as we investigate the unique environment that an abusive
supervisor presents. Related to abusive supervision, and as indicated by Janse van Rensburg,
Rothmann and Diedericks (2017), person-person fit has adopted a similarity-attraction-or
"supplementary fit"-perspective (Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987), hypothesizing that as people share
similarities such as attitudinal characteristics, value preferences or even personality, this can lead
to more favorable outcomes than if they were dissimilar. This notion of similarity attraction theory
may be important to consider when we investigate the differences that may manifest as it relates to

gender and racial identity dissimilarity. Tepper et al. (2011) found increased supervisor abuse
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between dissimilar supervisors and subordinates. This is further evident in the finding of increased
supervisor abuse between supervisors and subordinates with lower quality LMX relationships
(Harris, Harvey & Kacmar, 2011).

Social dominance theory (SDT) highlights that social systems have an implicit hierarchy
where there is a dominant social identity group and in turn, a negative reference group at the
bottom (Sidanius & Pratto, 1990). There is benefit for those in the dominant group to maintain the
status quo and perpetuate notions of the hierarchy. These facets lead to members in the non-
dominant group to make attempts in improving their social status by engaging in efforts to affiliate
with the dominant group (Tajfel, 1978). Facades of conformity for social mobility are often adopted
strategically; as minority employees choose to adopt certain aspects of white identity in a
conscious attempt to gain positive outcomes and social status while maintaining their social identity
(Chattopadhya, Tluchowska & George, 2004). If taken to its extreme, minority employees may
engage consciously or subconsciously in “cultural inversion”, opting to prioritize and idealize
aspects of white culture while simultaneously denigrating their own culture to gain acceptance into
white society (Ogbu, 1992). This pressure to conform exists in the workplace for many minority
employees and further is illustrative of the biases that pressure many minorities in the workplace,
albeit at times, covertly (Reitman, 2006).

H3: Perceived minority status will moderate the relationship between abusive supervision

and facades of conformity, where the relationship will be stronger for individuals who

perceive that they are minorities on multiple dimensions compared with individuals who

perceive they are minorities on fewer dimensions or on no dimensions at all.
Person-Supervisor (P-S) Fit and Value Congruence

Person-supervisor fit examines the relationship between an employee and their supervisor.

This fit has been known synonymously as “leader-follower value congruence” (Krishnan, 2002) and
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‘supervisor-subordinate personality similarity” (Schaubroeck & Lam, 2002). “Leader-Member
Exchange” (Harris, Harvey & Kacmar, 2011) and “perceptual similarity” (Pulakos & Wexley, 1983)
also relate. However, the difference is that these constructs emphasize an incongruence between
characteristics of the two parties (Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005). Person-supervisor
fit is important to consider in our examination of how abusive supervision interacts with facades of
conformity. We consider person-supervisor fit as we think about the perceptions of abuse by the
subordinate. Employees that have a higher degree of fit with their supervisors, may have a
stronger connection, and greater understanding of psychological needs (Kim & Kim, 2013),
preventing the need to engage in facades of conformity by the employee. Further, smooth
communication within the dyadic relationship would be facilitated as fit increases (Meglino &
Ravlin, 1998), lowering the perception of abusive supervision.

Researchers have conceptualized value congruence as it relates to the connection
between employees and their direct supervisor (Jung & Avolio, 2000), specifically the personal
values fit between supervisor and subordinates (Erkutlu & Chafra, 2016) or broader workgroup.
This representation of value congruence has been conceptualized similarly as person-person (P-P)
fit. Fit has a positive impact on organizations and even how job applicants choose organizations
(Saks & Ashforth, 1997). Other researchers have conceptualized this construct as the followers’
congruence with their organizational values (Van Knippenberg, Van Knippenberg, De Cremer &
Hogg, 2004). Facades of conformity have been investigated in the context of organizational value
congruence. Hewlin et al. (2017) investigated how behavior shifts if values are incongruent. Value
congruence has been shown to positively influence interpersonal relations among work colleagues
(Meglino et al., 1989); similarly, we believe that this phenomenon should influence how
subordinates perceive their supervisor engaging in abuse. Overall, value congruence has been

conceptualized in a myriad of domains including fit between a person and their job, groups,
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organization, vocation and their supervisor. For the purposes of this study, we will focus primarily
on person-supervisor fit.

H4: Person-supervisor value congruence will moderate the relationship between abusive

supervision and facades of conformity, such that the relationship will be stronger when

person-supervisor value congruence is lower than when person-supervisor value

congruence is high.
Perceived Organizational Support

Beyond the direct interactions an employee experiences with their supervisor, the broader
organizational climate is also relevant to consider as a mechanism explaining how abusive
supervision relates to facades of conformity. In the employee’s eye, supervisors are typically
representative of their organization and employees may feel that the organization is responsible for
the abusive supervision occurring in the first place (Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007). Specifically, in
evaluating, managing, and directing employee performance, employees may perceive their
supervisor’s evaluation and affect as a reflection of the organization’s view towards them (Rhoades
& Eisenberger, 2002). We consider how an abused employee perceives the support they receive
from their organization to be an important moderator to consider. This idea is corroborated further
as many researchers often measure supervisor support by using the word “supervisor” and
‘organization” synonymously (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Perceived organizational support is
a distinct construct from other constructs such as person-organization. Person-organization fit is
conceptualized through the connection between an individual and the goals or needs of their
organization (Kristof, 1996). This form of value congruence is sometimes referred to as person-
culture (i.e., Person-organization) fit (Krisof, 1996; Ostroff, Shin & Kinicki, 2005), an employees'
connectedness with the values of their organization. Like perceived organizational support, this

value congruence has been shown to have positive effects on the organizational culture as
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employees who appropriately fit are more satisfied with their work and are able to take ownership
of their own success (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007).

Previous research has indicated that abusive supervision can negatively affect the
employee’s perception of the support they receive from their organization (Shoss, Eisenberger,
Restubog & Zagenczyk, 2013). The employee’s propensity to engage in facade creation may
increase as a result. It is noted that withdrawal behaviors resulting from a negative workplace affect
could negatively impact the employee developing favorable workplace relationships, therefore
reducing POS (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). With this in mind, we would postulate that as an
employee encounters an abusive supervisor with no perception of the organization stepping in to
mitigate this stressor, facades of conformity may serve as a valid response to mitigate the stressor.

H5: Perceived organizational support will moderate the relationship between abusive

supervision and facades of conformity such that the relationship will be stronger when

perceived organizational support is low and weaker when perceived organizational support
is high.
Perceived Coworker Support

In the context of an abusive supervisor, coworker support may manifest, buffering between
the abusive supervisor and the employee. This “buffering hypothesis” of social support as
introduced by (Sarafino, 1997) is important as coworkers may provide solace and emotional
support, inadvertently serving as a coping mechanism (Brotheridge, 2001) for employees reporting
to the abusive supervisor. The connection between abusive supervision and coworker support is
rooted in the fact that abusive supervision may increase as supervisors assess the vulnerability of
their subordinates. For example, Neves (2014) examined the impact of abusive supervision during

times of downsizing and found that as abusive supervision decreased, coworker support increased.
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Further, coworker support has been shown to benefit employees as pairs of coworkers mutually
invested psychological resources, resulting in trust (Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2015).

Employees’ relationships with their coworkers are complex in nature, especially when
considering the additional consideration of supervision in this process. Tse, Lam, Lawrence and
Huang (2013) found that in situations when two employees reported to the same supervisor,
employees dislike coworkers who had better relationships with their supervisor. In situations where
one employee had lower leader-member exchange (LMX), employees engaged in negative
behaviors sought to protect themselves, reducing their sense of inferiority.

The impact of coworker support and abusive supervision is thought to be conditional in
nature. Michell, Vogel and Folger (2015) indicated that third party reactions of the abusive
supervision of coworkers were influenced by the third-party’s belief about the targeted coworker,
whether the third-party thought that the coworker deserved the treatment. This hypothesis was
supported, moderated by the third-party’s level of moral identity.

In situations where targets of abuse receive support from their coworkers, the buffering
impact of social support would indicate a decrease in negative outcomes. For example, like how
Wu and Hu (2009) found that support from coworkers moderated the employee’s level of emotional
exhaustion in the presence of supervisory abuse. However, based on reviewing the literature, we
note that the results are mixed. Surprisingly, even though Wu and Hu (2009) found that abusive
supervision and emotional exhaustion were moderated, this relationship strengthened as coworker
support increased. Further, the relationship between coworker support and abusive supervision
has also been found to not buffer the impact of abusive supervision as illustrated by Poon (2011).
Based on the mixed findings reported in the literature, we will explore the moderating effect of

perceived coworker support.
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RQ1: Does coworker support moderate the relationship between abusive supervision and

facades of conformity?
Organizational Diversity Climate

In consideration of an employee’s perceived minority status, the overall diversity climate
within the organization consists of how employees perceive their organization’s embodiment,
integration and overall value of diversity and related support, practices and policies (Kaplan, Wiley
& Maertz, 2011). An employee’s perception of equity related to their organization’s
operationalization of their diversity practices may have an impact on their sense of belonging and
further influence trust in the workplace. Diversity climate is important to consider as we attempt to
understand how an employee copes in the presence of an abusive supervisor. How an employee
perceives the organizational diversity climate may impact how psychological safe they feel to either
engage in facade creation or not. Psychological safety refers to the employee’s perceived freedom
to express who they are authentically in the workplace. This safety can lead to employees
expressing their ideas, beliefs and at times constructively dissent without fear of being negatively
impacted, interpersonally or as it relates to aspects of their career (Chrobot-Mason & Aramovich,
2013). This freedom of expression may lead to less facade creation.

H6: Organizational Diversity climate will moderate the impact of abusive supervision and

facades of conformity such that the relationship will be stronger when the diversity climate

is adverse (lower) compared to climates that are less adverse.
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Chapter 3: Method
Participants

Our sample consisted of 158 full-time employees in the United States, recruited through
Qualtrics™ Panels. The average age of the participants was M = 42.09 years (SD = 9.53), the
sample was 56.96% male (90 men, 68 women), and the ethnicity of the sample was 83.5% White
or Caucasian, 6.3% Black or African American, 5.7% Asian, 1.9% Hispanic, Latino or Spanish
Origin (the remaining respondents chose not to answer or skipped the question). Participants came
from a variety of industries, with the top five including information technology education,
manufacturing, healthcare and finance and insurance.

Measures

We utilized a variety of scales to measure our main effect of facades of conformity and
abusive supervision as well as moderators of this relationship. Items for these scales are included
in Appendix A.

Facades of Conformity. Hewlin's (2009) six-item scale was used to measure facades of
conformity. The original scale measures the notion of engaging in facades of conformity as it
relates to organizational values. We further utilized this scale to consider the values of participant’s
supervisors and coworkers for supplementary investigations. Higher scores indicate higher level of
facades of conformity. Sample items include “I don’t share certain things about myself in order to fit
in at work,” “l suppress personal values that are different from those of the organization,” ‘I
withhold personal values that conflict with organizational values,” ‘I don’t play politics by pretending

» o«

to embrace organizational values,” “I behave in a manner that reflects the organization’s value
system even though it is inconsistent with my personal values,” and “| say things that | don't really
believe at work”. Participants responded to each item using a Likert-type scale from 1 (Strongly

Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).
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One item (i.e., “l don’t play politics by pretending to embrace organizational values”)
exhibited a low item-total correlation (.218). This item may have been interpreted ambiguously by
participants. The decision was made to create an adjusted scale with this item removed, which
subsequently increased Cronbach’s alpha from .787 to .842. We also measured facades of
conformity using the supervisor and coworkers as alternative sources. This was accomplished by
updating the facades of conformity scale by replacing the word “organization” with “supervisor” and
‘coworker” respectively in each of the items. The Cronbach’s alpha for the facades of conformity-
supervisor scale was .842 and .880 for the facades of conformity-coworker scale. The supervisor
and coworker-centric facades scales had the same issue with the ambiguous item, so each of
these composite scores were formed from the other five items.

Abusive Supervision. Abusive supervision was assessed using Tepper’s (2000) Abusive
Supervision Scale. This scale uses a 5-point Likert-type scale where participants responded based
on the frequency (from 1 = “I cannot remember him/her ever using this behavior with me” to 5 =
“‘He/she uses this behavior very often with me”) in which they perceive their supervisor to engage
in the scale’s 15 listed behaviors. Example behaviors include “Ridicules me”, and “Breaks promises
he/she makes’, and “Is rude to me”. The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .972.

Self-Monitoring. Self-monitoring was assessed using the 18-item revised self-monitoring
scale (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986). This scale uses a dichotomous true/false response scale.
Items were re-coded to create a composite self-monitoring score where higher scores indicated
higher levels of self-monitoring, as indicated in Snyder and Gangestad’s (1986) instructions.
Examples of items are “My behavior is usually an expression of my true feelings, attitudes, and
beliefs” and “I'm not always the person | appear to be.” The internal consistency estimate for this

scale was .662.
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Perceived Minority Status. Perceived minority status was assessed using six categories
that assess an individual's minority status. Specifically, ethnicity, age, sex, religion, lifestyle, and
other (Pfeffer, 1997; Rosette & Thompson, 2005). Consistent with Hewlin (2009), within the
instructions, we stated that “minority is often used to describe individuals based upon
characteristics such as sex, ethnicity, and age. Minorities may also include individuals whose
personal beliefs and values differ from those of the majority.” Based on this definition, respondents
answered to the extent to which they believe they hold a minority position in their respective
organization. The survey displayed the different minority categories, and respondents indicated all
categories that apply to them, filling in an “other” category when appropriate. The measure of
perceived minority status was determined by the sum of responses within the minority
characteristics listed above (Hewlin, 2009).

Value Congruence (Person-Supervisor). Value congruence from the perspective of
person-supervisor fit was measured using Cable and DeRue’s (2002) three-item scale. Consistent
with Kim and Kim (2013), we altered the reference of “organization” to indicate “supervisor”. An
example item is “My personal values match my supervisor’s values”. This three-item scale is
formatted as a 7-point Likert-type scale (where 1 = “Strongly disagree” and 7 = “Strongly agree”).
The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .959.

Perceived Organizational Support. Perceived organizational support was assessed
using Eisenberger, Cummings and Armeli’'s (1997) survey of perceived organizational support. An
example item is “My organization really cares about my well-being”. ltems were rated on a seven-
point Likert-type scale (where 1 = “Strongly disagree” and 7 = “Strongly agree”). The Cronbach’s
alpha for this scale was .846.

Perceived Coworker Support. Perceived Coworker Support was measured using Ladd

and Henry's (2000) eight-item scale. An example item is “My coworkers are supportive of my goals
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and values”. ltems were rated on a seven-point Likert scale (where 1 = "Strongly disagree” and 7 =
"Strongly agree"). The Cronbach's alpha for this scale was .840.

Organizational Diversity Climate. Organizational diversity climate was measured using
McKay et al's. (2007) four-item Diversity Climate Scale. ltems were rated on a five-point Likert
scale (where 1 = “Strongly disagree”, and 5 = “Strongly agree”). Example items include “I trust the
company to treat me fairly” and “Top leaders demonstrate a visible commitment to diversity.” The
Cronbach’s alpha for the diversity climate scale was .887.

Procedures

Data were collected from the same respondents for all study variables. Because of this
design, common method bias may impact the results (Conway & Lance, 2010). Therefore, to
reduce the impact of common method bias, the data were collected across two phases, with a one-
week interval separating the two measurements. The first survey consisted of scales measuring
abusive supervision and individual and moderator variables. Our second survey was sent out a
week after the first survey and focused on measuring facades of conformity and demographic
variables. By separating the measurement of predictors and outcomes in the regression analyses,
we were able to reduce the likelihood of respondents deducing how our predictor relates to other
variables, actively matching their responses (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).

Additional procedural remedies were taken such as ensuring respondent anonymity to
minimize socially desirable responding. Specffically, participants’ names or other personal
identifiers were not measured. Two attention check items were included, one during each time
point (e.g., “Please choose Strongly Disagree for this Item”). Lastly, as a methodology of
enhancing the quality and consistency of responses between survey one and survey two, we
required that candidates input their date of birth during both survey sessions, this resulted in the

removal of twelve cases from our data set. Participants that did not respond affirmatively to either
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of the attention check items or did not include the same birthdate at both time points were excluded

from the analyses.
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Chapter 4: Results
Data Screening and Assumptions Checks

The initial, matched sample size for T1 and T2 surveys was N = 158. We computed data
screening for every variable. With one exception, all variables exhibited acceptable levels of
skewness or kurtosis. Specifically, the skewness values ranged from -.844 to .039, and the kurtosis
values ranged from -.567 to .295. Univariate outliers were examined using Z-scores, based on
Raykov and Marcoulides’s (2008) cutoff of +/- 3.00 for extreme cases. One outlier was detected for
organizational diversity climate and six outliers were detected for perceived minority status. The
univariate Q-Q plots indicated that each variable was normally distributed, except for perceived
minority status. Perceived minority status exhibited a skewness of 1.983 and kurtosis of 3.055.
Within the sample, most respondents perceived themselves to be a minority on one to two
categories with relatively few selecting above three factors.

Assumptions of multiple regression were evaluated prior to testing the hypotheses in each
model (Meyers, Gamst & Guarino, 2017; Hayes, 2018). Regression analysis assumes that the
relationship between independent and dependent variables are linear. Our independent and
dependent variables demonstrated a linear relationship based on plots of standardized residuals
against standardized predicted values. Regression also assumes that residuals are normally
distributed. Our residuals indicated that the data approximated a normal distribution based on
histograms and Q-Q plots of residuals. In summary, the data met the assumptions of linearity,
homoscedasticity, and normality of residuals.

Hypothesis Testing

In this study we examined the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of

conformity and further examined various moderated effects to understand the nature of the

relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity. All hypotheses involving
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moderation were tested using Hayes'’s (2018) PROCESS macro. Correlations among the study

variables are shown in table 1.

36
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Table 1

Correlations Among Study Variables

37

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 " 12 13
1. Facades of Conformity 2912 .984 (.848)

2. Abusive Supervision 2.059 1143 484" (.972)

3. Self-Monitoring 15151  6.626  .098 217" (.662)

4. Perceived Minority Status 1.408 972 253" 352" .040

5. Value Congruence 5.029 1705 231" 042 071 207 (.957)

6. Perceived Organizational Support ~ 4.716 1204 018 -.096 047 .056 633" (-846)

7. Perceived Coworker Support 5.245 971 -157" -101 071 -059 4157 489" (.840)

8. Organizational Diversity Climate 3.931 875 .089 094 .056 166*  .660* 785 508"  (.887)

9. Surface Acting 2.830 1.105  .588** 518" 037 237062 -.109 -163* 023 (.844)

10. Intention to Turnover 2.795 1315 249" 388 134 073 -130 -.330* ._330** -202* 368" (.894)

11. Facades of Conformity (Supv) 2942 973 .800** 502 160*  .296** 206"  .064 -154 155 559 332 (.842)

12. Facades of Conformity (Cowkr) ~ 2.816 1.047 791" 433 057 3407 249 129 -114 A72* 589 215** 818  (.880)

13. Self-Rated Performance 5.903 812 -309* -303*  -004  -194* -015 -014 255" -056  -362** -265**  -359*  -385"  (.726)

Note. Reliability estimates are on the diagonal. N ranged from 151-158. ** Correlation was significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation was
significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Supv = supervisor-centric facades of conformity; Cowkr = coworker centric facades of conformity.
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Hypothesis 1 stated that abusive supervision would be positively related to facades of
conformity. A simple linear regression was conducted to examine abusive supervision as a
predictor of facades of conformity. The overall model was statistically significant (R2 = .234; F
(1,155) = 47.397, p < .001), and indicated that abusive supervision was positively related to
facades of conformity (b = .416, p <.001), explaining a moderate proportion of variance. The
results support our initial and focal hypothesis of a significant, positive relationship between
abusive supervision and facades of conformity. For all subsequent analyses where we tested a
moderation effect, the main effect of abusive supervision and facades of conformity was also
positive and significant.

Our second hypothesis examined the moderating impact of self-monitoring between
abusive supervision and facades of conformity. The model containing abusive supervision, self-
monitoring and the interaction explained a significant proportion of the variance in facades of
conformity (R2 = .236; F(3,153) = 15.739, p < .001). Abusive supervision was significantly and
positively related to facades of conformity (b = .422, {(153) = 6.718, p <.001). In addition, seff-
monitoring was non-significant and negatively related to facades of conformity (b =-.002, {(153) = -
209, p = .834). When the interaction between abusive supervision and self-monitoring was
included in the model it was not significant (b = -.006, {(153) = -.571, p = .568). Additionally, this
model did not explain a significant proportion of variance above the model with only main effects
(AR2 =.002; AF(1,153) = .327, p = .568). Thus, self-monitoring did not significantly moderate the
relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity, failing to support our second
hypothesis.

Our third hypothesis examined the moderating effect of perceived minority status on the
relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity. The model containing abusive

supervision, perceived minority status and the interaction explained a significant proportion of the
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variance in facades of conformity (R? = .264; F(3,147) = 17.605, p < .001). Abusive supervision
was significantly and positively related to facades of conformity (b =.367, {(147) = 5.610, p <.001).
In addition, perceived minority status was non-significantly and positively related to facades of
conformity (b =.025, {(147) = .304, p=.761). When the interaction between abusive supervision
and perceived minority status was included in the model it was significant (b =.124, t(147) = 2.136,
p =.034) and this model explained a significant proportion of variance above the model with only
main effects (AR2 = .023; AF(1,147) = 4.565, p = .034). Thus, perceived minority status
significantly moderates the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity. To
understand the form of the interaction, simple slopes were examined. At low levels of perceived
minority status (i.e., 1SD below the mean) the relationship was positive and significant (b = .246, p
=.008). At high levels (i.e., 1SD above the mean) of perceived minority status the relationship was
also positive and significant (b = .488, p <.001). The relationship between abusive supervision and
facades of conformity strengthens as perceived minority status is higher, supporting our third

hypothesis. The plot of this interaction is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. The moderating impact of perceived minority status on the relationship between abusive
supervision and facades of conformity.

Our fourth hypothesis examined whether the relationship between abusive supervision and
facades of conformity was moderated by value congruence, specifically person-supervisor
congruence. The model containing abusive supervision, value congruence and the interaction
explained a significant proportion of the variance in facades of conformity (R2 = .285; F(3,153) =
20.345, p <.001). Abusive supervision was significantly and posttively related to facades of
conformity (b =.387, {(153) = 6.210, p <.001). In addition, person-supervisor value congruence
was significantly and positively related to facades of conformity (b = .108, {(153) = 2.584, p = .011).
When the interaction between abusive supervision and person-supervisor value congruence was
included in the model it was not significant (b =.039, {(153) = 1.102, p = .272). Additionally, this
model did not explain a significant proportion of variance above the model with only main effects

(AR? = .006; AF(1,153) = 1.214, p =.272). Thus, person-supervisor value congruence did not
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significantly moderate the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity,
failing to support hypothesis four.

Our fifth hypothesis examined whether the relationship between abusive supervision and
facades of conformity was moderated by perceived organizational support. The model containing
abusive supervision, perceived organizational support and the interaction explained a significant
proportion of the variance in facades of conformity (R2 =.262; F3,153) = 18.091, p <.001).
Abusive supervision was significantly and positively related to facades of conformity (b = .404,
t(153) = 6.668, p < .001). In addition, perceived organizational support was non-significantly and
positively related to facades of conformity (b =.061, {(153) = 1.076, p = .283). When the interaction
between abusive supervision and perceived organizational support was included in the model it
was significant (b =.117, {(153) = 2.209, p = .029) and this model explained a significant proportion
of variance above the model with only main effects (AR?2 =.023; AF(1,153) = 4.879, p =.029). Thus,
perceived organizational support significantly moderates the relationship between abusive
supervision and facades of conformity. To understand the form of the interaction, simple slopes
were examined. At low levels of perceived organizational support (i.e., 1SD below the mean) the
relationship was positive and significant (b = .262, p = .006). At high levels (i.e., 1SD above the
mean) of perceived organizational support the relationship was also positive and significant (b =
.545, p < .001). Although the interaction term was significant and indicated that perceived
organizational support moderated the relationship, the interaction effect was in the opposite
direction that we expected. Specifically, the relationship between abusive supervision and facades
of conformity strengthens as perceived organizational support is higher. Accordingly, hypothesis 5

was not supported.
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Figure 3. The Moderating Impact of Perceived Organizational Support on the relationship between
Abusive Supervision and Facades of Conformity.

Our research question examined the moderating impact of perceived coworker support
between abusive supervision and facades of conformity. The model containing abusive
supervision, perceived coworker support and the interaction explained a significant proportion of
the variance in facades of conformity (R2 = .268; F3,153) = 18.661, p < .001). Abusive supervision
was significantly and positively related to facades of conformity (b = .424, t(153) = 7.019, p <.001).
In addition, perceived coworker support was significantly and negatively related to facades of
conformity (b = -.167, t(153) = -2.202, p =.029). When the interaction between abusive supervision
and perceived coworker support was included in the model, it was significant (b =-.192, {(153) = -
2.173, p = .031) and this model explained a significant proportion of variance above the model with
only main effects (AR2 = .023; AF(1,153) = 4.721, p =.031). Thus, perceived coworker support
significantly moderates the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity. To

understand the form of the interaction, simple slopes were examined. At low levels of perceived
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coworker support (i.e., 1SD below the mean) the relationship was positive and significant (b = .610,
p <.01). At high levels (i.e., 1SD above the mean) of perceived coworker support the relationship
was also positive and significant (b =.237, p =.017), but weaker. Accordingly, the relationship

between abusive supervision and facades of conformity weakens as perceived coworker support is

higher.
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Figure 4. The Moderating Impact of Perceived Coworker Support on the Relationship Between
Abusive Supervision and Facades of Conformity.

Our sixth hypothesis examined whether the relationship between abusive supervision and
facades of conformity was moderated by organizational diversity climate. The model containing
abusive supervision, organizational diversity climate and the interaction explained a significant
proportion of the variance in facades of conformity (R2 = .245; F(3,152) = 16.412, p <.001).
Abusive supervision was significantly and positively related to facades of conformity (b = .406,
t(152) = 6.352, p <.001). In addition, organizational diversity climate was non-significantly and
positively related to facades of conformity (b = .040, £(152) = .493, p = .623). When the interaction

between abusive supervision and organizational diversity climate was included in the model, it was
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not significant (b =.052, {(152) = .743, p =.459). Additionally, this model did not explain a
significant proportion of variance above the model with only main effects (AR?2=.003; AF(1,152) =
.552, p = .459). Thus, organizational diversity climate did not significantly moderate the relationship
between abusive supervision and facades of conformity, failing to support our sixth hypothesis.
Supplemental Analyses

Facades and Conformity and Surface Acting. A simple linear regression was conducted
to examine surface acting as a predictor of facades of conformity. The data met the assumptions of
linearity, homoscedasticity, and normality of residuals based on the examination of plots of
standardized residuals against standardized predicted values. The overall model was statistically
significant (F(1,155) = 81.788, p <.001), and indicated that surface acting explained a large
proportion of the variance in facades of conformity (R? = .345). The unstandardized regression
coefficient was b=.522 (p <.001).

Facades and Conformity and Intention to Turnover. A simple linear regression was
conducted to examine facades of conformity as a predictor of intention to turnover. The data met
the assumptions of linearity, homoscedasticity, and normality of residuals based on the
examination of plots of standardized residuals against standardized predicted values. The overall
model was statistically significant (F(1,155) = 10.242, p = .002), and indicated that facades of
conformity explained a small to medium proportion of the variance in intention to turnover (R? =
.056). The unstandardized regression coefficient was b =.333 (p =.002).

Expanding Facades of Conformity

It's common that several organizational phenomena can differ based on the target or
source of the employee’s interaction. For example, in person-organizational fit literature (Edwards
& Cable, 2009) viewed objective fit as indicated by the employee’s values connected to the

organization’s value as well as the coworkers and supervisors’ values. Similarly, we conducted
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supplementary analyses to investigate how the nature of facade creation manifests if we explored
facade creation as it relates to the supervisor’s and coworkers’ values. This expanded definition
allowed us to explore any differences of the facades of conformity taking into consideration the
expansive conceptualization of objective fit considering both supervisor and coworker fit as well as
in the case of supervisor values, this expansion is also beneficial as we are exploring abusive
supervision.

Supervisor-Centric Facades of Conformity. Investigating facade creation was important
from the standpoint of how facades of conformity is originally defined (i.e., an employee’s
experience engaging in facades as it relates to organizational values). In order to conduct this
investigation, we altered the facades of conformity scale to reference the employee’s supervisor
instead of the organization. See Appendix A for the items used in measuring supervisor-centric
facades of conformity.

A linear regression was conducted to examine abusive supervision as a predictor of
supervisor-centric facades of conformity. The overall model was statistically significant (R? = .252;
F(1,156) = 52.526, p < .001), and indicated that abusive supervision was posttively related to
facades of conformity (b = .427, p <.001), explaining a moderate proportion of the variance. For all
subsequent analyses, we tested a moderation effect, the main effect of abusive supervision and
supervisor-centric facades of conformity was postitive and significant.

The model containing abusive supervision, self-monitoring and the interaction explained a
significant proportion of the variance in facades of conformity (R2 = .262; F(3,154) = 18.204, p <
.001). Abusive supervision was significantly and positively related to facades of conformity (b =
429, {(154) = 7.018, p <.001). In addition, self-monitoring was non-significantly and positively
related to facades of conformity (b =.005, {(154) = .434, p = .664). When the interaction between

abusive supervision and self-monitoring was included in the model it was not significant (b = -.013,
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1(154) = -1.223, p = .223). Accordingly, this model did not explain a significant proportion of
variance above the model with only main effects (AR? = .007; AF(1,154) = 1.495, p = .223). When
considering supervisor-centric facades of conformity, self-monitoring did not significantly moderate
the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity.

The model containing abusive supervision, perceived minority status and the interaction
explained a significant proportion of the variance in supervisor-centric facades of conformity (R2 =
.281; F(3,148) = 19.328, p < .001). Abusive supervision was significantly and positively related to
facades of conformity (b =.371, t(148) = 5.782, p < .001). In addition, perceived minority status
was non-significantly and positively related to facades of conformity (b =.080, {(148) = .974, p =
.332). When the interaction between abusive supervision and perceived minority status was
included in the model it was not significant (b = .100, #(148) = 1.746, p = .083). Additionally, this
model did not explain a significant proportion of variance above the model with only main effects
(AR? =.015; AF(1,148) = 3.049, p = .083). When considering supervisor-centric facades of
conformity, perceived minority status did not significantly moderate the relationship between
abusive supervision and facades of conformity.

The model containing abusive supervision, value congruence and the interaction explained
a significant proportion of the variance in supervisor-centric facades of conformity (R? = .291;
F(3,154) = 21.123, p < .001). Abusive supervision was significantly and positively related to
facades of conformity (b =.399, {(154) = 6.530, p < .001). In addition, value congruence was
significantly and positively related to facades of conformity (b =.091, {(154) = 2.22, p = .028).
When the interaction between abusive supervision and value congruence was included in the
model it was however not significant (b = .038, (154) = 1.084, p = .280). Accordingly, this model
did not explain a significant proportion of variance above the model with only main effects (AR2=

.005; AF(1,154) = 1.175, p = .280). When considering supervisor-centric facades of conformity,
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value congruence did not significantly moderate the relationship between abusive supervision and
facades of conformity.

The model containing abusive supervision, perceived organizational support and the
interaction explained a significant proportion of the variance in facades of conformity (R? = .277,
F(3,154) = 19.695, p < .001). Abusive supervision was significantly and positively related to
facades of conformity (b =.423, t(154) = 7.167, p < .001). In addition, perceived organizational
support was non-significantly and positively related to facades of conformity (b=.097, {(154) =
1.78, p =.084). When the interaction between abusive supervision and perceived organizational
support was included in the model it was not significant (b = .086, {(154) = 1.653, p = .100).
Accordingly, this model did not explain a significant proportion of variance above the model with
only main effects (AR?2=.013; AF(1,154) = 2.732, p = .100). When considering facades of
conformity with the supervisor’s values as the subject, perceived organizational support did not
significantly moderate the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity.

The model containing abusive supervision, perceived coworker support and the interaction
explained a significant proportion of the variance in supervisor-centric facades of conformity (R? =
.270; F(3,154) = 19.002, p < .001). Abusive supervision was significantly and positively related to
facades of conformity (b = .428, t(154) = 7.204, p < .001). In addition, perceived coworker support
was non-significantly and negatively related to facades of conformity (b = -.138, {(154) = -1.862, p =
.064). When the interaction between abusive supervision and perceived coworker support was
included in the model it was not significant (b = -.109, {(154) = -1.251, p = .213). Accordingly, this
model did not explain a significant proportion of variance above the model with only main effects
(AR2=.007; AF(1,154) = 1.565, p = .213). When considering supervisor-centric facades of
conformity, perceived coworker support did not significantly moderate the relationship between

abusive supervision and facades of conformity.
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The model containing abusive supervision, organizational diversity climate and the
interaction explained a significant proportion of the variance in supervisor-centric facades of
conformity (R2 = .287; F(3,153) = 20.512, p <.001). Abusive supervision was significantly and
positively related to facades of conformity (b = .434, {(153) = 7.184, p < .001). In addition,
organizational diversity climate was non-significantly and positively related to facades of conformity
(b=.117,1153) = 1.535, p = .993). When the interaction between abusive supervision and
organizational diversity climate was included in the model it was not significant (b =.001, {(153) =
.009, p =.993). Accordingly, this model did not explain a significant proportion of variance above
the model with only main effects (AR? = .000; AF1,153) =.000, p =.993). When considering
supervisor-centric facades of conformity, organizational diversity climate did not significantly
moderate the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity.

Coworker-Centric Facades of Conformity. Along with investigating facade creation from
the standpoint of the supervisor, we conducted a second supplementary analysis to investigate
how the nature of facade creation manifests if we explored facade creation as it relates to the
coworker’s values. In order to conduct this investigation, we altered the facades of conformity scale
to reference the employee’s coworkers instead of the organization. See Appendix A for additional
information. A linear regression was conducted to examine abusive supervision as a predictor of
coworker-centric facades of conformity. The overall model was statistically significant (R? = .188;
F(1,156) = 36.044, p < .001), and indicated that abusive supervision was positively related to
facades of conformity (b =.397, p <.001), explaining a moderate proportion of the variance. For all
subsequent analyses, we tested a moderation effect, the main effect of abusive supervision and
coworker-centric facades of conformity was positive and significant.

The model containing abusive supervision, self-monitoring and the interaction explained a

significant proportion of the variance in coworker-centric facades of conformity (R2 = .201; F(3,154)
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= 12.885, p <.001). Abusive supervision was significantly and positively related to facades of
conformity (b = .420, {(154) = 6.412, p < .001). In addition, self-monitoring was non-significantly
and negatively related to facades of conformity (b =-.011, {(154) = -.8784, p = .381). When the
interaction between abusive supervision and self-monitoring was included in the model it was not
significant (b =-.017, £{(154) = -1.488, p = .139). Additionally, this model did not explain a significant
proportion of variance above the model with only main effects (AR2 = .011; AF1,154) = 2.214, p=
.139). When considering coworker-centric facades of conformity, self-monitoring did not
significantly moderate the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity.
The model containing abusive supervision, perceived minority status and the interaction
explained a significant proportion of the variance in coworker-centric facades of conformity (R2 =
.250; F(3,148) = 16.462, p < .001). Abusive supervision was significantly and posttively related to
facades of conformity (b =.304, t(148) = 4.37, p < .001). Perceived minority status was significantly
and positively related to facades of conformity (b = .154, {(148) = 1.73, p = .087). When the
interaction between abusive supervision and perceived minority status was included in the model it
was significant (b = .131, {(148) = 2.11, p = .036). Additionally, this model explained a significant
proportion of variance above the model with only main effects (AR? = .023; AF(1,148) = 4.462, p =
.036). When considering coworker-centric facades of conformity, perceived minority status
significantly moderated the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity,
the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity increased as respondent’s
perceived minority status increased. To understand the form of the interaction, simple slopes were
examined. At low levels of perceived minority status (i.e., 1SD below the mean) the relationship
was positive and non-significant (b = .177, p=.073). At high levels (i.e., 1SD above the mean) of

perceived minority status the relationship was positive and significant (b = .432, p <.001).
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Figure 5. The Moderating Impact of Perceived Minority Status on the Relationship Between
Abusive Supervision and Facades of Conformity (Coworkers).

The model containing abusive supervision, value congruence and the interaction explained
a significant proportion of the variance in coworker-centric facades of conformity (R? = .252;
F(3,154) = 17.288, p < .001). Abusive supervision was significantly and positively related to
facades of conformity (b = .355, t(154) = 5.254, p < .001). Value congruence was significantly and
positively related to facades of conformity (b =.120, {(154) = 2.640, p = .010). When the
interaction between abusive supervision and value congruence was included in the model it was
not significant (b = .058, {(154) = 1.498, p = .136). Accordingly, this model did not explain a
significant proportion of variance above the model with only main effects (AR2=.011; AF1,154) =
2.243, p = .136). When considering coworker-centric facades of conformity, value congruence did
not significantly moderate the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity.

The model containing abusive supervision, perceived organizational support and the
interaction explained a significant proportion of the variance in coworker-centric facades of

conformity (R2 = .240; F(3,154) = 16.213, p < .001). Abusive supervision was significantly and
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positively related to facades of conformity (b =.393, t(154) = 6.031, p <.001). Perceived
organizational support was significantly and positively related to facades of conformity (b = .158,
t(154) = 1.73, p = .011).  When the interaction between abusive supervision and perceived
organizational support was included in the model it was significant (b = .124, {(154) = 2.162, p =
.032). Accordingly, this model explained a significant proportion of variance above the model with
only main effects (AR2 = .023; AF(1,154) = 4.676, p = .032). When considering coworker-centric
facades of conformity, perceived organizational support significantly moderated the relationship
between abusive supervision and facades of conformity, where the relationship between abusive
supervision and coworker-centric facades of conformity increased as perceived organizational

support increased.
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Figure 6. The Moderating Impact of Perceived Organizational Support on the Relationship Between
Abusive Supervision and Facades of Conformity (Coworkers).

The model containing abusive supervision, perceived coworker support and the interaction
explained a significant proportion of the variance in coworker-centric facades of conformity (R2 =

.201; F(3,154) = 12.930, p < .001). Abusive supervision was significantly and posttively related to
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coworker-centric facades of conformity (b = .402, {(154) = 6.00, p < .001). Perceived coworker
support was non-significantly and negatively related to facades of conformity (b = -.115, {(154) = -
1.372, p = .087). When the interaction between abusive supervision and perceived coworker
support was included in the model it was not significant (b = -.126, {(154) = -1.287, p = .200).
Accordingly, this model did not explain a significant proportion of variance above the model with
only main effects (AR2 =.009; AF(1,154) = 1.656, p = .200). When considering coworker-centric
facades of conformity, perceived coworker support did not significantly moderate the relationship
between abusive supervision and facades of conformity.

The model containing abusive supervision, organizational diversity climate and the
interaction explained a significant proportion of the variance in coworker-centric facades of
conformity (R2 = .226; F(3,153) = 14.909, p < .001). Abusive supervision was significantly and
positively related to facades of conformity (b = .375, {(153) = 5.513, p < .001). Organizational
diversity climate was non-significantly and posttively related to facades of conformity (b =.141,
t(153) = 1.642, p = .103). When the interaction between abusive supervision and organizational
diversity climate was included in the model it was not significant (b =.088, {(153) = 1.184, p =
.238). Additionally, this model did not explain a significant proportion of variance above the model
with only main effects (AR? =.007; AF(1,153) = 1.402, p = .238). When considering coworker-
centric facades of conformity, organizational diversity climate did not significantly moderate the
relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity.

Types of Facades

As we empirically investigated facades of conformity using Hewlin’s (2009) scale, we also
collected open-ended responses to provide further detail into what behaviors manifest when they
are engaging in facades of conformity by asking “Do you have to “act at work”, and if so, what does

this look like for you?” (See Table 2). Most of the respondents indicated that they engaged in
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facade creation to maintain positive relationships. Here it is important to note that the behaviors, or
reasons that people create facades only scratches the surface and provides a glimpse at the ways
and the reasons that people do not present their true selves at work. However, this information
provides some insights into the types of ways that people refrain from showing their true selves at
work.

Table 2

Facades of Conformity Behavioral Examples

Reason Reported Number Percent
Maintain Positive Relationships 22 44%
Hide Political Beliefs 8 16%
Maintain Organizational Efficiency 5 10%
Feigning Positivity or Engagement 4 8%
Hide Religious Beliefs 4 8%
Increase Social Mobility 3 6%
Mitigate Demographic Dissimilarity 2 4%
Manage Impressions 2 4%

Examples of these behaviors include adopting organizational values to maintain rapport
interpersonally with others such as coworkers and customers. Others mentioned engaging in
facades when their political or religious beliefs differed from others in the organization. There were
several behaviors that related to an employee’s career such as employees engaging in facades for
career-protecting reasons such as social mobility and hiding their thoughts on how the organization

is being ran and feigning positivity and engagement. Finally, there were mentions of other
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interpersonal factors such as employees engaging in facades due to demographic differences and

to maintain a positive image in the eyes of their corporate offices.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

The core purpose of this study was to understand how employees respond to abusive
supervision by acting in ways that do not represent their true selves, as well other factors that may
buffer or exacerbate these effects. The results indicated that facades of conformity are positively
and significantly related to abusive supervision. Perceived minority status moderated the
relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity such that the more facets that
employees perceived themselves to be minorities, the relationship between abusive supervision
and facades of conformity strengthened. Perceived coworker support also moderated the
relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity, as coworker support
increased, the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity weakened and
perceived organizational support moderated abusive supervision and facades of conformity as
expected, but the relationship manifested in the opposite direction than what was proposed.
Specifically, the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity strengthened
with higher perceived organizational support.

These results illustrate a novel connection between employees’ perceptions of abusive
supervision and how employees may cope by engaging in facade creation, feigning the adoption of
organizational values. This link is important and connects to similar mechanisms such as
ingratiation as a coping strategy as a response to abusive supervision (Yagil et al., 2011). Facades
of conformity may serve as a form of impression management, where employees seek to maintain
a positive rapport with their supervisor (Bozeman & Kacmar, 1997). It is imperative that if
organizations espouse to center their organizational cultures in building authentic and trusting
relationships, abusive supervision may undermine their best intentions.

To investigate the facades of conformity construct in a broader sense, we opted to expand

the scale to consider employees feigning congruence with the values of their supervisor as well as
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their coworkers. Supervisor-centric facades of conformity did not yield any significant moderated
effects in our current analysis. These results are interesting as supervisor value congruence was
not significant as a moderator of the abusive supervision — facades of conformity relationship. As
we focused facades of conformity to include feigning the values of coworkers, we found significant
moderated effects with perceived minority status, perceived organizational support.

Recent findings indicated that in situations where leaders are low in integrity, value
incongruence did not motivate employees to create facades (Hewlin et al., 2017) this may relate to
our insignificant moderation effect of value congruence. The rationale as to why employees engage
in facade is a complex mechanism, especially when we factor in abusive supervision. Our
preliminary results show patterns of employees seeking to maintain posttive relationships, it would
be beneficial for future studies to shine additional light on the mechanism through a qualitative
approach such as interviews.

Perceived Minority Status

As we consider the impact of how employees perceive themselves as minorities in their
work environment, our findings illustrate how a holistic view of how multiple identities may play a
part in an employee’s self-concept. Intersectionality, the examination of how social identity
structures such as race, class, and gender in fostering life experiences (Gopaldas & DeRoy, 2015)
is important as organizations considers authenticity and in consideration of cultivating
organizational cultures that espouse human-centric values.

The findings also illustrate the importance of how demographic dissimilarity impacts
employees with an abusive supervisor. The facade creation that manifests in the presence of
abusive supervision has consequences for organizations seeking to benefit from a diverse work

environment. In situations where abusive supervisors thrive, diverse thoughts, opinions and ideas
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may be hidden due to an employee’s inadvertent conformance and instead attempting to seek
approval and acceptance or even protection from the abuse of their supervisor.
Perceived Coworker Support

Examining employee’s perceived coworker support we structured our inquiry as a research
question due to the mixed nature of the researcher literature. Our research question centered
around investigating how Sarafino’s (1997) “buffering hypothesis” of social support manifests in the
face of abusive supervision and facades of conformity. Our results indicate that perceived coworker
support moderated the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity.
Specifically, we shed light on the notion that coworker support may decrease the occurrence of
facade creation when employees work for an abusive supervisor. The results of this study do not
provide any indication of the exact nature of coworker support, however. It would be important to
investigate if coworker support decreases the strain of an abusive supervisor directly or if coworker
support impacts the employee directly, impacting how they experience the strain of their abusive
supervisor. These results may encourage organizational leadership to avoid confronting abusive
supervisors, investigating sources of coworker support as a strategy to mitigate abuse. This is not
recommended for a variety of reasons. Ironically, supervisors are noted as the most influential
source of support in the workplace (Ng & Sorensen, 2008), so it would be imperative that while we
encourage coworker support as a part of our organizational culture strategy and additionally to
serve as a potential mitigating factor to lessen the impact of unreported abusive supervisors, once
an organization is made aware of an abusive supervisor, they should address the root cause.
Perceived Organizational Support

As we examine perceived organizational support, we proposed that as employees
perceived their organizational support to be high, we would see a decrease in the relationship

between facade creation and abusive supervision. Specifically, if employees felt their organization
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supported them, they would not need to engage in the same amount of facade creation in the face
of abusive supervision, consistent with (Hunter et al., 2012). Our results indicated an unexpected
finding, that perceived organizational support strengthened the relationship.

Though researchers such as Li, Qian, Han, and Jin (2016) found no correlation between
abusive supervision and organizational support, these results were surprising as our a priori
assumption was that employees would perceive organizational support and support from their
supervisor similarly as indicated by Eisenberger, Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, Sucharski and
Rhoads (2002). Our result is also counter to those found by Shoss et al. (2013). One may wonder
do employees who feel higher organizational support engage in facade creation, despite working
for an abusive supervisor do so for the purposes of maintaining the perks and rewards related to
working in the high supporting organization? In other words, are they not “rocking the boat” to avoid
a loss in organizational support and other organizational rewards? This may a be a possibility as
Rhodes and Eisenberger (2002) indicated that organizational support may benefit employees in
three different ways, specifically, fairness, supervisor support, and organizational
rewards/favorable job conditions. Finding this moderating effect of perceived organizational support
between abusive supervision and facades of conformity raises many questions to explore in the
future.

Implications for Research

Our findings expand the burgeoning area of facades of conformity research, establishing
the relationship between facade creation and abusive supervision. We also expand upon the
strategies that Yagil et al. (2011) proposed as a result of abusive supervision. Our results indicate
that facade creation may serve as an additional option for respite in this very difficult situation.
Facade creation in the face of abusive supervision is viewed as an approach to abusive coping

where an employee will feign agreement with organizational values. We view facade creation as an
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approach to halt the abusive behavior through a mechanism like ingratiation. However, engaging in
facades of conformity may occur emotionally, at different levels for the employee, similar to how
surface acting and deep acting differ to the actor. These actions may appear the same to the
abusive supervisor, engaging in facades presents underlying psychological distress for the
employee. Facade creation is one of many mechanisms that may be utilized to cope with an
abusive supervisor. Future studies should compare other coping strategies concurrently to

illuminate comparatively how effective coping strategies are in the presence of abuse.

Coping Strategies

Problem-Focused Emotion-Focused

Ingratiation- Evoking
=4 positive emotion from | ==
supervisor

Avoiding Contact-
Avoidance tactics

Direct Support-Seeking-
Communication- s .
— =4 Seeking emotional

Open discussion w/
supervisor support from others

Reframing- Engaging
in reassuring thoughts

Figure 7. Coping Strategies (Yagil et al., 2011, p.8)

Abusive supervision may be perceived as traumatic. Like other traumatic events, the
impact of an abusive supervisor may have lasting effects. Both facade creation and abusive
supervision have been linked to emotional exhaustion (Anjum & Shah, 2017; Wu & Hu, 2009).
Among the litany of psychological stressors negatively relating to abusive supervision, Jian, Kwan,
Qiu, Liu and Kim (2012) found abusive supervision to negatively impact employees’ seff-image and
overall self-concept. Whether or not engaging in facade creation presents as a maladaptive

psychological mechanism in the presence of abusive supervision is important to consider. As our
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research, sheds light into the relationship between abusive supervision and facades of conformity,
we remain curious of how facade creation impacts an employee overall self-concept over time,
especially considering the negative relationship with abusive supervision.

The moderators here provide clarity on the boundary conditions surrounding the process of
how employees respond to abusive supervision. Specifically, all employees may not respond to
perceptions of abusive supervision in the same ways, and the examination of moderators of this
relationship provide clarity on why and how some employees will create facades of conformity as a
response. Examining additional moderators related to abusive supervision and facades of
conformity is important as the nature of abusive supervision may perpetuate different responses in
employees depending on employee background and organizational context.

Implications for Practice

As we reflect on the implications for practice, we recognize that regardless of employees
genuinely conforming or engaging in facades to conform, it is important for practitioners to
investigate. Considering the urgency in addressing abusive supervision, practitioners need to be
equipped to appropriately address any reports of abusive supervision as the negative impact of
abusive supervision has far reaching effects on employees including thoughts of suicide (Liu, Gul,
Zhang, Raza & Usman, 2020).

The underlying psychological effects of employee facade creation may warrant additional
action by organizations to ensure that they understand and regularly measure aspects of their
organizational culture, specffically, being able to communicate and share the basic assumptions,
values, and beliefs of the organization (Schein, 2010) and further what the organization values,
rewards, and/or encourages. Firms should then structure their hiring processes to ensure that
these details are communicated to new hires in attempts to minimize the occurrence of facade

creation, especially in the face of abusive supervision.
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Our results yield important revelations to the differential impact of minority status as it
relates to abusive supervision. The inclination that the relationship between abusive supervision
and facade creation strengthens as perceived minority status increases is an important facet to
investigate as organizations consider diversity in the workplace. In consideration of racial-ethnic
minorities, facade creation may be a defense mechanism as diversity may be viewed to some as a
threat to social status (Ridoran & Shore, 1997; Tsui, Egan & O'Reilly, 1992) leading to more abuse.
This defense mechanism that occurs is also highlighted by the fact that many racial and ethnic
minorities, especially in environments where they perceive themselves as minorities may feel
increasingly visible and vulnerable to scrutiny (Steele & Aronson, 1995; Thomas & Chrobot-Mason,
2005) and in the scope of this research, increased abuse.

Abuse as a form of retaliation is an important element as one considers an employee’s
perceived minority status. In-group projection occurs where dominant attributes and characteristics
serve as the prototypical model for the organization, inadvertently justifying privilege and higher
status (Mummendey & Wenzel, 1999). Characteristics of racial and ethnic minorities may be
deemed and perceived as less “connecting with organizational values”, further implicitly legitimizing
differential treatment (Waldzus & Mummendey, 2004; Wenzel, Mummendey, Weber, & Waldzus,
2003) which may include supervisory abuse if they don't conform, engaging in facades.
Organizations should adopt approaches systemically to navigate any discrepancies that may be
rooted in the salient demographic characteristics of employees, investigating the impact of their
organizational values on facade creation, especially in consideration of aspect of social identity.

Leadership development programs and other sources of leadership support should
effectively illustrate the importance of cultivating a work environment where employees don't feel
the need to engage in facade creation and further highlight the magnitude of a leader’s behavior

can impact how an employee presents themselves and their beliefs, minimizing the benefits that
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organizations seek from diversity and inclusion initiatives. Many models exist to facilitate this
imperative. For example, transformational leadership (Bass, 1985) emphasizes the importance of
idealized influence where the leader prioritizes the unique needs of the follower. Servant leadership
(Liden, Wayne, Zhao & Henderson, 2008) is focused on sharing power by centering the needs of
the employee. Authentic leadership (Luthans & Avolio, 2003) is built on a foundation of ethical
behavior, minimizing the harmful effects of control and power dynamics.

As Wesolowski and Mossholder (1997) indicated, this environment should also stress the
importance of support and acceptance. In turn, highlighting that varying perspectives of fairness
may exist by demographically dissimilar employees. Overall, as supervisors impact employee’s
perception of the workplace, policy implementation and many times, the culture, an important
opportunity exists for organizations to establish overt expectations for supervisors to develop
competencies such as cultural humility, belonging, and empathy especially as workplaces continue
to diversify.

As Triana, Garcia and Kim (2012) indicated, individuals who had a higher personal value
of diversity had a stronger negative reaction to the mistreatment of women and racial minorities.
Due to the tacit nature of facade creation, ensuring that members have a personal value of
diversity may also yield a “early warning system” for organizations to mitigate abusive supervision,
especially for minority and women employees who may be differentially impacted in the
relationship between abusive supervision and facade creation.

Abusive supervisors’ impact may be far greater than the individual as investigated in this
study. Farh and Chen (2014), found that the toxicity of abusive supervision extends further than the
individual but may also impact teams negatively. Human resources departments and employee
assistance programs seeking to improve their organizational cultures should look to create

mechanisms of employee support and information gathering that allow for feedback. The notion
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that facade creation is strengthened in situations with abusive supervision may have a negative
impact on employees feeling safe to voice opinions that differ from the norms of the organization
and values. This is a dangerous aspect as it may hinder an organizational culture from
transforming organizational values that are inadvertently harming the organization unbeknownst to
members.

As organizations consider the recent prevalence of remote-based workplaces due to
COVID-19, abusive supervision and facades of conformity may take different forms. We remain
curious how the effect of abusive supervision impacts employees and further how facades of
conformity manifest. Working remotely, specifically from home in the context of abusive supervision
may pose additional stressors for the employee, as Eddleston and Mulki (2017) found, working
from home encourages employees to overwork and results in work infringing on their family role.
Couple this finding with abusive supervision, we hypothesis that the impact of abusive supervision
would increase for the employee. As a result, we expect facade creation to most likely be
heightened to counteract the increased stress manifestation. Considering the limited research in
remote work, abusive supervision and facades of conformity, we suggest additional research to
investigate this phenomenon as the workplace context evolves.

Limitations

Our quantitative methodology facilitated a broader outreach for us to gather data. Our
methodology was important to investigate the moderating effects of the relationship between
abusive supervision and facades of conformity. However, a limitation exists in that a quantitative
survey does not facilitate interaction between researcher and participant. A qualitative methodology
may be helpful in interpreting sample participants’ feelings, thoughts, and opinions regarding

facades of conformity (Rutber & Bouikidis, 2018).
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With the rise in online surveys (Boas, Christenson, & Gick, 2018). Our online survey
methodology may have led to an erroneous assumption that respondents would produce honest
responses reflecting their true thoughts, opinions and feelings (Siegel & Jones, 2018). Even though
the literature supports the notion that online respondents are not influenced by the researcher
(Cowles & Nelson, 2015), it is not known if responds who frequent the utilization of online panels
such as Qualtrics answer questions reliably (Hillygus, Jacksion, & McKenzie, 2014).

Common method bias occurs when one attempts to measure multiple constructs utilizing
the same method resulting in a potential error that may bias the observed relationships between
the constructs that are being measured (Schaller, Patil, & Malhotra, 2015). We made attempts in
our study design to limit this occurrence by separating our survey items in two surveys that were
deployed a week apart (Podsakoff et al., 1986). Other methodologies may provide similar data but
also mitigate the influence of common method bias including interpersonal simulations, work
samples and interviews.

Identifying abusive supervision may be difficult for some respondents. As Tepper, Simon
and Park (2017) notes, respondents may misclassify past instances of supervision as abusive and
additionally, they may be afraid to report. The researchers estimate a ten percent prevalence rate
for abusive supervision. Considering these occurrences, we made attempts to mitigate this by
asking respondents to consider a supervisor that they've reported to in the last five years due to
the speculative prevalence rate of abusive supervision as well as the fact that many employees
may have left a previous organization due to an abusive supervisor. Though our intention was for
all the variables to focus in consideration to the same supervisor, it may have been difficult for
respondents to answer accurately to questions if they were referencing different organizations and
supervisors. Future studies should look for alternative methods to limit ambiguity due to temporal

dissonance.
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Future Directions

As we look to understand the nature of facades creation in the workplace, it's important for
researchers to continue to exploring facade creation qualitatively. Being a relatively new construct,
there is not a lot of research that explores how this behavior manifests in the workplace and none
as it relates to its connection to abusive supervision. Consistent with Hewlin et al. (2017), future
researchers should also explore how demographic dissimilarity, specifically racial and gender
characteristics impact facade creation, especially in the presence of an abusive supervisor.

To reduce the occurrence of common method bias, researchers should investigate
different methods to gather data, especially from alternative perspectives. Approaches may include
360-degree feedback from other sources including coworker perceptions. Future research should
also explore alternative methodologies for populating their sample such as recruitment through
local organizations or universities.

As researchers investigate problem-focused and emotional-focused responses to abusive
supervision, diving deeper into facades of conformity may be warranted as employees may be
engaging in facades focused to both be problem focused, ingratiating their abusive supervisor but
may also serve as an emotional coping mechanism to mitigate the impact of emotional exhaustion.
As noted above, Yagil et al. (2011) delineated several responses to abusive supervision. Here we
investigated facades of conformity as one coping mechanism, but there are other ways in which
the taxonomy could be expanded as different responses, and the specific boundary conditions (i.e.,
moderators) of the relationships between abusive supervision and outcomes would likely differ in
each relationship.

Finally, the consequences, or outcomes, of facades of conformity should be examined in
greater detail. Researchers have examined this, but we need to know more about the short-term

and long-term consequences of engaging in facades of conformity. Researchers have previously
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linked numerous outcomes including emotional exhaustion (Hunter et al., 2012) and employee
voice and job satisfaction (Hsin-Hui Chou, Fang & Yeh, 2019). However, additional research
should continue to investigate the consequences of abusive supervision as well as the ways that
creating and maintaining facades may negatively impact employees.
General Conclusions

Facade creation, being a relatively newer construct, presents a myriad of opportunity to
investigate a nascent phenomenon that may be under the radar for many organizations. In this
study we examined facade creation as a response to abusive supervision. In consideration of
diversity and inclusion efforts, we recognize the differential impact as minority status increases.
Many may pose solutions for employees to shift and reframe their perceptions in the face of
abusive supervision however, the burden remains at the organizational level, the system to

change.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 67

References

Akbar, M. F. (2018). Leader-Member Exchange and Agreeableness as Determinants of Facade of
Conformity: A Moderated-Mediation Model involving Emotional Exhaustion, Trust in
Management, Emotional Stability and Outcomes (Doctoral dissertation, Capital University
of Science & Technology Islamabad.).

Allen, D. G., Weeks, K. P., & Moffitt, K. R. (2005). Turnover intentions and voluntary turnover: the
moderating roles of self-monitoring, locus of control, proactive personality, and risk
aversion. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(5), 980-990.

Andela, M., Truchot, D., & Borteyrou, X. (2015). Emotional labour and burnout: Some
methodological considerations and refinements. Canadian Journal of Behavioural
Science/Revue Canadienne des sciences du Comportement, 47(4), 321-332.

Andersson, L. M., & Pearson, C. M. (1999). Tit for tat? The spiraling effect of incivility in the
workplace. Academy of Management Review, 24(3), 452-471.

Anjum, M., & Shah, S. Z. A. (2017). Indirect Effects of FNE and POP on Emotional Exhaustion:
The Role of Facades of Conformity. Business & Economic Review, 9(2), 225-254.

Aryee, S., Sun, L. Y., Chen, Z. X. G., & Debrah, Y. A. (2008). Abusive supervision and contextual
performance: The mediating role of emotional exhaustion and the moderating role of work
unit structure. Management and Organization Review, 4(3), 393-411.

Bass, B. M. (1985). Leadership and performance beyond expectations. New York: Free Press.

Bies, R. J., & Tripp, T. M. (1996). Beyond distrust: “Getting even” and the need for revenge. In
R.M. Kramer & T.R. Tyler (Eds.). Trust in organizations, (pp. 246-260). Thousand Oaks,

CA: Sage Publications.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 68

Boas, T. C., Christenson, D. P., & Glick, D. M. (2018). Recruiting large online samples in the
United States and India: Facebook, Mechanical Turk, and Qualtrics. Political Science
Research and Methods, 1-19.

Bolino, M. C., Kacmar, K. M., Turnley, W. H., & Gilstrap, J. B. (2008). A multi-level review of
impression management motives and behaviors. Journal of Management, 34(6), 1080-
1109.

Bond, M. H., & Smith, P. B. (1996). Cross-cultural social and organizational psychology. Annual
review of psychology, 47(1), 205-235.

Bozeman, D. P., & Kacmar, K. M. (1997). A cybernetic model of impression management
processes in organizations. Organizational behavior and human decision processes, 69(1),
9-30.

Brotheridge, C. M. (2001). A comparison of alternative models of coping: Identifying relationships

among coworker support, workload, and emotional exhaustion in the
workplace. International Journal of Stress Management, 8(1), 1-14.

Brotheridge, C. M., & Grandey, A. A. (2002). Emotional labor and burnout: Comparing two
perspectives of “people work.” Journal of Vocational Behavior, 60, 17-39.

Brown, D. (1995). A values-based approach to facilitating career transitions. The Career
Development Quarterly, 44(1), 4-11.

Brown, M. E., Trevifio, L. K., & Harrison, D. A. (2005). Ethical leadership: A social learning
perspective for construct development and testing. Organizational behavior and human
decision processes, 97(2), 117-134.

Burton, J. P., Hoobler, J. M., & Scheuer, M. L. (2012). Supervisor workplace stress and abusive
supervision: The buffering effect of exercise. Journal of Business and Psychology, 27(3),

271-279.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 69

Cable, D. M., & DeRue, D. S. (2002). The convergent and discriminant validity of subjective fit
perceptions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(5), 875-884.

Chattopadhyay, P., Tluchowska, M., & George, E. (2004). Identifying the ingroup: A closer look at
the influence of demographic dissimilarity on employee social identity. Academy of
Management Review, 29(2), 180-202.

Cheung, F., Tang, C. S. K., & Tang, S. (2011). Psychological capital as a moderator between
emotional labor, burnout, and job satisfaction among school teachers in
China. International Journal of Stress Management, 18(4), 348.

Cho, Y. J., & Song, H. J. (2017). Determinants of turnover intention of social workers: Effects of
emotional labor and organizational trust. Public Personnel Management, 46(1), 41-65.

Chrobot-Mason, D., & Aramovich, N. P. (2013). The psychological benefits of creating an affirming
climate for workplace diversity. Group & Organization Management, 38(6), 659-689.

Conger, J. A. (1990). The dark side of leadership. Organizational Dynamics, 19(2), 44-55.

Conway, J. M., & Lance, C. E. (2010). What reviewers should expect from authors regarding
common method bias in organizational research. Journal of Business and Psychology,
25(3), 325-334.

Costigan, R. D., Insinga, R. C., Berman, J. J., Kranas, G., & Kureshov, V. A. (2012). A four-country
study of the relationship of affect-based trust to turnover intention. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 42(5), 1123-1142.

Coté, S., & Morgan, L. M. (2002). A longitudinal analysis of the association between emotion
regulation, job satisfaction, and intentions to quit. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23,

947-962.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 70

Cowles, E. L., & Nelson, E. (2015). An introduction to survey research. New York, NY: Business
Expert Press.

Cox, T. H., Lobel, S. A., & McLeod, P. L. (1991). Effects of ethnic group cultural differences on
cooperative and competitive behavior on a group task. Academy of Management Journal,
34(4), 827-847.

De Jong, J. P., & Den Hartog, D. N. (2007). How leaders influence employees' innovative
behaviour. European Journal of Innovation Management, 10(1), 41-64.

Deng, H., Wu, C. H., Leung, K., & Guan, Y. (2016). Depletion from self-regulation: A resource-
based account of the effect of value incongruence. Personnel Psychology, 69(2), 431-465.

Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2001). The role of trust in organizational settings. Organization
Science, 12(4), 450-467.

Doblhofer, D. S., Hauser, A., Kuonath, A., Haas, K., Agthe, M., & Frey, D. (2019). Make the best
out of the bad: coping with value incongruence through displaying facades of conformity,
positive reframing, and self-disclosure. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 1-22.

Eddleston, K. A., & Mulki, J. (2017). Toward understanding remote workers’ management of work-
family boundaries: The complexity of workplace embeddedness. Group & Organization
Management, 42(3), 346-387.

Edwards, J. R., & Cable, D. M. (2009). The value of value congruence. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 94(3), 654-677.

Einarsen, S. (2000). Harassment and bullying at work: A review of the Scandinavian approach.
Aggression and Violent Behavior, 5(4), 379-401.

Einarsen, S., Aasland, M. S., & Skogstad, A. (2007). Destructive leadership behaviour: A definition

and conceptual model. The Leadership Quarterly, 18(3), 207-216.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 4

Eisenberger, R., Cummings, J., Armeli, S., & Lynch, P. (1997). Perceived organizational support,
discretionary treatment, and job satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82(5), 812-
820.

Eisenberger, R., Stinglhamber, F., Vandenberghe, C., Sucharski, I. L., & Rhoades, L. (2002).
Perceived supervisor support: contributions to perceived organizational support and
employee retention. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(3), 565.

Erkutlu, H., & Chafra, J. (2016). Value congruence and commitment to change in healthcare
organizations. Journal of Advances in Management Research, 13(3), 316-333.

Farh, C. I., & Chen, Z. (2014). Beyond the individual victim: Multilevel consequences of abusive
supervision in teams. Journal of Applied Psychology, 99(6), 1074.

Ferris, G. R., Frink, D. D., & Galang, M. C. (1993). Diversity in the Workplace: The Human
Resources Management Challenges. Human Resource Planning, 16(1).

Gardner, W. L., Fischer, D., & Hunt, J. G. J. (2009). Emotional labor and leadership: A threat to
authenticity?. The Leadership Quarterly, 20(3), 466-482.

Gopaldas, A., & DeRoy, G. (2015). An intersectional approach to diversity research. Consumption
Markets & Culture, 18(4), 333-364.

Gonzalez, J. A. (2016). Demographic dissimilarity, value congruence, and workplace attachment:
Asymmetrical group effects. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 31(1), 169-185.

Grandey, A. A. (2000). Emotional regulation in the workplace: A new way to conceptualize
emotional labor. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 5(1), 95-110.

Grandey, A. A. (2003). When “the show must go on”: Surface acting and deep acting as
determinants of emotional exhaustion and peer-rated service delivery. Academy of

management Journal, 46(1), 86-96.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 72

Gross, J. J. (1998). Antecedent-and response-focused emotion regulation: divergent
consequences for experience, expression, and physiology. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 74(1), 224-237.

Halbesleben, J. R., & Wheeler, A. R. (2015). To invest or not? The role of coworker support and
trust in daily reciprocal gain spirals of helping behavior. Journal of Management, 41(6),
1628-1650.

Harris, K. J., Harvey, P., Harris, R. B., & Cast, M. (2013). An investigation of abusive supervision,
vicarious abusive supervision, and their joint impacts. The Journal of Social Psychology,
153(1), 38-50.

Harris, K. J., Harvey, P., & Kacmar, K. M. (2011). Abusive supervisory reactions to coworker
relationship conflict. The Leadership Quarterly, 22(5), 1010-1023.

Harvey, P., Stoner, J., Hochwarter, W., & Kacmar, C. (2007). Coping with abusive supervision: The
neutralizing effects of ingratiation and positive affect on negative employee outcomes. The
Leadership Quarterly, 18(3), 264-280.

Hayes, A. F. (2018). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional PROCESS analysis: A
regression-based approach (27 ed.). Guilford Press.

Henle, C. A, & Gross, M. A. (2014). What have | done to deserve this? Effects of employee
personality and emotion on abusive supervision. Journal of Business Ethics, 122(3), 461-
474,

Hewlin, P. F. (2003). And the award for best actor goes to...: Facades of conformity in
organizational settings. Academy of Management Review, 28(4), 633-642.

Hewlin, P. F. (2009). Wearing the cloak: antecedents and consequences of creating facades of

conformity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(3), 727-741.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 73

Hewlin, P. F., Dumas, T. L., & Burnett, M. F. (2017). To thine own self be true? Facades of
conformity, values incongruence, and the moderating impact of leader integrity. Academy
of Management Journal, 60(1), 178-199.

Hewlin, P. F., Kim, S. S., & Song, Y. H. (2016). Creating facades of conformity in the face of job
insecurity: A study of consequences and conditions. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 89(3), 539-567.

Hillygus, D. S., Jacksion, N., & McKenzie, Y. (2014). Professional respondents in nonprobability
online panels. In M. Callegaro, R. Baker, J. Bethlehem, A. S. Goritz, H. A. Krosnick, & P. J.
Lavrakas (Eds.), Online panel research: A data quality perspective (pp. 219-237).
Chichester, England: Wiley.

Hochschild, A. R. (1983). The managed heart: Commercialization of human feeling. Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press

Hogan, R., & Hogan, J. (2001). Assessing leadership: A view from the dark side. International
Journal of Selection and Assessment, 9(1-2), 40-51.

Hoobler, J. M., & Brass, D. J. (2006). Abusive supervision and family undermining as displaced
aggression. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(5), 1125-1133.

Hornstein, H. A. (1996). Brutal bosses and their prey. Riverhead Books.

Hsin-Hui Chou, Fang, S., & Yeh, T. (2019). The effects of facades of conformity on employee voice
and job satisfaction. Management Decision, 58(3), 495-509.

Hilsheger, U. R., & Schewe, A. F. (2011). On the costs and benefits of emotional labor: A meta-
analysis of three decades of research. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 16,

361-389.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 74

Hunter, K. H., Luchak, A., & Devine, K. (2012, July). Limiting facades of conformity and its impact:
The role of supportive employment relationships. In Academy of Management Proceedings
(Vol. 2012, No. 1, p. 16546). Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510: Academy of Management.

Janse van Rensburg, C., Rothmann, S. S., & Diedericks, E. (2017). Person-environment fit,
flourishing and intention to leave in universities of technology in South Africa. SA Journal
of Industrial Psychology, 43(1), 1-10.

Jaskyte, K., & Kisieliene, A. (2006). Organizational innovation: A comparison of nonprofit human-
service organizations in Lithuania and the United States. International Social Work, 49(2),
165-176.

Jawahar, I. M., & Mattsson, J. (2005). Sexism and beautyism effects in selection as a function of
self-monitoring level of decision-maker. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(3), 563.

Jenkins, J. M. (1993). Self-monitoring and turnover: The impact of personality on intent to leave.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 14(1), 83-91.

Jian, Z., Kwan, H. K., Qiu, Q,, Liu, Z. Q., & Kim, F. H.-K. (2012). Abusive supervision and frontline

employees’ service performance. Service Industries Journal, 32, 683-698.

Jung, D. |, & Avolio, B. J. (2000). Opening the black box: An experimental investigation of the
mediating effects of trust and value congruence on transformational and transactional
leadership. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 21(8), 949-964.

Kanter, R. M. (1977). Some effects of proportions on group life. In The Gender Gap in
Psychotherapy (pp. 53-78). Springer, Boston, MA.

Kaplan, D. M., Wiley, J. W., & Maertz Jr, C. P. (2011). The role of calculative attachment in the
relationship between diversity climate and retention. Human Resource Management,

50(2), 271-287.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 75

Kiewitz, C., Restubog, S. L. D., Zagenczyk, T. J., Scott, K. D., Garcia, P. R. J. M., & Tang, R. L.
(2012). Sins of the parents: Self-control as a buffer between supervisors' previous
experience of family undermining and subordinates' perceptions of abusive supervision.
The Leadership Quarterly, 23(5), 869-882.

Killingsworth, S. (2012). Modeling the message: Communicating compliance through
organizational values and culture. Georgetown Journal of Legal Ethics, 25, 961-987.

Kim, T. Y., & Kim, M. (2013). Leaders’ moral competence and employee outcomes: The effects of
psychological empowerment and person-supervisor fit. Journal of Business Ethics, 112(1),
155-166.

Kramer, R. M. (2001). Identity and trust in organizations. In M. A. Hogg & D. J. Terry (Eds.) Social
identity processes in organizational contexts (pp. 167-179). Philadelphia, PA: Psychology
Press.

Krishnan, V. R. (2002). Transformational leadership and value system congruence. International
Journal of Value-Based Management, 15(1), 19-33.

Kristof, A. L. (1996). Person-organization fit: An integrative review of its conceptualizations,
measurement, and implications. Personnel Psychology, 49(1), 1-49.

Kristof-Brown, A. L., Zimmerman, R. D., & Johnson, E. C. (2005). Consequences of individuals’ fit
at work: a meta-analysis of person-job, person-organization, person-group, and person-
supervisor fit. Personnel Psychology, 58(2), 281-342.

Kudret, S., Erdogan, B., & Bauer, T. N. (2019). Self-monitoring personality trait at work: An
integrative narrative review and future research directions. Journal of Organizational

Behavior, 40(2), 193-208.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 76

Ladd, D., & Henry, R. A. (2000). Helping Coworkers and Helping the Organization: The Role of
Support Perceptions, Exchange Ideology, and Conscientiousness. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 30(10), 2028-2049.

Lam, C. K., Walter, F., & Huang, X. (2017). Supervisors' emotional exhaustion and abusive
supervision: The moderating roles of perceived subordinate performance and supervisor
self-monitoring. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 38(8), 1151-1166.

Lambert, E. G., Hogan, N. L., Barton-Bellessa, S. M., & Jiang, S. (2012). Examining the
relationship between supervisor and management trust and job burnout among
correctional staff. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 39(7), 938-957.

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Coping and Adaptation. In W. D. Gentry (Ed.), The
Handbook of Behavioral Medicine (pp. 282-325.). New York: Guilford.

Lian, H., Ferris, D. L., & Brown, D. J. (2012). Does power distance exacerbate or mitigate the
effects of abusive supervision? It depends on the outcome. Journal of Applied Psychology,
97(1), 107-123.

Liang, H. L. (2019). How workplace bullying relates to facades of conformity and work-family
conflict: The mediating role of psychological strain. Psychological Reports, 0, 1-22.

Liden, R. C., Wayne, S. J., Zhao, H., & Henderson, D. (2008). Servant leadership: Development of
a multidimensional measure and multi-level assessment. The Leadership Quarterly, 19(2),
161-177.

Lin, W., Wang, L., & Chen, S. (2013). Abusive supervision and employee well-being: The
moderating effect of power distance orientation. Applied Psychology, 62(2), 308-329.

Liu, Y., Gul, H., Zhang, J., Raza, J., & Usman, M. (2020). Abusive Supervision and Suicidal

Ideation: The Potential Role of Meaning in Life. Deviant Behavior, 1-12.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 77

Li, X., Qian, J., Han, Z. R, & Jin, Z. (2016). Coping with abusive supervision: the neutralizing
effects of perceived organizational support and political skill on employees’
burnout. Current Psychology, 35(1), 77-82.

Lok, P., & Crawford, J. (1999). The relationship between commitment and organizational culture,
subculture, leadership style and job satisfaction in organizational change and
development. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 20(7), 365-374.

Luthans, F., & Avolio, B. J. (2003). Authentic leadership development. Positive Organizational
Scholarship, 241, 258.

Martinko, M. J., Harvey, P., Brees, J. R., & Mackey, J. (2013). A review of abusive supervision
research. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 34, S120-S137.

Mastracci, S. H., & Adams, I. T. (2019). Understanding Emotional Labor at the Cultural Level. In
The Palgrave Handbook of Global Perspectives on Emotional Labor in Public Service (pp.
119-148). Palgrave Macmillan, Cham.

Mathieu, C., & Babiak, P. (2016). Corporate psychopathy and abusive supervision: Their influence
on employees' job satisfaction and turnover intentions. Personality and Individual
Differences, 91, 102-106.

Mathisen, G. E., Einarsen, S., & Mykletun, R. (2011). The relationship between supervisor
personality, supervisors’ perceived stress, and workplace bullying. Journal of Business
Ethics, 99(4), 637-651.

Mawritz, M. B., Mayer, D. M., Hoobler, J. M., Wayne, S. J., & Marinova, S. V. (2012). A trickle-
down model of abusive supervision. Personnel Psychology, 65(2), 325-357.

McKay, P. F., Avery, D. R., Tonidandel, S., Morris, M. A., Hernandez, M., & Hebl, M. R. (2007).
Racial differences in employee retention: Are diversity climate perceptions the key?

Personnel Psychology, 60(1), 35-62.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 78

Meglino, B. M., & Ravlin, E. C. (1998). Individual values in organizations: Concepts, controversies,
and research. Journal of Management, 24(3), 351-389.

Meyers, L. S., Gamst, G., & Guarino, A. J. (2017). Applied multivariate research-Design and
interpretation (31 ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Mitchell, M. S., & Ambrose, M. L. (2007). Abusive supervision and workplace deviance and the
moderating effects of negative reciprocity beliefs. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92,
1159-1168.

Mitchell, M. S., Vogel, R. M., & Folger, R. (2015). Third parties’ reactions to the abusive
supervision of coworkers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100(4), 1040.

Morris, J. A., & Feldman, D. C. (1996). The dimensions, antecedents, and consequences of
emotional labor. Academy of Management Review, 21, 986-1010.

Muchinsky, P. M., & Monahan, C. J. (1987). What is person-environment congruence?
Supplementary versus complementary models of fit. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 31(3),
268-277.

Mummendey, A., & Wenzel, M. (1999). Social discrimination and tolerance in intergroup relations:
Reactions to intergroup difference. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 3(2), 158-
174.

Nemeth, C. J. (1986). Differential contributions of majority and minority influence. Psychological
Review, 93(1), 23-32.

Neves, P. (2014). Taking it out on survivors: Submissive employees, downsizing, and abusive
supervision. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 87(3), 507-534.

Ng, T. W., & Sorensen, K. L. (2008). Toward a further understanding of the relationships between
perceptions of support and work attitudes: A meta-analysis. Group & Organization

Management, 33(3), 243-268.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 79

Nixon, A. E., Bruk-Lee, V., & Spector, P. E. (2017). Grin and Bear It?: Employees' Use of Surface
Acting During Co-worker Conflict. Stress and Health, 33(2), 129-142.

Nkomo, S. M., & Al Ariss, A. (2014). The historical origins of ethnic (white) privilege in US
organizations. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 29(4), 389-404.

Nyquist, E., Allen, J., & Erks, R. (2018). When the boss came to the meeting: Hierarchical distance
and emotional labor in workplace meetings. Consulting Psychology Journal: Practice and
Research, 70(3), 207-226.

Ogbu, J. U. (1992). Understanding cultural diversity and learning. Educational Researcher, 21(8),
5-14.

Ostroff, C., Shin, Y., & Kinicki, A. J. (2005). Multiple perspectives of congruence: Relationships
between value congruence and employee attitudes. Journal of Organizational Behavior:
The International Journal of Industrial, Occupational and Organizational Psychology and
Behavior, 26(6), 591-623.

Ozcelik, H. (2013). An empirical analysis of surface acting in intra-organizational relationships.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 34(3), 291-309.

Peltokorpi, V. (2019). Abusive supervision and emotional exhaustion: the moderating role of power
distance orientation and the mediating role of interaction avoidance. Asia Pacific Journal of
Human Resources, 57(3), 251-275.

Pfeffer, J. (1997). New directions for organization theory: Problems and prospects. New York, NY:
Oxford University Press.

Phillips, T. N., Williams, F., & Kirkman, D. (2016). An Examination of Facades of Conformity as a

Social Mobility Strategy. Advances in Business Research, 7(1), 103-119.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 80

Podsakoff, P. M., & Organ, D. W. (1986). Self-reports in organizational research: Problems and
prospects. Journal of Management, 12(4), 531-544.

Poon, J. M. (2011). Effects of abusive supervision and coworker support on work
engagement. International Proceedings of Economics Development & Research, 22, 8-22.

Premeaux, S. F., & Bedeian, A. G. (2003). Breaking the silence: The moderating effects of self-
monitoring in predicting speaking up in the workplace. Journal of Management Studies,
40(6), 1537-1562.

Pulakos, E. D., & Wexley, K. N. (1983). The relationship among perceptual similarity, sex, and
performance ratings in manager-subordinate dyads. Academy of Management Journal,
26(1), 129-139.

Rafferty, A. E., & Restubog, S. L. D. (2011). The influence of abusive supervisors on followers'
organizational citizenship behaviours: The hidden costs of abusive supervision. British
Journal of Management, 22(2), 270-285.

Ragins, B. R. (1997). Antecedents of diversified mentoring relationships. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 51(1), 90-109.

Raykov, T., & Marcoulides, G. A. (2008). An introduction to applied multivariate analysis.
Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group.

Reitman, M. (2006). Uncovering the white place: Whitewashing at work. Social & Cultural
Geography, 7(2), 267-282.

Resick, C. J., Whitman, D. S., Weingarden, S. M., & Hiller, N. J. (2009). The bright-side and the
dark-side of CEO personality: Examining core self-evaluations, narcissism,
transformational leadership, and strategic influence. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(6),

1365-1381.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 81

Rhoades, L., & Eisenberger, R. (2002). Perceived organizational support: a review of the literature.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4), 698-714.

Richmond, V. P., McCroskey, J. C., & Davis, L. M. (1986). The relationship of supervisor use of
power and affinity-seeking strategies with subordinate satisfaction. Communication
Quarterly, 34(2), 178-193.

Riordan, C. M., & Shore, L. M. (1997). Demographic diversity and employee attitudes: An empirical
examination of relational demography within work units. Journal of applied
psychology, 82(3), 342.

Rosette, A. S., & Thompson, L. (2005). The camouflage effect: Separating achieved status and
unearned privilege in organizations. Status and Groups, 7, 259-281.

Rutberg, S., & Bouikidis, C. D. (2018). Exploring the evidence focusing on the fundamentals: A
simplistic differentiation between qualitative and quantitative research. Nephrology Nursing
Journal, 45(2), 209-213.

Saks, A. M., & Ashforth, B. E. (1997). Organizational socialization: Making sense of the past and
present as a prologue for the future. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 51(2), 234-279.

Sarafino, E. P. (1997). Health Psychology: Biopsychology. USA: The College of New York.

Schaller, T. K., Patil, A., & Malhotra, N. K. (2015). Alternative techniques for assessing
common method variance: An analysis of the theory of planned behavior research.
Organizational Research Methods, 18, 177-206.

Schaubroeck, J., & Lam, S. S. (2002). How similarity to peers and supervisor influences
organizational advancement in different cultures. Academy of Management Journal, 45(6),
1120-1136.

Schneider, B. (1987). The people make the place. Personnel psychology, 40(3), 437-4353.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 82

Seashore, S. E., Lawler, E. E., Mirvis, P., & Cammann, C. (1982). Observing and measuring
organizational change: A guide to field practice.

Sharma, C. S., & Sharma, N. (2014). Impact of facades of conformity on creativity and productivity-
an investigation into coping strategies. Business Analyst, 35(1), 39-53.

Siegel, J. T., & Jones, N. D. (2018). Survey methods. In B. B. Frey (Ed.), The SAGE Encyclopedia
of Education Research, Measurement, and Evaluation (pp. 1639-1642). Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage Publications.

Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (1999). Social dominance: An intergroup theory of social hierarchy and
oppression. New York: Cambridge University Press

Schein, E. H. (2010). Organizational culture and leadership (Vol. 2). John Wiley & Sons.

Shoss, M. K., Eisenberger, R., Restubog, S. L. D., & Zagenczyk, T. J. (2013). Blaming the
organization for abusive supervision: The roles of perceived organizational support and
supervisor's organizational embodiment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98(1), 158-168.

Skinner, E. A, Edge, K., Altman, J., & Sherwood, H. (2003). Searching for the structure of coping:
a review and critique of category systems for classifying ways of coping. Psychological
Bulletin, 129(2), 216-269.

Snyder, M. (1974). Self-monitoring of expressive behavior. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 30(4), 526-537.

Snyder, M., & Gangestad, S. (1986). On the nature of self-monitoring: Matters of assessment,
matters of validity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(1), 125-139.

Steele, C. M., & Aronson, J. (1995). Stereotype threat and the intellectual test performance of
African Americans. Journal of personality and social psychology, 69(5), 797.

Stormer, F., & Devine, K. (2008). Acting at work: Facades of conformity in academia. Journal of

Management Inquiry, 17(2), 112-134.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 83

Sy, T., Coté, S., & Saavedra, R. (2005). The contagious leader: impact of the leader's mood on the
mood of group members, group affective tone, and group processes. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 90(2), 295-305.

Tajfel, H. E. (1978). Differentiation between social groups: Studies in the social psychology of
intergroup relations. Oxford, England: Academic Press.

Tepper, B. J. (2000). Consequences of abusive supervision. Academy of Management Journal,
43(2), 178-190.

Tepper, B. J. (2007). Abusive supervision in work organizations: Review, synthesis, and research
agenda. Journal of Management, 33(3), 261-289.

Tepper, B. J., Simon, L., & Park, H. M. (2017). Abusive supervision. Annual Review of
Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 4, 123-152.

Thomas, K. M., & Chrobot-Mason, D. (2005). Demographic group based discrimination: Theories
and conclusions. Discrimination at work: The psychological and organizational bases, 63-
88.

Triana, M., Garcia, M. F., & Kim, K. (2012). That's Not Fair! How Personal Value for Diversity
Influences Reactions to the Perceived Discriminatory Treatment of Minorities. Journal of
business ethics, 111.

Totterdell, P., & Holman, D. (2003). Emotion regulation in customer service roles: Testing a model
of emotional labor. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 8(1), 55-73.

Tse, H. H., Lam, C. K., Lawrence, S. A., & Huang, X. (2013). When my supervisor dislikes you
more than me: The effect of dissimilarity in leader—-member exchange on coworkers’
interpersonal emotion and perceived help. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98(6), 974-988.

Tsui, A. S., Egan, T. D., & O'Reilly Ill, C. A. (1992). Being different: Relational demography and

organizational attachment. Administrative science quarterly, 549-579.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 84

Van Knippenberg, D., Van Knippenberg, B., De Cremer, D., & Hogg, M. A. (2004). Leadership,
self, and identity: A review and research agenda. The Leadership Quarterly, 15(6), 825-
856.

Wagner, D. T., Barnes, C. M., & Scott, B. A. (2014). Driving it home: How workplace emotional
labor harms employee home life. Personnel Psychology, 67(2), 487-516.

Walumbwa, F. O., Avolio, B. J., Gardner, W. L., Wernsing, T. S., & Peterson, S. J. (2008).
Authentic leadership: Development and validation of a theory-based measure. Journal of
Management, 34(1), 89-126.

Waldzus, S., & Mummendey, A. (2004). Inclusion in a superordinate category, in-group
prototypicality, and attitudes towards out-groups. Journal of experimental social
psychology, 40(4), 466-477.

Wang, W., Mao, J., Wu, W., & Liu, J. (2012). Abusive supervision and workplace deviance: The

mediating role of interactional justice and the moderating role of power distance. Asia
Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 50(1), 43-60.

Watton, E., Lichtenstein, S., & Aitken, P. (2019). ‘Won't get fooled again’: How personal values
shape leadership purpose, behavior, and legacy. Journal of Management & Organization,
1-16.

Webster, V., Brough, P., & Daly, K. (2016). Fight, flight or freeze: Common responses for follower
coping with toxic leadership. Stress and Health, 32(4), 346-354.

Wenzel, M., Mummendey, A., Weber, U., & Waldzus, S. (2003). The in-group as pars pro toto:
Projection from the in-group onto the inclusive category as a precursor to social
discrimination. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29(4), 461-473.

Wesolowski, M. A., & Mossholder, K. W. (1997). Relational demography in supervisor—subordinate

dyads: Impact on subordinate job satisfaction, burnout, and perceived procedural



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 85

justice. Journal of Organizational Behavior: The International Journal of Industrial,
Occupational and Organizational Psychology and Behavior, 18(4), 351-362.

Westphal, J. D., & Milton, L. P. (2000). How experience and network ties affect the influence of
demographic minorities on corporate boards. Administrative Science Quarterly, 45(2), 366-
398.

Williams, L. J., & Anderson, S. E. (1991). Job Satisfaction and Organizational Commitment as
Predictors of Organizational Citizenship and In-Role Behaviors. Journal of Management,
17(3), 601.

Wilmot, M. P., DeYoung, C. G., Stillwell, D., & Kosinski, M. (2016). Self-monitoring and the
metatraits. Journal of Personality, 84(3), 335-347.

Wolf, H., Spinath, F. M., Riemann, R., & Angleitner, A. (2009). Self-monitoring and personality: A
behavioural-genetic study. Personality and Individual Differences, 47(1), 25-29.

Wu, T. Y., & Hu, C. (2009). Abusive supervision and employee emotional exhaustion: Dispositional
antecedents and boundaries. Group & Organization Management, 34(2), 143-169.

Wu, T. Y., & Hu, C. (2013). Abusive supervision and subordinate emotional labor: The moderating
role of openness personality. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 43(5), 956-970.

Xia, Y., Zhang, L., & Li, M. (2019). Abusive leadership and helping behavior: Capability or mood,
which matters? Current Psychology, 38(1), 50-58.

Yagil, D., Ben-Zur, H., & Tamir, I. (2011). Do employees cope effectively with abusive supervision
at work? An exploratory study. International Journal of Stress Management, 18(1), 5-23.

Yam, K. C., Fehr, R,, Keng-Highberger, F. T., Klotz, A. C., & Reynolds, S. J. (2016). Out of control:
A self-control perspective on the link between surface acting and abusive supervision.

Journal of Applied Psychology, 101(2), 292-301.



THE MASKS WE WEAR IN THE WORKPLACE MASQUERADE 86

Appendix A: Questionnaire ltems
Part One

The following questionnaire will be the first of two parts that will measure and understand the
relationship between your perceptions of your work organization, people within your work
environment, and your work attitudes.

Please respond to the questions as accurately and honestly as possible and please complete both
parts with the same individuals in mind. As a reminder, your responses are strictly confidential. No
identifying information about you, your co-workers, or your organization will be requested at any
point, nor will any identifiers be linked with any of your responses.

Self-Monitoring (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986)

Please indicate whether each statement below describes you by answering true (T) or false (F) for
each item.

[ find it hard to imitate the behavior of other people.

At parties and social gatherings, | do not attempt to do or say things that others will like.

| can only argue for ideas which | already believe.

| can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which | have almost no information.

| guess | put on a show to impress or entertain others.

| would probably make a good actor.

In a group of people, | am rarely the center of attention.

In different situations and with different people, | often act like very different persons.

| am not particularly good at making other people like me.

10 I'm not always the person | appear to be.

11. | would not change my opinions (or the way | do things) in order to please someone or win
their favor.

12.1 have considered being an entertainer.

13.1 have never been good at games like charades or improvisational acting.

14.1 have trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and different situations.

15. At a party | let others keep the jokes and stories going.

16. | feel a bit awkward in public and do not show up quite as well as | should.

17.1can look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a straight face (if for a right end).

18. 1 may deceive people by being friendly when | really dislike them.

CoNo,~WNE

Abusive Supervision (Tepper, 2000)

Based on the statements below, please describe your interactions with your current supervisor, or
a previous supervisor in the last five years. Rate each statement using the scale below.
My current or a previous direct supervisor in the last five years:

Ridicules me

Tells me my thoughts or feelings are stupid
Gives me the silent treatment

Put me down in front of others

HonNPE
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Invades my privacy

Reminds me of my past mistakes and failures
Doesn't give me credit for jobs requiring a lot of effort
Blames me to save himself/herself embarrassment
Breaks promises he/she makes

10 Expresses anger at me when he/she is mad for another reason
11. Makes negative comments about me to others
12.1s rude to me

13. Does not allow me to interact with my coworkers
14.Tells me I'm incompetent

15. Lies to me

©Coo~NOoO

Rating Scale:
1. | cannot remember him/her ever using this behavior with me
2. Helshe very seldom uses this behavior with me
3. He/she occasionally uses this behavior with me
4. Helshe uses this behavior moderately often with me
5. He/she uses this behavior very often with me

Value Congruence (Cable & DeRue, 2002)

Please recall the supervisor that you described in the previous section. For each statement below,
please rate your agreement with each statement about the similarity in the values you hold
compared with that person.

1. My supervisor’s values provide a good fit with the things that | value in life
2. The things that | value in life are very similar to the things that my supervisor values
3. My personal values match my supervisor’s values.

Rating Scale: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7)
Organizational Diversity Climate (McKay et al., 2007)

Please recall the organization where you worked with the supervisor referenced above. Please
indicate your level of agreement with each of the statements below.

| trust the company to treat me fairly.

My company maintains a diversity-friendly work environment.
My company respects the views of people like me.

Top leaders demonstrate a visible commitment to diversity.

PN

Rating Scale: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5)
Perceived Organizational Support (Eisenberger, Cummings & Armeli, 1997)

Please recall the organization where you worked with the supervisor referenced above. Please
indicate your level of agreement with each of the statements below.
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©CoNoOORWNE

My organization really cares about my well-being.

My organization strongly considers my goals and values.

My organization shows little concern for me.

My organization cares about my opinions.

My organization is willing to help me if | need a special favor.

Help is available from my organization when | have a problem.

My organization would forgive an honest mistake on my part

If given the opportunity, my organization would take advantage of me.
Please answer Strongly Agree for this question.

Rating Scale: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7)

Perceived Coworker Support (Ladd & Henry, 2000)

For each of the statements below, please indicate your agreement using the rating scale below.

el N

©oo~NO O

My coworkers are supportive of my goals and values.

Help is available from my coworkers when | have a problem.

My coworkers really care about my well-being.

My coworkers are willing to offer assistance to help me perform my job to the best of my
ability.

Even if | did the best job possible, my coworkers would fail to notice.

My coworkers care about my general satisfaction at work.

My coworkers show very little concern to me.

My coworkers care about my opinions.

My coworkers are complimentary of my accomplishments at work.

Rating Scale: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7)

Perceived Minority Status (Hewlin, 2009)

The term “Minority” is often used to describe individuals based upon characteristics such as sex,
ethnicity, and age. Minorities may also include individuals whose personal beliefs and values differ
from those of the majority.

Based on this definition, please indicate where you believe you hold a minority position in your
organization:

Ethnicity

Race

National Origin
Age

Sex

Religion

Sexual Orientation

(I Iy I Ny I Iy
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U Other
In what year were you born?
Part One Closing Page
Thank you for participating in part 1 of this study. In approximately one week you will receive an
invitation to complete the second part of the study. If you have any questions in the meantime
please contact Kevin Sansberry at sansberryk@mail.umsl.edu.
Part Two [Administered One Week after Completing Part One]
Please recall that this is a follow-up questionnaire to the one you completed approximately a week
ago. Please answer the following questions based on the work environment you referenced in
survey one.

Please answer the following questions based on the work environment you referenced in part one.

Can you be yourself with your supervisor? The following statements reflect how people in
organizations feel about sharing their personal beliefs and values at work.

Please answer as honestly as possible the degree to which you agree or disagree with each
Statement.

Facades of Conformity (Supervisor) (Hewlin, 2009)

| don’t share certain things about myself in order to fit in with my supervisor.

| suppress personal values that are different from those of my supervisor.

| withhold personal values that conflict with my supervisor’s values.

| don't “play politics” by pretending to embrace my supervisor’s values.

| behave in a manner that reflects my supervisor’s value system even though it is
inconsistent with my personal values.

6. | say things that | don't really believe around my supervisor.

agrwbdpE

Rating Scale: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5)
Please answer the following questions based on the work environment you referenced in survey
one.

Can you be yourself with your coworkers? The following statements reflect how people in
organizations feel about sharing their personal beliefs and values at work.

Please answer as honestly as possible the degree to which you agree or disagree with each
Statement.

Facades of Conformity (Coworker) (Hewlin, 2009)

1. | don’t share certain things about myself in order to fit in with my coworkers.
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| suppress personal values that are different from those of my coworkers.

| withhold personal values that conflict with my coworker’s values.

| don't “play politics” by pretending to embrace my coworker’s values.

| behave in a manner that reflects my coworker’s value system even though it is
inconsistent with my personal values.

6. | say things that | don’t really believe around my coworkers.

oghrowpd

Rating Scale: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5)

Can you be yourself at work? The following statements reflect how people in organizations feel
about sharing their personal beliefs and values at work.

Please answer as honestly as possible the degree to which you agree or disagree with each
Statement.

Facades of Conformity (Organization) (Hewlin, 2009)

| don't share certain things about myself in order to fit in at work.

| suppress personal values that are different from those of the organization.

| withhold personal values that conflict with organizational values.

| don't “play politics” by pretending to embrace organizational values.

| behave in a manner that reflects the organization’s value system even though it is
inconsistent with my personal values.

6. | say things that | don’t really believe at work.

arwn e

Rating Scale: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5)
Intention to Turnover (Seashore et al., 1982)

For each of the questions below, please indicate your likelihood that you engage in each of the
following behaviors using the rating scale below.

1. | will probably look for a new job next year.
2. | often think about quitting.
3. How likely is it that you will actively look for a new job in the next year?

Rating Scale: Very Unlikely (1) to Very Likely (5)

Facades of Conformity (Open-Ended)

At times, people may need to “act” at work by perhaps pretending to think or feel in a way that is
different from their true self, or perhaps behave in some way that is different from what they

currently believe. Do you have to “act at work”, and if so, what does this look like for you? Please
describe any situational details and your behaviors, thoughts, and feelings in your answer.
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Surface Acting (Brotheridge & Lee, 1998)

For each of the questions below, please indicate your likelihood that you engage in each of the
following behaviors at work using the rating scale below.

1. Iresist expressing my true feelings.
2. | pretend to have emotions that | don't really have.
3. | hide my true feelings about a situation.

Rating Scale: Very Unlikely (1) to Very Likely (5)
Job Performance (Williams & Anderson, 1991)

For each of the statements below, please evaluate your work behaviors using the rating scale
below.

Adequately completed assigned duties.

Fulfilled responsibilities specified in job description.

Performed tasks that are expected of me.

Met formal performance requirements of the job.

Engaged in activities that will directly affect my performance evaluation.
Neglected aspects of the job | am obligated to perform.

Failed to perform essential duties.

Please answer Strongly Disagree for this question.

NG hAWNE

Rating Scale: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7)
Demographic Questions

1. In what industry do you work (e.g., food service, information technology, education)?
2. What is your current job title?

3. Please explain your job duties.

4. Please indicate the year that you were born.

5. How long have you worked with your current supervisor?

6. How long have you worked at your current employer?

What is your gender?
A. Male
B. Female
C. Other

What is your race/ethnicity?
A. Asian
B. Black or African American
C. Hispanic, Latino or Spanish Origin
D. Middle Eastern or North African
E. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
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F. White or Caucasian
G. Multiracial or Other
H. Prefer not to answer

Please choose the highest level of education that you have completed:
Some high school

High school diploma or equivalent

Vocational training

Some college

Associate’s degree

Bachelor’s degree

Master’s degree

Doctorate degree

Other, please specify

TIOMMmMOoOOw>E

Part Two Closing Page

Thank you for participating in the study. The goal of this study is to understand the influence of
social interactions with other people in one's work environment and work outcomes. Responses to
questions will be combined across all respondents. Again, please be ensured that your responses
are strictly confidential. Neither your name nor any identifying information will not be provided to
the researcher conducting the study (Kevin Sansberry). Only summary information will ever be
reported, and your individual responses will never be visible to anyone other than the researcher
conducting this study and his faculty advisor. If you have any further questions about this study,
please contact Kevin Sansberry at sansberryk@mail.umsl.edu.
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Appendix B: Informed Consent Form

UMSL

Informed Consent for Participation in Research Activities

College of Business Administration
One University Boulevard

St. Louis, Missouri 63121-4499
Telephone: 816-223-0370

E-mail: sansberryk@mail.umsl.edu

Workplace Relationships and Attitudes

Participant __(Name not Requested) HSC Approval Number
Principal Investigator __Kevin Sansberry PI's Phone Number _816-223-0370
Summary of the Study

This is a research project, conducted by a graduate student as part of his doctoral dissertation at
the University of Missouri-St. Louis (UMSL). Your participation in the study is voluntary. The
purpose of this research is to examine relationships between leadership characteristics, individual
differences and organizational processes, and work attitudes. This study will require you to
respond to several questionnaire items administered online through Qualtrics Panels, will take
approximately 20 minutes in total, and will require responding at two different points in time,
approximately one week apart. There are no foreseeable risks or discomforts aside from mild
fatigue from using a computer. There are no expected benefits from your participation aside from
the compensation as agreed upon with your panel provider.

1. You are invited to participate in this study because you are (a) employed in the US, (b) at
least 18 years old, (c) have at least 5 years of work experience, and (d) signed up to
participate in a Qualtrics Panel. This study is being conducted by Kevin Sansberry, A
Doctor of Business Administration Student at the University of Missouri-St. Louis as part of
his dissertation research and supervised by Dr. John Meriac. The purpose of this research
is to examine relationships between leadership characteristics, individual differences and
organizational processes, and work attitudes.

2. (A) Your participation will involve:

+ Responding to several questionnaire items to assess your perceptions of your
organization’s social environment, evaluations of other people in your work
organization, your attitudes toward your leader, interpersonal relationships and
work environment as well as demographic questions.

% You may participate in this study only once.

3. There are no known risks associated with this research other than the potential for
boredom and mild fatigue through using a computer.
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4. There are no direct benefits for you participating in this study.

5. Your participation is voluntary and you may choose not to participate in this research study
or withdraw your consent at any time. If you choose to not participate, you will not receive
compensation. You may choose to not answer individual questions. Quality check items
are included in the questionnaires to ensure that participants are paying attention. If you
fail to answer the quality check questions as instructed, you will receive a reduced
compensation rate as agreed upon with your panel provider.

6. We will do everything we can to protect your privacy. No identifiers such as your name or
your organization’s name will be requested. As part of this effort, your identity will not be
revealed in any publication that may result from this study. Only summary responses,
combined with as many as 300 people, will be presented in publications that may result
from this study. Only the principal investigator conducting the study and his faculty advisor
will have access to the data. Inrare instances, a researcher's study must undergo an audit
or program evaluation by an oversight agency (such as the Office for Human Research
Protection) that would lead to disclosure of your data.

7. If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, or if any problems arise, you
may call the Principal Investigator (Kevin Sansberry; 816-223-0370) or the Faculty Advisor
(John Meriac; 314-516-5467). You may also ask questions or state concerns regarding
your rights as a research participant to the Office of Research, at 516-5897.

| have read the above statement and have been given the opportunity to ask questions. | will
also be given a copy of this consent form for my records (click link here to download a copy
in .pdf form).

[11agree to participate [11do not Agree
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Appendix C: IRB Approval Letter

Office of Research Administration

UDjVCI'SitY One University Boulevard
of MiSSOlll'i St. Louis, Missouri 63121-4499

. Telephone: 314-516-5899
St. Louis Fax 314-516-6750

E-mail: ora@umsl.edu

DATE: March 3, 2020

TO: Kevin Sansherry

FROM: University of Missouri-St. Louis IRB

PROJECT TITLE: [1537278-2] Interpersonal Relations and Work Attitude
REFERENCE #:

SUBMISSION TYPE: Response/Follow-Up

ACTION: APPROVED

APPROVAL DATE: March 3, 2020

EXPIRATION DATE: March 3, 2021

REVIEW TYPE: Expedited Review

REVIEW CATEGORY: Expedited review category # 7

The chairperson of the University of Missouri-St. Louis IRB has reviewed the above mentioned protocol
for research involving human subjects and determined that the project qualifies for expedited review
under Title 45 Code of Federal Regulations Part 46.110b. The time period for this approval expires one
year from the date listed below. You must notify the University of Missouri-St. Louis IRB in advance of
any proposed major changes in your approved protocol, e.g., addition of research sites or research
instruments.

You must file an annual report with the committee. This report must indicate the starting date of the
project and the number of subjects to date from start of project, or since last annual report, whichever is
more recent.

Any consent or assent forms must be signed in duplicate and a copy provided to the subject. The
principal investigator must retain the other copy of the signed consent form for at least three years
following the completion of the research activity and they must be available for inspection if there is an
official review of the UM-5t. Louis human subjects research proceedings by the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services Office for Protection from Research Risks.

This action is officially recorded in the minutes of the committee.

If you have any questions, please contact Carl Bassi at 314-516-6029 or bassi@umsl.edu. Please include
your project title and reference number in all correspondence with this committee.



