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The aims of this study are to examine the correlation between the commitment to supervisors and Or-
ganizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) by using two different commitment conceptions and to deter-
mine whether this relationship is moderated by personal internal attachment dimensions. The theoretical 
framework was provided by the concept of Affective Commitment (AC), derived from Meyer and Allen’s 
Three-Component Model (TCM), the target-free approach of Klein et al. (2014), and attachment person-
ality theory. The study used the Affective Commitment to Supervisors (ACS) scale and Klein’s Unidimen-
sional and Target-free (KUT) scale. The predictive value of supervisory commitment was confirmed by 
both methods. However, depending on the scale, the results revealed different links between commit-
ment, OCB, and attachment personal dimensions as moderating factors. The ACS scale interacted with 
the dimension of attachment anxiety: In the case of a low or moderate supervisory commitment, anxiety 
decreased engagement in OCB. By contrast, the moderating model indicated that there was no such inter-
action when using the KUT scale.
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Introduction

Organizations want to have dedicated em-
ployees who identify with the organization, 
its values, and goals, and who have good re-
lationships with colleagues and supervisors. 
This may explain why researchers and prac-

titioners have been paying attention to the 
concept of commitment as the key factor in 
understanding positive behavior and attitudes 
in the workplace for over fifty years (Klein et 
al., 2012; Meyer, 2009; van Rossenberg et al., 
2018). Commitment was mostly explored as 
an antecedent of two behavioral categories: 
focal behaviors (e.g., turnover) and discre-
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tionary examples of organizational citizenship 
behavior (OCB) (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). 
Many studies and meta-analyses have con-
firmed that committed employees perform 
better, show higher levels of organizational 
citizenship behavior, are more satisfied at 
work, and have a lower tendency to leave  
the organization (Meyer et al., 2002; Meyer & 
Herscovitch, 2001; Vandenberghe & Bentein, 
2009; Van Steenbergen & Ellemers, 2009; 
Wang, 2010). Commitment research initially 
focused on the organization, seeing it as the 
key entity behind employee behaviors (Mey-
er & Allen, 1991; Mowday et al., 1979). How-
ever, employees develop an attachment and 
commitment to multiple workplace foci both 
within an organization (e.g., supervisors, work 
teams, and co-workers) as well as outside of it 
(e.g., clients). This is why scholars emphasize 
the need to pay attention to different targets 
of commitment, which would allow for a de-
scription of various forms of work behavior 
in a more specific way (Becker, 2016; Becker 
et al., 1996; Klein et al., 2012; Meyer & Her-
scovitch, 2001; Reichers, 1985). Among the 
various targets of commitment, commitment 
to a career (Goulet & Singh, 2002), profession 
(Blau, 2003), work team (Rikketa & Van Dick, 
2005), and supervisor (Vandenberghe & Ben-
tein, 2009) are most often examined. 

The most frequently studied type of em-
ployee commitment has been affective com-
mitment to organizations, defined as an emo-
tional attachment to an organization that is 
close to identification and devotion (Meyer et 
al., 2002; Meyer & Allen, 1997). Some authors 
point to the central role of affective commit-
ment to supervisors in relation to the behav-
ior and attitudes of employees (Askew, 2013; 
Chughtai, 2013). They argue that supervisors 
are formal authorities that monitor and man-
age their subordinates, and that employees 
tend to act in accordance with a supervisor’s 
requirements and feedback (Eisenberger et 

al., 2002). Research suggests that supervisory 
commitment has a direct impact on organiza-
tional citizenship (Cheng et al., 2003), affects 
performance more positively than organiza-
tional commitment (Becker et al., 2006; Van-
denberghe et al., 2004), and affects the lev-
el of one’s well-being and intention to stay 
(Landry et al., 2010). 

Despite considerable knowledge about the 
impact of commitment to organizations and to 
supervisors on work behavior, little is known 
about the role of personality dispositions on 
these relationship effects. An important aim 
of this study is to examine the moderating in-
fluence of personality dimensions – derived 
from the attachment working model based 
on John Bowlby’s theory – on the interaction 
between supervisory commitment and orga-
nizational citizenship behavior. The study’s 
focus is on commitment to supervisors as an 
interpersonal bond between supervisors and 
followers, which can more significantly evoke 
the models of individuals’ inter-term function-
ing than their commitment to organizations. 
As mentioned above, it has already been de-
termined that affective commitment between 
supervisors and employees positively affects 
engagement in prosocial behavior, represent-
ed by organizational citizenship behavior, but 
it is assumed that this relationship may be sig-
nificantly influenced by the internal concept 
of attachment working models (anxiety and 
avoidance). From a higher perspective, this 
study aims to help understand the complex 
mechanisms of behavior that can lead to the 
improvement of individual and organizational 
performances and organizational goals.

The first part of this study briefly reviews 
the main aspects of commitment research, 
and it explains the connection between com-
mitment and organizational citizenship be-
haviors. It also introduces attachment work-
ing models in light of supervisor–follower 
bonds in the work context. In the subsequent 
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part, the research hypothesis is introduced 
and the research results are presented. 

Commitment to Organizations 
and to Supervisors

Researchers’ interest in commitment can be  
traced back to the 1960s (Becker, 1960), when 
a calculative (or instrumental) approach to 
understanding commitment was dominant. 
According to Becker’s side-bet theory, com-
mitment develops as a result of econom-
ic thinking and calculating decisions, and 
is formed by the accumulation of benefits 
gained over a long period of time. Becker’s 
perspective is also transactional, as commit-
ment arises from the exchange between an 
individual’s investment in an organization 
and subsequent rewards from the employer 
(Mercurio, 2015). In the 1970s and 1980s, 
an attitude-based approach to commitment 
prevailed, offering an understanding of com-
mitment as a process that begins with a cer-
tain way of thinking or a mindset. Employees 
initially consider their relationship with the 
organization (or other work object), followed 
by a willingness to behave in favor of it (or 
another object) (Mowday et al., 1979; Reich-
ers, 1985). In the 1990s, Meyer and Allen’s 
Three-Component Model (TCM) became the 
most influential model in commitment re-
search. Meyer and Allen (1991) believe that 
commitment is a mindset that can manifest as 
a desire, need, or obligation to maintain em-
ployment in an organization, thus constituting 
three forms of commitment: 1) affective – re-
ferring to an employee’s emotional attach-
ment to, identification with, and involvement 
in an organization; 2) normative – referring 
to an employee’s moral duty to stay loyal to 
an employer; and 3) continuance – referring 
to an employee’s attachment to an organiza-
tion based on the perceived costs associated 
with leaving it as well as an awareness of the 

lack of alternative employment opportunities 
outside the organization. Organization com-
mitment research has focused on the predic-
tion of work behavior, particularly employees’ 
turnover intention, actual turnover, perfor-
mance, absenteeism, stress, well-being, and 
organizational citizenship behavior (Meyer et 
al., 2002).

Although Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) 
revised the three-component organization 
commitment model to other targets, scholars 
have criticized it for overlapping with relat-
ed constructs (Klein et al., 2012; Solinger et 
al., 2008). Another point of criticism was the 
considerable overlap (repeatedly high cor-
relations) between affective and normative 
commitment both empirically and theoret-
ically (Jaros, 2007, 2017). In their meta-ana-
lytical study, Meyer et al. (2002) summarize 
that normative and affective commitment are 
highly correlated with each other and have 
many common antecedents and consequenc-
es. Klein et al. (2012) introduced a funda-
mental reconceptualization of commitment. 
They call attention to the fact that the term 
“commitment” is used to refer to different 
bond types and advise in favor of reserving 
it for a particular type of bond, since the or-
ganizational commitment lens does not apply 
to other targets and the organization is not 
necessarily the primary commitment target 
(Klein et al., 2014). 

Klein et al. (2012) redefined commitment, 
characterizing it as “a volitional psychological 
bond reflecting dedication to and responsibili-
ty for a particular target” (p. 137). As opposed 
to TCM, Klein et al. (2012) define commitment 
as unidimensional, universal, and thus appli-
cable to a range of different targets. Targets 
can be various social entities (organizations or 
teams), people (co-workers or leaders), or goals 
(careers, tasks, and jobs). This is why they de-
scribed their approach as “target-free,” because 
it allows them to simultaneously examine multi-
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ple commitments and directly compare them. 
Through the unidimensional target-free com-
mitment conception, Klein et al. (2012) as-
pired to bring clarity and consistency to re-
search and its practical implications. 

Landry et al. (2010) examined employees’ 
commitment to supervisors; their regression 
analysis has shown that affective commit-
ment to supervisor (ACS) is a better predic-
tor of the studied consequences than other 
forms of supervisory commitment (normative 
and continuance), which is consistent with 
Meyer and Herscovitch’s (2001) argument 
that the affective form of commitment has a 
wider range of influence on behavior than the 
other forms. Landry et al. (2014) discovered 
that ACS significantly reduced the occurrence 
of negative supervisor–subordinate inter-
actions. Vandenberghe and Bentein (2009) 
found stronger links between affective com-
mitment to supervisor and turnover intention 
in the case of employees with a lower orga-
nizational commitment. Where actual turn-
over was concerned, commitment to super-
visors acted as the only significant predictor. 
Chen et al. (2002) analyzed the relationship 
between loyalty to supervisors/organizations 
and employee behavior in China. For them, 
loyalty was synonymous with commitment 
to supervisors. Results indicate that loyalty 
to supervisors was more strongly associated 
with two types of performance (in-role and 
extra-role) than commitment to organiza-
tions. Compared to the affective commitment 
to organizations, affective commitment to the 
supervisor was revealed to be more strongly 
related to turnover intention (Vandenberghe 
et al., 2017), task performance (Vandenber-
ghe et al., 2004), and citizenship behavior 
(Askew et al., 2013). All these studies measur-
ing commitment to supervisors used affective 
commitment scales derived from Meyer’s and 
Allen’s three-component model of commit-
ment (TCM). 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

The relationship between organizational cit-
izenship behavior (OCB) and organizational 
commitment has been documented in several 
studies (Allen et al., 2011; Cetin et al., 2015; 
Meyer et al., 2002), and it is necessary to dis-
cuss this concept in more detail. Extra-role 
marking behavior is most often a hidden 
form of OCB as volitional and non-obligatory 
behaviors with strong prosocial dimensions. 
More precisely, OCB has been defined as a 
kind of voluntary behavior that is not directly 
or explicitly recognized by a formal rewards 
system; it goes beyond the core tasks and ag-
gregately benefits the effective functioning 
of the organization (Organ, 1988). Behaviors 
that are examples of citizenship at work are 
not critical to the job, but they do benefit and 
support co-workers while also encouraging a 
greater organizational efficiency (Podsakoff et 
al., 2009). Although OCB is a spontaneous and 
informal employee initiative, managers sup-
port and encourage employees to engage in 
such behavior (Organ et al., 2006). Podsakoff 
and MacKenzie (1997) emphasize that OCB 
is an important factor in the effectiveness of 
teamwork and organizations. Voluntary pro-
social behavior primarily contributes to the 
performance of an organization through the 
formation of social capital, resulting in strong 
interpersonal bonds among employees (Boli-
no et al., 2003). Similarly, Organ stressed the 
supportive social context as the main charac-
teristic of OCB “[…] that supports the social 
and psychological environment in which task 
performance takes place” (Organ, 1997, p.  
95). OCB is not one unitary way of behaving; 
rather, it is a set or cluster of behaviors that 
benefits organizations, teams, or individuals 
(Allen et al., 2011). Organ (1988) proposed 
a distinction between five subdimensions of 
OCB and provided examples: altruism (help-
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ing co-workers without expecting anything in 
return); conscientiousness (going above and 
beyond by e.g., coming early into work to fin-
ish a project); sportsmanship (staying in good 
spirits even if things go wrong); courtesy (an 
employee is considerate or polite to those 
they work with); and civic virtue (represent-
ing the organization in a positive light and 
encouraging a sense of community). In their 
meta-analysis, Podsakoff et al. (2000) point-
ed out that there is no consensus among re-
searchers concerning the number and types 
of OCB dimensions. Some scholars recom-
mend avoiding a focus on specific dimensions 
and interpreting research results that define 
OCB as a latent general construct (Desivilya 
et al., 2006; LePine et al., 2002). Williams and 
Anderson (1991) attempted to distinguish 
between two types of citizenship behaviors 
depending on the object to which they are 
directed; specifically, OCBI refers to civic be-
havior directed toward other individuals, and 
OCBO refers to civic behavior toward the or-
ganization as a unit. In their meta-analysis, 
Podsakoff et al. (2009) examined the relation-
ship between OCB and various consequences 
at both the individual and organizational lev-
els. However, their results did not support the 
need to distinguish between the OCB targets 
proposed by Williams and Anderson (1991). 
The consequences of OCB were similar when 
they were directed at individuals or at organi-
zations as a whole. 

Bolino and Turnley (2003) summarized the 
main antecedents of OCB, such as job satisfac-
tion, transformational and supportive leader-
ship, job involvement, organizational support, 
trust, organizational justice, and psychological 
contract fulfillment. Personality characteris-
tics that predispose certain individuals to be 
more likely to be involved in OCB are another 
type of precursor. Individuals scoring highly 
in conscientiousness, extraversion, optimism, 
the expression of team orientation, empathy, 

and altruism were inclined to exhibit a higher 
level of citizenship behavior (Bolino & Turnley, 
2003).

Attachment Theory in the Context of Work

Attachment theory represents a relatively new 
approach to the investigation of individual 
differences in behavior and attitudes at work 
and may be a suitable alternative to the pre-
dominant Five Factor Model (Harms, 2011). 
Bowlby’s theory of attachment is based on 
the knowledge that early experiences with an 
attachment figure (a mother or another care-
giver) are transformed into internal working 
models representing prototypical personality 
traits in adulthood (Bowlby, 2010). Repeated 
experiences with attachment figures lead to 
the development of internal working mod-
els and are characterized by three main as-
pects: 1) the working model of the self, 2) the 
working model of others, and 3) the working 
model of the relationship (Hazan & Shaver, 
1994). Primary attachment styles have been 
described by Ainsworth as secure, uncertain–
anxious, and uncertain–avoidant (Bowlby, 
2010).

Most jobs require communication, per-
forming, adaptation, and cooperation. This is 
why individuals’ attachment styles can poten-
tially affect various aspects of work (Mikulinc-
er & Shaver, 2007). Many relevant studies are 
based on the conceptualization of attachment 
using attachment anxiety and attachment 
avoidance as two orthogonal dimensions 
(Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Mikulincer & Shav-
er, 2007; Leiter et al., 2015). Brennan and 
Shaver (1995) derive four attachment styles in 
adulthood from a combination of these two 
dimensions. If both dimensions are low, one 
can talk about a secure style; individuals are 
satisfied with closeness and mutual depen-
dence, and they rely on support. An anxiety 
style (high anxiety and low avoidance) rep-
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resents a lack of security, a strong need for 
closeness, a concern for relationships, and a 
fear of rejection. An avoidant style means a 
lack of security, compulsive self-reliance, and 
a preference for emotional distancing from 
others. Finally, a disorganized style exhibits a 
high degree of anxiety and avoidance (Bren-
nan & Shaver, 1995).

Individuals with insecure attachment orien-
tations (avoidance and anxiety) report great-
er burnout, and this negative state translates 
into lower levels of life satisfaction (Reizer, 
2015). Compared to attachment avoidance, 
attachment anxiety has a higher (positive) 
correlation with negative aspects of working 
life and a higher (negative) correlation with 
positive aspects (Leiter et al., 2015). Richards 
and Schat (2011) discovered that employees 
with an insecure anxiety attachment style 
were prone to seeking higher instrumental 
and emotional support, while avoidant indi-
viduals were less likely to do so. 

The relationship between supervisors and 
employees is characterized by a certain spec-
ificity. Its particularity is provided by its asym-
metry, as “both the leader and the follower 
bring different expectations and interpretive 
frameworks to the relationship” (Harms, 2011,  
p. 293) along with the fact that this relation-
ship is target-specific in its nature. The super-
visor–employee relationship tends to repli-
cate the caregiver–child attachment model 
(Harms, 2011), whereas the supervisor, as 
a formal authority, also represents a special 
target of commitment at work. Therefore, it 
is important to pay research attention to how 
both of these variables (attachment model 
and commitment) affect work behavior.

Current Study

The current research is based on two con-
ceptualizations of supervisory commitment:  
1) affective commitment as defined by Meyer 

and Allen (1991, p. 67) (“the employee’s at-
tachment to, identification with, and involve-
ment in […]”), and 2) commitment using Klein 
et al.’s unidimensional and target-free con-
cept, reflecting dedication, volition, and re-
sponsibility to any workplace target. As men-
tioned in the introduction, several studies 
have documented the relationship between 
citizenship behavior and affective organiza-
tional commitment (Allen et al., 2011; Cetin 
et al., 2015; Meyer et al., 2002) and between 
citizenship behavior and affective commit-
ment to supervisor (ACS) as well (Askew et al., 
2013; Vandenberghe et al., 2017; Vandenber-
ghe et al., 2004). The proximity and regular 
interaction between employees and super-
visors may cause an employee’s attachment 
to their supervisor to become an important 
factor in positive work behavior. For instance, 
it has been revealed that employees’ commit-
ment to management, supervisors, and work-
groups provides a better explanation for vari-
ance in job satisfaction and turnover intention 
than the commitment to organizations in it-
self (Becker et al., 1996). Some authors report 
a “supervisor effect,” which means that af-
fective commitment to the supervisor has an 
important effect on the commitment to other 
objects at work including organization (Askew 
et al., 2013). Klein et al. (2014) created a new 
instrument to study their reconceptualized 
model of commitment: Klein et al.’s Unidi-
mensional Target-free Measure (KUT). Com-
pared to the TCM questionnaire from Meyer 
and Allen, KUT is narrower in scope, being 
based on a more exact definition and cover-
ing only a certain type of bond in the work-
place (Klein et al., 2014). At the same time, 
a narrower and more linear item formulation 
can lead to explaining less or differentially the 
variance in commitment outcomes compared 
to previous commitment measures (Klein et 
al., 2014). Klein et al. (2014) demonstrated 
that compared to the TCM affective scale, 
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KUT predicted less variance in identification 
(the organization and team as a target), satis-
faction, and turnover intention, but not in ex-
tra-role behavior. The lack of literature led the 
present authors to the question of whether 
exploring the relationship between OCB and 
supervisory commitment would provide simi-
lar results when using Klein et al.’s target-free 
commitment model in comparison with the 
affective supervisor commitment model. 

Working behavior is “an inherently relation-
al act” (Blustein, 2011, p.1), and internal and 
external relational factors shape the working 
context. In this relational perspective, the At-
tachment Personality Theory, suggesting that 
internal working models may have an impact 
on relational behavior at work (Mikulincer  
& Shaver, 2007), provides an appropriate 
framework for research concerning employee 
behavior. OCB is more interpersonal in nature 
than other aspects of job performance (Harms, 
2011), reflects interrelationship tendencies, 
and has a correlation with personal attach-
ment-related dimensions (Desivilya et al.,  
2007; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). As men-
tioned in the introduction, several studies 
documented strong negative correlations 
between attachment avoidance, attachment 
anxiety, and positive aspects of working life 
(Leiter et al., 2015; Reizer, 2015). According 
to Hazan and Shaver (1990), the experienc-
es of anxious individuals are affected by the 
chronic hyperactivation of their attachment 
needs and goals. A person who has high at-
tachment avoidance distrusts other people, 
is compulsively self-reliant, avoids intimacy in 
close relationships, and usually prefers to do 
things alone (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). At-
tachment avoidance represents a strategy for 
avoiding social interaction and intimacy in a 
relationship, a preference to do things alone, 
and a withdrawal from the social field. From 
the point of view of the application of attach-
ment theory, one can look at followers as chil-

dren, who are seeking support from a leader. 
The need for a stronger and wiser leader re-
flects the activation of the attachment system 
in breaking a symbolic bond with a supervisor 
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Like the secure 
attachment between a child and a parent, the 
bond between a leader and employee has 
positive consequences; increases self-esteem 
and self-confidence; and increases autonomy, 
initiative, and motivation (Popper & Mayse-
less, 2003; Mayseless & Popper, 2007). It can 
be assumed that the degree of commitment 
to a supervisor, as a predictor of altruistic pro-
social behavior expressed by the degree of 
organizational citizenship, is modified by the 
activated attachment model of the employee.

To capture a more complete relational pic-
ture of working, the second objective of the 
present research was to examine how person-
al attachment dimensions (anxiety and avoid-
ance) moderate the relationship between 
supervisory commitment and OCB (Figure 1). 
This goal embodies the authors’ contribution 
to the research into supervisory commitment 
and can bring a new perspective to this topic. 

The following three hypotheses were thus 
articulated:

Hypothesis 1: Affective commitment to the 
supervisor (ACS) and commitment to supervi-
sors measured by the KUT method will both 
be in a positive relationship with organiza-
tional citizenship behavior. 

Hypothesis 2: A high degree of attachment 
anxiety significantly and negatively moderates 
the strength of association between commit-
ment to supervisors and organizational citi-
zenship behavior. (A high level of attachment 
anxiety decreases the positive impact of com-
mitment to supervisors on the level of OCB.) 

Hypothesis 3: A high degree of attachment 
avoidance significantly and negatively mod-
erates the strength of association between 
the commitment to supervisors and organi-
zational citizenship behavior. (A high level of 
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attachment avoidance decreases the positive 
impact of commitment to supervisors on the 
level of OCB.)

Methods

Samples and Procedures

Data were collected using an online ques-
tionnaire through social networks and with 
voluntary participation. A minimum inclusion 
criterion was used; selected participants indi-
cated that they were in full-time employment 
for a fixed or indefinite term in a non-mana-
gerial position. The sample consisted of 197  
respondents working in different profes-
sions in both the private and public sectors: 
49 (24.9%) were male and 148 (75.1%) were 
female; 116 (58.9%) were single, 62 (31.5%) 
were married, and 19 (9.6%) indicated “oth-
er.” The age range was from 18 to 60 years, 
with the average age being 32.12 (SD = 
11.13). The minimum tenure was 0.25 years, 
the maximum was 32 years, and the average 
tenure was 6.87 (SD = 9.03) years. Most of the 
respondents (111) were permanent employ-
ees, constituting 56.3% of the sample, while 

86 respondents (43.7%) were working on a 
fixed-term contract. 

The surveys included written instructions, 
informed consent, and e-mail addresses where  
respondents could reach out if they had ques-
tions. They were informed that all the collect-
ed data was anonymous and would only be 
used for research purposes. The data collec-
tion took place between the beginning of Jan-
uary and the middle of March 2019.

Measures

The Experiences in Close Relationships Scale
  
The Experiences in Close Relationships (ECR) 
scale was created by Brennan et al. (1998); 
this self-assessing scale has become one of 
the most widely used methods to determine 
adult attachment personality dimensions. It 
consists of two subscales individually con-
taining eighteen items: the first examines the 
dimension of anxiety and the second exam-
ines the dimension of avoidance. The items 
are rated on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = 
strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). Some 
of the items had a reverse scoring. The anxi-
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ety-measuring scale contained items such as 
“I worry about being rejected or abandoned.” 
The avoidance-measuring scale had state-
ments like “I prefer not to show others how 
I feel deep down.” The items demonstrate a 
high internal consistency, and there is exten-
sive evidence to support their construct valid-
ity. The ECR scale was translated from English 
into Slovak, and the translation was com-
pared with an existing Czech version (Lečbych 
& Pospíšiliková, 2012). The internal reliability 
of the anxiety scale yielded an alpha score of 
.906, while the avoidance scale had an alpha 
reliability of .831. The alpha reliability of the 
anxiety scale indicated by the original authors 
was .91, and for the avoidance scale it was .94 
(Brennan et al., 1998). 

The Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale

This scale was created by Podsakoff et al., (1990) 
and measures five dimensions of OCB: altruism, 
conscientiousness, sportsmanship, civic virtue, 
and courtesy. It consists of twenty statements 
describing various forms of behavior in an orga-
nization. For example: “I take my job seriously 
and rarely make mistakes,” “I actively attend in-
stitution meetings,” and “I am willing to stand 
up to protect the reputation of the institution.” 
Respondents rate the individual statements on 
a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to  
5 = strongly agree). The present study used a 
verified Slovak translation (Rošková & Schragge-
ová, 2015). LePine et al. (2002) demonstrated 
that the five dimensions are highly related to 
one other and the equivalent indicator of OCB. 
They recommend considering OCB as one con-
struct and avoiding focusing on the specific 
dimensions. The original internal consistency 
reliabilities for each of the dimensions ranged 
from .78 to .92 (Podsakoff et al., 1990). For the 
purposes of the present study, the overall OCB 
score was computed by averaging the twenty 
items: α = .769.

Klein et al.’s Unidimensional Target-free Mea-
sure

The KUT scale was created by Klein et al. 
(2014). This scale consists of four questions 
that are answered using a five-point scale  
(1 = not at all to 5 = extremely). Results have 
confirmed that this is a valid measure, which 
provides consistent and comparable data 
about various relevant foci of workplace com-
mitments. The Czech adaptation provided evi-
dence of the KUT scale’s robustness regarding 
internal consistency as well as content, factor, 
convergent, discriminant, and incremental 
validity (Procházka et al., 2019). Based on the 
proximity of the Czech and Slovak cultural 
contexts, this validation study can be relied 
on in the present research. For the purposes 
of the present research, the items were ed-
ited so that respondents could express their 
commitment to their supervisors. Two of the 
questions were “How committed are you to 
your supervisor?” and “How dedicated are 
you to your supervisor?” Since this scale was 
originally formulated in English, it first had to 
be translated into Slovak and then retrans-
lated back into English using an independent 
translator. An alpha reliability of .815 was 
established. Depending on the commitment 
target, Klein et al. (2014) report a reliability of 
.86–.97 for their scale; in the case of commit-
ment to supervisors, the value is .96.

The Affective Commitment to Supervisors 
Scale 

This scale, created by Vandenberghe and 
Bentein (2009), is a modified version of Mey-
er, Allen, and Smith’s original scale (1993). It 
consists of six items, including “I feel proud to 
work with my supervisor,” “I feel a sense of re-
spect for my supervisor,” and “My supervisor 
means a lot to me.” Two items, including “I 
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am not really attached to my supervisor,” had 
a reverse scoring. Respondents rated their 
agreement with the individual statements on 
a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly dis-
agree to 7 = strongly agree). The scale was 
translated from English into Slovak and then 
retranslated back into English to avoid any 
ambiguities. There was an alpha reliability 
of .862. The original reliability indicated α = 
.86–.87. 

Statistical Analysis and Procedure

A statistical analysis of the collected data was 
carried out in the SPSS Statistics 25 program. 
Correlation analyses were used to examine 
the associations among all the study vari-
ables. A statistical power analysis was per-
formed using G*Power3 (Faul et al., 2007). 
To test multiple regression with three pre-
dictors, according to Cohen’s criteria (Cohen, 
1992), a medium effect size was expected 
with an alpha score = 0.05 and power = 0.80. 
The recommended sample size needed with 
this effect size was N = 77. A final sample of 
N = 197 would thus provide sufficient power 
for testing the proposed moderation mod-

els. These hypotheses were first tested using 
Spearman’s correlation coefficient, and then 
the moderating models were calculated using 
A. F. Hayes’ PROCESS for SPSS Version 3.00 
(Model 1) (Hayes, 2012).

Results

Table 1 presents basic descriptive statistics 
and a correlation analysis. 

The correlation analysis (Table 1) showed a 
significant link between OCB and supervisory 
commitment; the extent of this relationship 
was comparable when measured by ACS (r = 
0.260; p < 0.01) and KUT scales (r = 0.276; p < 
0.01). In addition, the degree of OCB showed a 
highly positive correlation with age (r = 0.169; 
p < 0.05) and a highly negative correlation 
with the dimension of attachment anxiety  
(r = -0.246; p < 0.01). Attachment avoidance 
did not have a significant correlation with 
OCB. 

In the next step, A. F. Hayes’s PROCESS 
(Model 1) was used to calculate the moderat-
ing models. In the first model, the dependent 
variable was organizational citizenship behav-
ior, the independent variable was  affective 

 

Table 1 Basic statistical measures and correlations 
Scale M SD 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 

1. Age 32.12 11.13 .740** -.054 -.259**  .169* -.252** -.172* 
2. Tenure 6.87 9.04  -.088 -.178*  .072 -.193** -.183** 
3. Avoidance 3.49 .83    .151* -.072 -.026 -.024 

4. Anxiety 3.67 1.12    -.246**  .007 -.034 
5. OCB 79.94 8.38      .260**   .276** 
6. KUT 13.11 3.69       .769** 
7. ACS 28.37 8.41       
Note. OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behavior. KUT = Klein et al.’s Unidimensional Target-
free Commitment to Supervisor. ACS = Affective Commitment to Supervisors. 
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 
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commitment to supervisors, and the mod-
erator variable was the dimension of attach-
ment anxiety. Table 2 presents the results of 
the first moderating model. The whole mod-
el was confirmed as significant (F = 11.3087, 
p = .001) with a regressive coefficient of  
R2 = 14.95%. The most important finding was 
that attachment anxiety was proven to act 
as a moderator. After introducing the inter-
action between ACS and attachment anxiety 
as a variable, the value of the regression co-
efficient increased by 2.8%. Figure 2 shows 
that the interaction between the degree of 
attachment anxiety and commitment to one’s 

supervisor negatively affects OCB. Individuals 
with a high degree of anxiety had the lowest 
degree of OCB. This moderating effect is only 
apparent when the commitment is low or 
moderate; attachment anxiety does not seem 
to act as a moderator when there is a high de-
gree of supervisory commitment.

In the second moderating model, the inde-
pendent variable (commitment to supervi-
sors) was measured by the KUT scale (Table 
3). Interestingly, no moderation was con-
firmed and the interaction between commit-
ment to supervisors and attachment anxiety 
did not affect the degree of OCB. 

   

Table 2 Moderating model 1: Interaction between affective commitment to supervisors 
and attachment anxiety in relation to organizational citizenship behavior 
  coeff se p R2 F p R2 change 
Constant 79.983 .555 .000 14.95% 11.87 .001  
ACS .254 .066 .0002     
Att. anxiety -1.898 .499 .0002     
ACS x Att. anxiety .156 .061 .0113    2.88% 
Note. ACS = Affective commitment to supervisors 
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Figure 2 The influence of supervisory commitment on organizational citizenship behavior in 
relation to attachment anxiety
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In the third examined moderation model, 
the independent variable was affective super-
visory commitment and the moderator vari-
able was attachment avoidance dimension. 
The whole model was confirmed as significant 

(F = 5.16; p = .001) with a regressive coefficient 
of R2 = 9.60%. The moderation effect of inter-
action between ACS and attachment avoid-
ance increased the regression coefficient by 
2.26% (Table 4). Individuals with a high de- 

 

 

 

Table 3 Moderating model 2: Interaction between supervisory commitment (measured by 
KUT) and attachment anxiety in relation to organizational citizenship behavior 

 coeff se p R2 F p 
Constant 79.921 .569 .001 12.48% 8.566 .001 
KUT 0.559 .154 .0004    
Att.  anxiety -1.914 .511 .0002    
KUT x anxiety .192 .133 .151    
Note. KUT = Klein et al.’s Unidimensional and Target-free Measure  

Table 4 Moderating model 3: Interaction between affective commitment to supervisors and 
attachment avoidance in relation to organizational citizenship behavior 
  coeff se p R2 F p R2 change 
Constant 79.985 .575 .000 9.60% 5.16 .001  
ACS .258 .079 .001     
Att. avoidance -1.06 .660 .115     
ACS x avoidance .189 .077 .015    2.26% 
Note. ACS = Affective Commitment to Supervisors 
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relation to attachment avoidance
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gree of avoidance had the lowest degree of 
OCB. This moderating effect is only apparent 
when the commitment is low or moderate; 
when there is a high degree of commitment, 
the degree of avoidance attachment does not 
predict the level of OCB (Figure 3).

In the fourth examined model, the inde-
pendent variable was the commitment to 
supervisors measured by the KUT scale and 
the moderator variable was the attachment 
avoidance dimension. The whole model was 
confirmed as significant (F = 3.75; p = .012) 
with a regressive coefficient of R2 = 7.92% 
(Table 5). The degree of the explained propor-

tion of the variance was smaller than in the 
previous models. The attachment avoidance 
dimension was proven to act as a moderator, 
although there was a 1.68% increase in the 
regression coefficient after introducing the 
interaction between commitment to supervi-
sors and attachment avoidance as a variable. 
Individuals with a high degree of avoidance 
had the lowest degree of OCB. This moder-
ating effect is only apparent when the com-
mitment is low; when there is a high degree 
of commitment, the degree of avoidance at-
tachment does not predict the level of OCB 
(Figure 4). 

Table 5 Moderating model 4: Interaction between commitment to supervisors (measured by 
KUT) and attachment avoidance in relation to organizational citizenship behavior 
 coeff se p R2 F p R2 change 
Constant 79.968 .58 .000 7.92% 3.75 .012  
KUT .534 .168 .001     
Att. avoidance - 1.055 .686 .126     
KUT x avoidance .328 .164 .047    1.68% 

Note. KUT = Klein et al.’s Unidimensional and Target-free Measure 
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Discussion

The concepts of commitment to supervisor, 
citizenship behavior and interpersonal at-
tachment models represent the social and 
psychological aspects of the workplace con-
text, and the ambition of the present study 
was to indicate their mutual interconnection. 
Commitment was understood as both an af-
fective bond with supervisors (Vandenber-
ghe et al., 2017; Vandenberghe et al., 2004) 
and a more narrowly understood, conscious, 
and voluntary devotion to supervisors (Klein 
et al., 2012). It was hypothesized that the 
link between an employee and a supervisor, 
expressed in terms of the degree of commit-
ment as well as prosocial altruistic behavior 
(i.e., OCB), can be influenced by unconscious 
attachment patterns of interactive behavior.

The first research objective was to compare 
the predictive value of the two scales of su-
pervisory commitment which offer a different 
perspective on understanding commitment. 
ACS is a verified scale measuring employees’ 
identification with and dedication to their su-
pervisors, their pride in working with them, 
and their shared values (Vandenberghe & 
Bentein, 2009). The second scale used – KUT 
– is based on the unidimensional target-free 
concept that primarily sees commitment as a 
consciously created volitional bond reflecting 
responsibility for and dedication to the target 
of commitment without any contamination 
with identification, an affective element, or a 
behavioral intention (Klein et al., 2014). With 
its four items, the scale asked users to evalu-
ate their own degree of commitment. When 
reconceptualizing commitment, Klein et al. 
(2012) tried to differentiate between indi-
vidual types of workplace bonds by grading 
them according to the degree of psycholog-
ical dedication: acquiescence, instrumental 
bonds, commitment, and identification. They 

placed commitment higher than instrumental 
bonds but lower than identification. They de-
fined commitment as “a socially constructed 
psychological state, differentiated from oth-
er bonds in that the individual does not psy-
chologically merge with the target but does 
make a conscious choice to care about and 
dedicate him/herself to the target” (Klein et 
al., 2012, p. 137). They argue that, unlike their 
target-free concept, affective commitment is 
“defined, in part, in terms of identification,” 
which they consider “a distinct bond type”  
(p.  138). The present study found a high cor-
relation between ACS and KUT to the supervi-
sor as a target (r = 0.769), which confirms that 
the KUT method is a valid tool to measure a 
similar (but not identical) construct as the ACS 
scale. It can be stated that both measures of 
commitment more or less show the same re-
lationship to civic behaviors in organization. 
This means that organizationally beneficial 
actions and behaviors, which cannot be en-
forced on the basis of formal role obligations, 
occur significantly more in employees with a 
higher commitment rate to their supervisor. 
In the regression moderation models, the 
predictive value of both commitment mea-
sures, before adding the interaction variable 
between commitment and the attachment di-
mension, was different. The predictive value 
expressed by the b coefficient was consider-
ably higher for commitment measured by the 
KUT (b = 0.559) scale when compared with 
affective commitment scale measures (b = 
0.254). Klein et al. (2014) state that while KUT 
(as a narrower concept) can predict less vari-
ance in comparison with prior commitment 
conceptualizations, this is not necessary for 
key commitment outcomes such as extra-role 
civic behavior. These results similarly suggest 
that the impact of commitment on OCB, in 
terms of Klein et al.’s reconceptualization, is 
more significant. The present results are con-
sistent with previous studies, which indicated 
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a positive relationship between citizenship 
behavior and commitment to supervisors 
(Askew et al., 2013; Becker et al., 1996; Gre-
gersen, 1993), noting that, similarly to orga-
nizational commitment, supervisory commit-
ment has a positive impact on extra-role civic 
behavior (Allen et al., 2011; Cetin et al., 2015; 
Meyer et al., 2002). This result is especially 
important given that organizations are no lon-
ger the most important foci of commitment 
as a result of high-labor market dynamism 
and the proliferation of various alternative 
employment forms and options.

The next objective was to examine the in-
fluence of personal attachment-related vari-
ables (anxiety and avoidance) that can mod-
erate the relationship between commitment 
to supervisors and citizenship behaviors. 
Studies investigating personal predispositions 
and work behaviors used to focus mainly on 
the Big Five model (e.g., Panaccio & Vanden-
berghe, 2012). The initial hypothesis was for-
mulated so that personal dimensions derived 
from attachment personality models might 
provide greater insight into the mechanisms 
behind workplace attitudes and job behav-
iors. Studies conducted by Hazan and Shaver 
(1990), Harms (2011), Mikulincer and Shaver 
(2007), Leiter et al. (2015), and Reizer (2015) 
led to the assumption that individuals with a 
higher degree of anxiety attachment will con-
stantly worry about their relationships and 
how others perceive them, and that these 
preoccupations will also manifest themselves 
in day-to-day behavior. Meanwhile, individ-
uals with a higher degree of avoidance will 
experience a lower degree of OCB due to 
their inability to engage in relationships with 
co-workers and their emotional withdrawal 
from social areas at work. The dimension of 
attachment anxiety in the present research 
was found to have a considerable moderat-
ing impact on the relationship between ACS 
and the degree of OCB. This means that no-

table differences in organizational citizenship 
were found in the case of employees who felt 
the same amount of affective commitment 
to their supervisors but experienced either 
high or low anxiety in their internal anxiety 
attachment dimension. This moderating ef-
fect also applied to employees experiencing 
a low or moderate degree of supervisory 
commitment. However, these differences dis-
appeared when the degree of ACS was high 
and the degree of OCB remained unaffected 
(see Figure 2). This meant that individuals ex-
periencing more anxiety and mistrust in their 
relationships and perceiving a low degree of 
ACS tended to engage less in citizenship be-
havior. Individuals scoring low in attachment 
anxiety (one can expect that they have a se-
cure internal attachment style) exhibit OCB to 
a high degree regardless of their commitment 
to supervisors. They are independent, secure, 
and not worried about relationships; they are 
open to acting helpfully toward other people 
representing the organization. Conversely, in-
dividuals who are unsure and worried about 
themselves, and who feel less committed to 
their supervisors, participate less in prosocial 
work activities. Identification with one’s su-
pervisor plays an especially important role in 
the case of individuals experiencing a higher 
degree of self-doubt and interactional uncer-
tainty. 

In this sense, the present study agrees with 
Popper and Maysles’s (2003) assertion that a 
good (transformational) leader “can play an 
important role in providing corrective expe-
riences for insecure followers” (p. 9). If their 
commitment to the supervisor is high, anx-
ious individuals show a comparable degree of 
citizenship to individuals who experience less 
internal attachment anxiety. Building a secure 
trustful relationship with one’s supervisor can 
create a protective factor against personal un-
certainties and can increase one’s willingness 
and motivation to engage in voluntary activi-
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ties that are beneficial for teams and organi-
zations. 

Interestingly, this result only arose when the 
commitment was measured using the ACS scale. 
When using the moderating model with an inde-
pendent variable measured by the KUT method, 
the moderating influence of anxiety attachment 
dimension did not appear. Commitment to su-
pervisors and attachment anxiety acted as two 
independent predictors, whose interaction did 
not affect citizenship behavior at work. This re-
sult can be explained by the different philoso-
phies behind the formulation of the items. The 
KUT concept defines commitment more nar-
rowly as a volitional and conscious psychological 
bond toward a particular target. The affective 
commitment measure, expressing a higher de-
gree of affective attitude to supervisors and par-
tially overlapping with identification, appeared 
to interact with interpersonal anxieties and wor-
ries with a considerable effect on the degree of 
citizenship behavior.

While the dimension of attachment anxi-
ety had an impact on OCB as an independent 
predictor, the situation for attachment avoid-
ance dimension was rather different. The 
dimension of attachment avoidance did not 
show a direct impact on the rate of OCB, or a 
significant relationship to commitment to su-
pervisors, but it did prove to be an important 
moderator in the interaction with the com-
mitment to supervisors. These results pro-
vide support for the interaction hypothesis, 
confirming Barron and Kenny’s basic consid-
erations related to moderation analysis, that 
“[…] it is desirable that the moderator vari-
able be uncorrelated with both the predictor 
and the criterion (the dependent variable) 
to provide a clearly interpretable interaction 
term” (Barron & Kenny, 1986, p. 1184). The 
results of the moderation effects indicate that 
attachment avoidance does not cause nega-
tive outcomes on work behaviors alone as an 
independent factor, only doing so in interac-

tion with a perceived commitment to super-
visors. Employees scoring high in attachment 
avoidance can be characterized by a distrust 
of other people, self-reliance, a preference to 
do things alone, and an avoidance of social 
interaction at work (Brennan & Shaver, 1995; 
Harms, 2011; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Leit-
er et al., 2015). These characteristics alone 
do not reduce the extra-role of prosocial be-
havior, but a reduction does occur when they 
are in interaction with low levels of voluntary 
involvement (commitment) to supervisors. 
Conversely, building a secure relationship 
with one’s supervisor can create a protective 
factor against personal distrust, self-reliance, 
and interpersonal withdrawal, and it can help 
in voluntary prosocial activities that are ben-
eficial for teams and organizations. The mod-
eration effect of attachment avoidance was 
significant when using both measurement 
methods of commitment to supervisors (af-
fective commitment and KUT). It is import-
ant not to overestimate these results, as the 
moderation models did not explain more than 
eight to fifteen per cent of the variance of the 
dependent variable. Furthermore, Becker 
(2016) emphasizes the need to take into con-
sideration changing working conditions and 
related organizational attachments. It seems 
unrealistic to expect employees to form long-
term bonds to an organization when that or-
ganization cannot make such a commitment 
toward its employees, and this begs the fol-
lowing question: “To what target (supervisor, 
team, or project) should an employee devel-
op their commitment, and how should the 
management behave?” The present findings 
indicated that a supervising employee could 
be such a relevant target.

Limitations

There were several limitations to the present 
research. One of the limitations was the us-
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age of self-evaluating scales where answers 
can be subjectively skewed. At the same time, 
the strength of the study was that two meth-
ods were used to measure the independent 
variable of commitment to supervisors, which 
also confirms the validity of the employed 
methods.

Another limitation was the cross-sectional 
design of the research sample, which was ob-
tained through an online survey. On the one 
hand, this meant an easier availability and 
faster data collection, but on the other hand 
it only targeted people who were willing to 
interact online and who possessed certain 
computer skills. The size of the sample and 
the non-random and occasional selection 
of participants is another study limitation. 
In addition, the homogeneity of the sample 
would have been higher if it had been collect-
ed, for instance, within a single organization. 
Future studies with a larger sample size and 
sufficient power should address the effects of 
more specific employment. 

The last limitation is also a recommenda-
tion for further research; supervisors’ rela-
tionships with employees were not taken into 
consideration. In the future, the supervisor–
employee relationship could be objectivized 
by examining this relationship from the other 
side as well. Another topic worth researching 
in relation to supervisory commitment should 
focus on understanding the dyadic employ-
ee–supervisor relationship, where the com-
patibility of their thinking about their mutual 
commitment is concerned (Landry & Vanden-
berghe, 2012). Another suggestion for future 
research is distinguishing between citizenship 
behavior directed toward individuals and to-
ward organizations (LePine et al., 2002) in 
relationships with different work-related tar-
gets. It is also important to take into account 
that a significant role in leader–follower in-
teraction is played by the internal attachment 
working model of the employee as well as by 

the attachment model with which the super-
visor enters (Popper & Mayseless, 2003). The 
concept of transformational leadership that 
compares the role of leaders with a positive 
parental figure from the point of view of at-
tachment theory provides some inspiration 
for future research. Transformational leaders 
increase the followers’ autonomy, self-confi-
dence, achievement orientation, self-worth, 
and creativity (Popper et al., 2000), which in 
turn has a positive effect on individuals, the 
teams, and whole organizations.    

Conclusions

The results of the present research support 
the hypothesis that there is a correlation be-
tween commitment to supervisors and the 
degree of organizational citizenship behav-
ior. The predictive value of commitment was 
confirmed by using the ACS scale and KUT 
method. The results support the hypothesis 
of moderation effects of attachment anxiety 
and attachment avoidance dimensions on the 
relationship between supervisory commit-
ment and organizational citizenship behavior. 
However, the moderation analysis showed 
some differences depending on which scale 
and concept behind it was being used. Af-
fective commitment to supervisor interacted 
with the dimension of attachment anxiety; 
when a supervisory commitment was low or 
moderate, anxiety decreased one’s engage-
ment in citizenship behavior. By contrast, the 
moderating model indicated that when using 
the KUT method there was no interaction be-
tween them; commitment to supervisors and 
anxiety merely acted as independent predic-
tors. The moderating role of the attachment 
avoidance dimension was observed by using 
both commitment measures, although the 
interaction effect between supervisory com-
mitment and attachment avoidance only ac-
counted for less than three per cent of the 
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variance. The results suggest that employees 
with a secure sense of attachment are more 
prosocial and beneficial to the organization 
regardless of their commitment to super-
visors; their prosocial behavior is indepen-
dent of their supervisors. On the contrary, 
individuals with a high degree of attachment 
avoidance and anxiety showed a higher rate 
of OCB only in interaction with a high com-
mitment to a supervisor. The results suggest 
the importance of building a leader–follower 
relationship that can provide a compensatory 
role for employees with an uncertain internal 
attachment style. Individuals who are highly 
committed to supervisors can become very 
useful contributors toward an organization’s 
prosperity. 
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