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Abstract This study derives a conceptual framework for examining parallel and

differential influences of organizational pride in employees’ efforts versus abilities

on proactivity. Data from a field survey (N = 1218) confirm our theoretical model.

Organizational pride in employees’ efforts and organizational pride in employees’

abilities both had positive indirect effects on proactive behaviors via affective

organizational commitment. Yet, whereas organizational pride in employees’ efforts

additionally had a direct positive effect on individual and team member proactivity,

organizational pride in employees’ abilities showed a direct negative effect on

proactive behaviors for the self, the team, and the organization including a

behavioral measurement of employees’ provision of ideas for improvement. These

findings contribute to the nascent literature on organizational pride by indicating

towards employees as source of organizational pride, highlighting potential negative

effects of organizational pride, and introducing the differentiation between

employees’ efforts and abilities.
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‘‘The culture was the secret sauce that made this place great and allowed us to

earn our clients’ trust for 143 years. It wasn’t just about making money; this

alone will not sustain a firm for so long. It had something to do with pride […]

in the organization. I am sad to say that I look around today and see virtually

no trace of the culture that made me love working for this firm for many years.

I no longer have the pride […].’’

(Greg Smith, former Executive Director at Goldman Sachs, 2012)

1 Introduction

In line with the introductory quote, research generally confirms the beneficial

consequences of employees’ pride in their organization (Tyler and Blader 2001),

which is defined as a collective form of pride resulting from one’s membership in a

group (Helm 2013). Taking pride in their organization, employees show more

commitment (Tyler and Blader 2002), intend to remain with the organization (Helm

2013), exert proactive and extra-role behaviors (Blader and Tyler 2009), and voice

their opinion in favor of the organization (Tangirala and Ramanujam 2008). Thus,

organizational pride particularly fuels employees’ affective commitment to the

organization and motivates employees to deliver more than expected in terms of

working harder, taking initiative, and overcoming obstacles (Katzenbach 2003). In

light of these consequences, it is not surprising that employees’ organizational pride

is seen as a desirable goal for employers.

Aiming to provide indications on how organizational pride can be fostered, prior

research showed that it is instilled by factors such as favorable work conditions

(Kraemer and Gouthier 2014), volunteer programs (Jones 2010), or an organiza-

tion’s positive external reputation (Cable and Turban 2003; Helm 2013). Thus,

current examinations concentrate on attributes of the organization as sources of

organizational pride. Thereby, one important potential source of organizational

pride has so far been overseen: Attributes of the organization’s employees. This is

the more surprising considering that organizational pride is expected to result from

seeing oneself as belonging to a group (Helm 2013), i.e., the employees of an

organization, and employees are seen as an important source of organizational

performance (Barney 1991). Thus, there appears to be considerable reason for

taking organizational pride in employees. Further, when examining employees as

antecedents of organizational performance, research differentiates between employ-

ees’ motivation, i.e., employees’ intensity, direction, and duration of efforts, and

human capital, i.e., employees’ knowledge, skills, and abilities (e.g., Jiang et al.

2012; Liao et al. 2009). Notably, this differentiation includes those dimensions, i.e.,

efforts and abilities, which have been previously identified as important in eliciting

different facets of individual pride (Tracy and Robins 2007a).

Following research on individual pride by differentiating between organizational

pride in employees’ efforts and organizational pride in employees’ abilities appears

to be crucial because research on individual pride shows that whereas pride in

response to attributing positive outcomes to efforts is followed by functional and

achievement-related outcomes, pride in response to attributing positive outcomes to
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abilities is connected with maladaptive and self-aggrandizing outcomes (Tracy and

Robins 2007b). In parallel, differentiating between employees’ efforts and abilities

for organizational pride may result in differential behaviors. But unlike individual

pride, organizational pride is generally expected to be beneficial in organizations

because it activates identification processes (Blader and Tyler 2009) resulting from

belonging to a positively evaluated group (Tajfel and Turner 1979). These

identification processes may be expected for organizational pride in employees’

efforts and abilities alike because both arise from the positive evaluation of being

with one’s employer (Helm 2013).

Therefore, the main purpose of this study is to examine organizational pride in

employees’ efforts and abilities by looking into both parallel and opposing

consequences. We focus the examination of these consequences on proactive

behaviors, which are generally defined as self-initiated and future-focused efforts to

change the self, one’s team or the environment (e.g., Grant et al. 2009) including

discrete behaviors such as issue-selling, taking charge and voice (Parker and Collins

2010). We have chosen proactive behaviors because they are highlighted as the

beneficial consequences resulting from organizational pride (Katzenbach 2003).

Furthermore, the positive relation between organizational pride and proactive

behaviors has been explained by identification processes (Blader and Tyler 2009),

which additionally renders them suitable for examining both parallel and opposing

consequences of organizational pride in employees’ efforts and abilities.

In sum, this research makes the following theoretical contributions. We extend

research on the antecedents of organizational pride, which so far detected favorable

work conditions (Kraemer and Gouthier 2014), volunteer programs (Jones 2010),

and reputation (Helm 2013), by indicating employees’ efforts and abilities as

sources of organizational pride. Differentiation between organizational pride in

employees’ efforts and abilities, we also add to research on the consequences of

organizational pride, which hitherto only demonstrated positive consequences (e.g.,

Blader and Tyler 2009; Helm 2013; Tyler and Blader 2002). Specifically, we

demonstrate that organizational pride in employees’ abilities can have negative

effects on proactive behaviors. Finally, by highlighting employees’ efforts and

abilities as attributions leading to different facets of organizational pride, we also

connect the nascent research on attribution theory (Martinko et al. 2011) with

research on proactive behaviors (Parker and Collins 2010). Next, we derive our

hypotheses on parallel and opposing consequences of organizational pride in

employees’ efforts and abilities.

2 Theoretical background

2.1 Parallel effects of organizational pride in employees’ efforts
and abilities

Building on the communality of organizational pride in employees’ efforts and

abilities in arising from positive evaluations, we firstly expect parallel effects of

both on proactive behaviors. With proactive behaviors being self-initiated, future-
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focused, and change-oriented (e.g., Grant et al. 2009), they comprise employees’

discretionary behaviors in situations, in which they may alternatively proceed

without immediate consequences such as when solving issues before they become

an actual problem (Frese and Fay 2001). Therefore, proactive behaviors are

expected to result from innate motivations, which are assumed to be fueled by

organizational pride via the process of social identification (Blader and Tyler 2009).

The more positively employees evaluate the organization, i.e., the more

organizational pride they experience, the more they feel committed to it (Carmeli

2005). Affective organizational commitment is defined as employees’ emotional

attachment, identification, and involvement with the organization (Allen and Meyer

1990). The more committed individuals feel, the more individuals engage in

proactive behaviors such as personal initiative, voice, and innovation (Thomas et al.

2010), because they have positive feelings towards the organization (Strauss et al.

2009) and experience a strong sense of ownership (Wang et al. 2014). We expect

this mechanism to work independently from taking pride in employees’ efforts or

abilities because both facets include a positive evaluation of the organization. Based

on social identity theory, we, therefore, expect that organizational pride due to

employees’ efforts has a positive indirect effect on proactive behaviors via affective

organizational commitment.

H1a. Organizational pride in employees’ efforts has a positive indirect relation-

ship with proactive behaviors via affective organizational commitment.

And we likewise expect organizational pride due to employees’ abilities to have a

positive indirect effect on proactive behaviors via affective organizational

commitment.

H1b. Organizational pride in employees’ abilities has a positive indirect

relationship with proactive behaviors via affective organizational commitment.

2.2 Opposing effects of organizational pride in employees’ efforts
and abilities

We base our hypotheses on the opposing effects of organizational pride in

employees’ efforts and abilities on attribution theory (Weiner 1985). According to

attribution theory, attributing positive and negative events to effort or ability leads

to different consequences, because effort and ability differ in terms of controllability

and stability. Whereas efforts are regarded as instable and controllable, abilities are

stable and uncontrollable (Weiner 1985). Thus, when events are attributed to efforts,

individuals believe that they can influence them, whereas attributing events to

ability leads to perceiving them as beyond one’s influence (LePine and Van Dyne

2001).

In line with attribution theory, organizational pride in employees’ efforts can,

therefore, be expected to be connected with beliefs about instability and

controllability. Perceptions of instability and controllability should particularly

reinforce proactive behaviors as these are future-focused and change-oriented

(Grant and Ashford 2008). Thus, proactive behaviors aim to overcome current and
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future barriers and prepare oneself, one’s team or the whole organization for future

achievements. Even when being focused on one’s own workspace, they target on

improving individual performance, which ultimately benefits the organization

(Parker et al. 2006). In sum, individuals taking organizational pride in employees’

efforts should consider proactive behaviors as necessary because performance is

expected to be instable, but also as worthwhile because performance is seen as

controllable. We, therefore, assume a reinforcing function of organizational pride in

employees’ efforts in motivating individuals to reinforce performance by engaging

in proactive behaviors.

H2a. Organizational pride in employees’ efforts has a direct positive relationship

with proactive behaviors.

In contrast, organizational pride in employees’ abilities is connected with beliefs

about stability and uncontrollability. Therefore, individuals who take pride in their

organization because of employees’ abilities should see less need for further

changes or challenging the status quo, which is included in proactive behaviors

(Fuller et al. 2015), because they consider performance as stable. For them,

challenging the status quo may even mean to question the employees’ abilities and

the organization itself. Furthermore, proactive behaviors may also be seen as less

worthwhile due to perceptions of uncontrollability connected with ability. We,

therefore, expect a direct and negative relationship between organizational pride in

employees’ abilities and proactive behaviors.

H2b. Organizational pride in employees’ abilities has a direct negative relation-

ship with proactive behaviors.

The resulting theoretical model is depicted in Fig. 1. In sum, we expect for

organizational pride in employees’ efforts a positive indirect effect via organiza-

tional commitment and an additional positive direct effect on proactive behaviors.

These effects result in an overall positive effect of organizational pride in

employees’ efforts on proactive behaviors that is partially mediated by organiza-

tional commitment. For organizational pride in employees’ abilities, we expect a

positive indirect effect via organizational commitment and a negative direct effect

on proactive behaviors. These effects may annul each other leading to the overall

effect of organizational pride in employees’ abilities on proactive behaviors being

neither positive nor negative.

3 Method

We tested our hypotheses with employees of a German university. University

employees appeared to be a particularly suitable sample because universities are a

prototype for knowledge-intensive organizations in which identity work is expected

to be particularly important.
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3.1 Participants

Overall, 9496 employees received an invitation to participate in the survey. The

final sample with analyzable answers for all of the focal variables consisted of 170

professors, 833 scientific employees, and 213 non-scientific employees (2 partic-

ipants did not indicate their affiliation with one of these groups). Of the resulting

1218 participants, 30.1% were females (10.7% did not indicate their sex), and the

average age was approximately 35.6 years (11.7% did not indicate their age).

3.2 Procedure

All measures were collected within an official employee survey, which was

conducted to provide feedback on the climate within the organization and

employees’ work-related needs for training, professional support, and childcare to

the university’s board of management. The survey was anonymously conducted

online.

3.3 Measures

3.3.1 Organizational pride in employees’ efforts and abilities

The two facets of organizational pride were each measured with two items.

Organizational pride in employees’ efforts was measured with ‘‘I am proud of this

organization because employees in this organization exert a lot of effort’’ and ‘‘I am

proud of this organization because employees in this organization work very hard’’

(a = .85). Organizational pride in employees’ abilities was measured with ‘‘I am

proud of this organization because employees in this organization possess great

abilities’’ and ‘‘I am proud of this organization because employees in this

organization are very competent’’ (a = .91). Answers were provided on seven-point

Likert-scales.

Fig. 1 Theoretical model
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In an exploratory principal component analysis with two factors, all four items

loaded positively on the first factor, but whereas the effort-related items loaded

positively on the second factor, the ability-related items loaded negatively on the

second factor. An additional confirmatory factor analysis showed that the one-factor

model v2(2) = 172.92, SRMR = 0.04, RMSEA = 0.27, TLI = 0.85, CFI = 0.95,

produced inferior fit indices than the two-factor model v2(1) = 0.35, SRMR = 0.00,

RMSEA = 0.00, TLI = 1.00, CFI = 1.00, which provided nearly perfect fit indices

(West et al. 2012). Finally, discriminant validity can be assumed if the correlation

between constructs is not as high as the Cronbach’s alpha for each construct (Rojas-

Méndez et al. 2013). The values for Cronbach’s alpha for organizational pride due

to employees’ efforts and organizational pride due to employees’ abilities were both

higher than the correlation between these constructs (r = .77, p\ .001).

3.3.2 Proactive behaviors

Proactive behaviors were measured with two different approaches. First, we used

participants’ self-reports of individual (a = .85), team (a = .90), and organizational

(a = .91) proactive behaviors (Griffin et al. 2007). Applying a collective translation

approach (Douglas and Craig 2007), all of the items were translated by three

independent translators. Then, a fourth person compared and consolidated the

resulting translations. We slightly modified the wording to the university context.

Individual task proactivity was measured with ‘‘I initiated better ways of doing my

core tasks’’, ‘‘I came up with ideas to improve the way in which my core tasks are

done’’, and ‘‘I improved the way my core tasks are done’’, in which we specified

core tasks with research and teaching for professors and research, teaching, and

administration for scientific employees. Team proactivity was measured with ‘‘I

suggested ways to make my work unit more effective’’, ‘‘I developed new and

improved methods to help my work unit perform better’’, and ‘‘I improved the way

my work unit does things,’’ in which we specified work unit with Chair/research

group for professors and scientific employees. Organization-level proactivity was

measured with the same items for all employee groups including ‘‘I made

suggestions to improve the overall effectiveness of the university (e.g., by

suggesting changes to administrative procedures),’’ ‘‘I involved myself in changes

that are helping to improve the overall effectiveness of the university’’, and ‘‘I came

up with ways of increasing efficiency within the university’’. Responses were

provided on five-point Likert-scales. Second, because the survey was an official

employee survey providing feedback to the university’s management board, it

additionally allowed us to take a behavioral measure of proactivity, i.e., employees’

voice in taking part in an organizational suggestion system (Klaas et al. 2012).

Within the survey, employees were asked to indicate ideas for improving proactive

behaviors within the organization in an open question format. We coded if

employees provided an answer to this question resulting in a dummy variable that

was 1 if employees indicated ideas for improvement and 0 if none were given.
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3.3.3 Affective organizational commitment

Affective organizational commitment (a = .85) was measured with four items taken

from the German translation (Schmidt et al. 1998) of the Allen and Meyer (1990)

instrument. Three items were taken based on the highest factor loadings; one item

was additionally selected due to congruency with the organization’s strategic goals.

The resulting four items were ‘‘I do not feel emotionally attached to this university’’,

‘‘This university has a great deal of personal meaning for me’’, ‘‘I do not feel a

strong sense of belonging to my university’’, and ‘‘I feel like ‘part of the family’ at

my university’’. Responses were provided on seven-point Likert-scales.

3.3.4 Control variables

In line with the literature on organizational pride (Kraemer and Gouthier 2014), we

controlled for gender, age, and organizational tenure as these have been shown to

influence proactive behaviors (Griffin et al. 2007; Parker et al. 2006). Due to

anonymity requirements, age and tenure were measured in intervals (for age,

advancing from below 20 in 10-year steps to over 60; for organizational tenure,

advancing from below 5 in 5-year steps to over 40). In addition, we also controlled

for positions within the organization, i.e., professors, scientific employees, and non-

scientific employees, because hierarchical positions have been shown to influence

proactive behaviors (Fuller et al. 2006).

3.4 Data analysis

We first tested the positive indirect and direct effects of organizational pride in

employees’ efforts on proactive behaviors, followed by the examination of the

positive indirect effect and the negative direct effect of organizational pride in

employees’ abilities. Effects on individual, team, and organizational proactivity

were examined with OLS regression analyses, effects on ideas for improvement

with logistic regression. Indirect effects were examined applying bootstrapping

analysis using the SPSS PROCESS syntax with 1000 bootstrap samples (Hayes

2013). Thereby, 1000 data sets are sampled from the original data (Preacher and

Hayes 2008) calculating the indirect effect a 9 b for each data set. The indirect

effects are then sorted by size and the lowest and highest 2.5% of the indirect effects

are cut off to generate 95% confidence intervals. Indirect effects are significant if the

resulting confidence interval does not contain zero (Hayes 2013). For the

examination of direct effects, we complemented the analyses with organizational

pride in both employees’ efforts and abilities with regressions including only one

facet from which the, respectively, other facet was partialled out in a previous step

[see Tracy and Robins (2007a) for a similar approach] due to a high correlation

between the two facets of organizational pride (r = .77). With the positive indirect

and direct effects of organizational pride in employees’ efforts resulting in a partial

mediation on proactive behaviors via affective organizational commitment while

the positive indirect effect and the negative direct effect of organizational pride in

employees’ abilities might annul each other, we completed the analyses by testing
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mediation in terms of changes of the direct effects of organizational pride in

employees’ efforts and abilities on proactive behaviors when including affective

organizational commitment in the equation (Baron and Kenny 1986). Because the

demographic control variables contained missing values, we performed all analyses

with a smaller sample of 1008 participants and additionally report, if significant

results change when examining the full sample not including control variables.

4 Results

Table 1 shows means, standard deviations, and correlations for all variables.

Regression results on proactive behaviors are depicted in Table 2.

4.1 Effects of organizational pride in employees’ efforts

Hypothesis 1a included the positive indirect effect of organizational pride in

employees’ efforts on proactive behaviors via affective organizational commitment.

Organizational pride in employees’ efforts was positively related with affective

organizational commitment (b = .41, p \ .01). Further, affective organizational

commitment was positively related with individual (b = .10, p\ .05), team (b = .12,

p\ .01), and organizational (b = .15, p\ .01) proactivity. In line, significantly

positive indirect effects resulted for individual [a 9 b = .04, 95% CI (.01; .08)],

team [a 9 b = .05, 95% CI (.02; .08)], and organizational [a 9 b = .06, 95% CI (.03;

.10)] proactivity. Yet, affective organizational commitment did not influence the

probability to indicate ideas for improvement (B = 0.06, ns). In line, the indirect

effect via affective organizational commitment on ideas for improvement was not

significant [a 9 b = .02, 95% CI (- .03; .08)]. Thus, Hypothesis 1a was supported

for individual, team, and organizational proactivity; but not for ideas for

improvement.

According to Hypothesis 2a, we additionally expected a direct positive

relationship between organizational pride in employees’ efforts and proactivity.

Results confirmed the hypothesis for individual (b = .10, p\ .05) and team (b = .11,

p\ .05) proactivity. The effect was not significant for organizational proactivity (b
= .06, ns) and ideas for improvement (B = - 0.04, ns). When partialling out

organizational pride in employees’ abilities from organizational pride in employees’

efforts, results confirmed the reported effects. Significantly positive effects were

revealed for individual (b = .07, p\ .05) and team (b = .08, p\ .05) proactivity; but

not for organizational proactivity (b = .05, ns) and ideas for improvement (B = 0.01,

ns). Thus, Hypothesis 2a was only supported for individual and team proactivity.

Comparing the indirect effects via affective organizational commitment on

proactivity with the effects of organizational pride in employees’ efforts when not

including affective organizational commitment in the regression, shows for

individual and team proactivity that the indirect effect via affective organizational

commitment indeed partially mediated the effects of organizational pride in

employees’ efforts. For individual (b = .14, p\ .01 vs. b = .10, p\ .05) and team (b
= .15, p\ .01 vs. b = .11, p\ .05) proactivity, the direct effect of organizational
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pride in employees’ efforts lost in size and significance when including affective

organizational commitment in the regression. For organizational proactivity the

effect of organizational pride in employees’ efforts was significantly positive when

not including affective organizational commitment (b = .12, p\ .01). As it was no

longer significant when including affective organizational commitment in the

regression, affective organizational commitment fully mediated the effect of

organizational pride in employees’ efforts on organizational proactivity. The effect

of organizational pride in employees’ efforts on participants’ indication of ideas for

improvement was not significant (b = - .02, ns).

4.2 Effects of organizational pride in employees’ abilities

Hypothesis 1b included the positive effect of organizational pride in employees’

abilities on proactive behaviors via affective organizational commitment. Organi-

zational pride in employees’ abilities was positively related with affective

organizational commitment (b = .25, p \ .01). In line, results showed positive

and significant indirect effects for individual [a 9 b = .03, 95% CI (.01; .05)], team

[a 9 b = .03, 95% CI (.01; .06)] and organizational [a 9 b = .04, 95% CI (.02; .06)]

proactivity. Because affective organizational commitment was not positively related

to ideas for improvement, the indirect effect of organizational pride in employees’

efforts on the provision of ideas for improvement via affective organizational

commitment was neither significant [a 9 b = .02, 95% CI (- .02; .06)]. Thus,

Hypothesis 1b was supported for individual, team, and organizational proactivity,

but not for ideas for improvement.

Hypothesis 2b included the direct negative effect of organizational pride in

employees’ abilities on proactivity. The direct relationship of organizational pride in

employees’ abilities emerged for individual (b = - .10, p\ .05), team (b = - .13,

p \ .05), and organizational proactivity (b = - .11, p \ .05). For ideas for

improvement, results likewise showed a significantly negative effect (B = - 0.17,

p \ .05). When partialling out organizational pride in employees’ efforts from

organizational pride in employees’ abilities, results also showed significantly

negative effects for individual (b = - .07, p\ .05), team (b = - .09, p\ .01), and

organizational proactivity (b = - .07, p\ .05). The effect was weaker and only

slightly significant for ideas for improvement (B = - 0.12, p \ .10). In sum,

Hypothesis 2b was supported for all forms of proactivity.

The positive indirect effects and the negative direct effects of organizational

pride in employees’ abilities on proactivity might annul each other. When not

including affective organizational commitment in the regression, results for

organizational pride in employees’ abilities showed no effect on individual (b =

-.07, ns) and organizational (b = -.07, ns) proactivity. Significantly negative

effects were revealed for team proactivity (b = - .10, p \ .05) and ideas for

improvement (B = - .15, p \ .05). Thus, for individual and organizational

proactivity, the positive indirect effect and the negative direct effect indeed annulled

each other. For team proactivity, the negative direct effect dominated the positive

indirect effect via affective organizational commitment. As results on ideas for

improvement did not support a positive indirect effect via affective organizational
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commitment, the negative direct effect of organizational pride in employees’

abilities was fully effective leading to an overall negative effect.

5 Discussion

Drawing attention to employees as source of organizational pride, we explored the

consequences of organizational pride in employees’ efforts and abilities. Both

organizational pride in employees’ efforts and organizational pride in employees’

abilities had a positive impact on proactive behaviors via affective organizational

commitment. But whereas organizational pride in employees’ efforts was in

addition directly and positively related with individual and team-oriented proactive

behaviors, the direct relation between organizational pride in employees’ abilities

and individual, team, and organizational proactivity was negative. Furthermore,

organizational pride in employees’ abilities significantly reduced the probability to

suggest ideas for improvement within the survey.

5.1 Theoretical implications

These results have three main theoretical implications. First, whereas previous

research on organizational pride predominantly looked into attributes of the

organization (e.g., Cable and Turban 2003; Helm 2013), this research is the first to

look into employees’ efforts and abilities as sources of organizational pride. It

confirms that employees indeed experience organizational pride because of

employees’ attributes. Thereby, our findings also complement research showing

that coworker support and coworker antagonism shape commitment to organiza-

tions (Chiaburu and Harrison 2008) by adding coworkers’ efforts and abilities to the

list of coworker characteristics influencing an organization’s attractiveness.

Second, although both organizational pride in employees’ efforts and organiza-

tional pride in employees’ abilities were positively connected with organizational

commitment and thereby, proactive behaviors, they had opposing direct effects on

proactive behaviors. Whereas organizational pride in employees’ efforts was

positively related with individual and team member proactivity, organizational pride

in employees’ abilities was negatively related with proactive behaviors. Although

these direct effects were relatively weak, they indicate that organizational pride can

indeed have negative effects in seeing one’s organization in too positive lights

(Tangirala and Ramanujam 2008) and impeding constructive change. This finding is

particularly notable as researchers and practitioners alike so far predominantly

focused on the advantages of organizational pride.

Third, this study also highlights the pivotal role of attributions of effort versus

ability within organizations. Contributing to the nascent research on attribution

theory in organizations (Martinko et al. 2011), our findings particularly highlight the

role of these attributions with regard to proactive behaviors. As these are inherently

connected with efforts (Parker and Collins 2010), future research may benefit from

further integrating attribution theory with research on proactive behaviors in

organizations.
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5.2 Practical implications

Both facets of organizational pride increased proactive behaviors via affective

organizational commitment. Thus, organizational pride should be added as

antecedent for managing organizational commitment (Morrow 2011). In this vein,

managers may be well advised to highlight positive outcomes such as an

organization’s positive image (Helm 2013) to instill organizational pride. But

because organizational pride due to employees’ efforts was in addition positively

related to proactivity, whereas organizational pride due to employees’ abilities

showed an additional negative relationship, managers should also make sure to

highlight the efforts required to achieve positive outcomes in organizations such as

for example when emphasizing efforts and the importance of learning (Murphy and

Dweck 2010).

5.3 Limitations and future research

Because this study is the first to look into organizational pride in employees’ efforts

and abilities, it highlights a path for additional research, but also has limitations.

Although the results showed that the two facets can be empirically distinguished and

have differential consequences, results also showed an overlap between the two

facets of pride and relatively small opposing effects. Considering that proactive

behaviors are particularly difficult to incentivize and that initiative may make a

difference at any point of the work day, even small increases in proactive behaviors

may reinforce the achievement of positive organizational outcomes. Nevertheless,

qualitative studies asking participants to reflect on why they take pride in their

organization might constitute a helpful extension of our approach in examining

different bases of organizational pride.

Further research on organizational pride may also separate the employee-related

sources of organizational pride, i.e., employees’ efforts and abilities, from the

experience of organizational pride in comparing their influence with other

antecedents such as work conditions. As we measured organizational pride in

employees’ efforts and organizational pride in employees’ abilities as composite

instruments, our analyses can only be interpreted with regard to their antecedents,

but not concerning the relation between employees’ efforts and abilities with

organizational pride.

Although the results were mostly in line with our hypotheses, organizational

pride in employees’ efforts did not significantly influence the behavioral measure of

proactivity, i.e., employees’ provision of ideas for improvement, whereas its

positive effect on scale measures about individual and team level proactivity was

supported. One explanation might be that the provision of ideas for improvement,

i.e., voice behaviors, does not demand self-initiation from employees to the same

extent as other proactive behaviors because employees are directly asked for their

opinion. Although this operationalization is in line with current conceptualizations

of voice, which likewise include passive forms of employees’ voice (Van Dyne

et al. 2003), the fact, that the provision of ideas for improvement was eased in terms

of directly asking for anonymous input might have facilitated voice (Klaas et al.
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2012). Therefore, additionally reinforcing factors, i.e., organizational pride due to

employees’ efforts, played a minor role. But further research that develops a more

fine-grained view on different forms of employees’ voice is necessary (e.g., Liang

et al. 2012) to understand if different forms of voice are indeed differentially

influenced by these antecedents.

Finally, although university employees are the prototype of knowledge workers

and organizational commitment is a particularly interesting research area for

university employees (Smeenk et al. 2006), additional research in other areas of

knowledge work such as for example professional service companies is necessary to

extend the generalizability of our findings. In these organizations, indirect

managerial control such as instilling pride is assumed to be particularly important

because it is more difficult to control employees’ outcomes and quality of work

(Alvesson and Willmott 2002). With our data further being cross-sectional,

additional studies are particularly necessary to establish causal relationships

between organizational pride and both its antecedents and consequences.

6 Conclusions

In summary, this study successfully introduced the conceptualization of organiza-

tional pride in employees’ efforts and abilities. The results confirm parallel

influences of both on proactive behaviors via organizational commitment, but also

direct opposing effects. Thereby, this research provides two important indications

for further investigations. First, employees should be considered as potential source

of organizational pride. Second, organizational pride can have negative conse-

quences—depending on the factors employees are taking pride in.
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