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Objectives: The purpose of this study was to assess the influence of supervisors’ immediate behaviors and solidarity on subordi-
nates’ loyalty, obedience, and participation (i.e., organizational citizenship behaviors). A model was predicted in which supervisors’ 
immediate behaviors and solidarity indirectly induced subordinates’ organizational citizenship behaviors through the mediation of 
perceived immediacy. 
Methods: Electronic questionnaires were disseminated through social media. A total of 228 participants completed the question-
naire, representing a variety of occupations and supervisor communicative styles. 
Results: Each unidimensional measurement model was first subjected to a confirmatory factor analysis. The relationships between 
all variables were tested through Pearson correlations and were found to be both statistically significant and positive. Then, the data 
were analyzed through structural equation modeling. The data supported a path model in which perceived immediacy mediated 
supervisors’ solidarity and immediate behaviors as influence of subordinates’ loyalty. The mediation paths, however, were not sup-
ported for participation and obedience.
Conclusions: It is speculated that mediation was not observed in the obedience and participation paths because not engaging in 
these two organizational citizenship behaviors can have indirect consequences for subordinates, whereas loyalty is truly altruistic. It 
was concluded that supervisor solidarity and immediate behaviors can be practiced and refined to enhance the workplace climate, 
increasing loyalty in subordinates.
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Introduction

The importance of business communication training for the 
workplace as a force toward building productive organizational 
cultures is well supported (Beebe, Mottet, & Roach, 2004). In 
fact, business communication training has become of such ap-
parent importance that the Association to Advance Collegiate 
Schools of Business (AACSB) will not accredit any business 

Received: Apr 20, 2018   Revised: Jun 25, 2018   Accepted: Jun 30, 2018
Corresponding author: Stephanie Kelly
North Carolina A&T State University, 1601 E. Market Street, Greensboro, 	
NC 27411, USA
Tel: +1-336-285-4903, E-mail: sekelly@ncat.edu
This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons 
Attribution Non-Commercial License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/
by-nc/4.0/) which permits unrestricted non-commercial use, distribution, and 
reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.
Copyright © 2018 Korean Association for Business Communication.

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


Supervisor Solidarity and Immediate Behaviors

62  |  http://www.e-bcrp.org https://doi.org/10.22682/bcrp.2018.1.2.61

program that does not show evidence of enhancing student oral 
and written communication skills (AACSB, 2013). The purpose 
of this paper is to better our understanding of the influence 
supervisor communication has on subordinates’ workplace be-
haviors.

Two prominent variables in the communication literature 
have received very little attention in the business context: im-
mediacy and solidarity. In the instructional communication lit-
erature, immediacy has been credited as the most powerful in-
structional communication variable (Kelly, Rice, Wyatt, Denton, 
& Ducking, 2015). The potential communicative parallels from 
the teacher-student relationship to the supervisor-subordinate 
relationship are abundant. Like the supervisor-subordinate 
relationship, the instructor-student relationship has a power 
differential, in which the instructor, the communicator with 
more power, has the opportunity to use their communication 
to motivate, teach, inspire, and encourage the communicator in 
the position of less power; all of these are goals that instructors 
meet through the aid of immediate behaviors (Kelly et al., 2015; 
Kelly & Westerman, 2016). Despite these parallels and the po-
tential power of supervisor immediacy, perceived immediacy 
between supervisors and subordinates has been studied only 
once in the business setting (Kelly & Westerman, 2014), in a 
study that sought to understand the relationship between su-
pervisor immediacy and subordinate workplace behaviors.

Solidarity, likewise, is an influential communicative variable 
that has rarely been studied outside of the interpersonal context. 
Solidarity between communicators can develop trust (Wheeless, 
1976, 1978), which is critical within a supervisor-subordinate 
relationship for subordinates to feel confident following a su-
pervisor’s lead. Despite this, only MacDonald, Kelly, and Chris-
ten (2014) and Kelly and MacDonald (2016) have looked at the 
effects of supervisor-subordinate solidarity, and again, these 
studies focused on resulting subordinate attitudes rather than 
behaviors. 

Therefore, this paper will investigate the influence of supervi-
sor immediate behaviors and solidarity on subordinate organi-
zational citizenship behaviors, which include loyalty, participa-
tion, and obedience.  It is anticipated that evidence will support 
a model in which perceived immediacy mediates the positive 
relationships between supervisors’ communication (i.e., imme-
diate behaviors and solidarity) and subordinates’ organizational 
citizenship behaviors (i.e., loyalty, participation, and obedience). 

Solidarity
Solidarity is an interpersonal phenomenon in which com-
munication leads to a rapport between two individuals that 
is characterized by both synchronicity and trust (Wheeless, 

1978). Solidarity has been defined in a number of ways, such as 
relationship intimacy (Baus & Allen, 1996) and psychological 
closeness (Wheeless, 1978), and more specifically, has been 
described in terms of the quality of relationship, perceptions of 
closeness, and the presence of harmony and trust (Gremler & 
Gwinner, 2000; Wheeless, 1976, 1978). MacDonald et al. (2014) 
explain that, “Solidarity can be conceptualized as an assessment 
of perceived rapport based on past communicative experiences, 
especially those involving self-disclosure” (p. 2). 

Although solidarity has been studied mostly in the interper-
sonal context, it has also been demonstrated to influence the 
workplace. Itzkovich and Heilbrunn (2016) found that a lack 
of solidarity among co-workers was associated with increased 
workplace incivility, which led to increased deviant behavior 
toward the organization. MacDonald et al. (2014) and Kelly 
and MacDonald (2016), found that supervisor solidarity led to 
increased job satisfaction, which ultimately decreased subor-
dinates’ sense of burnout. Within the workplace, subordinates 
who perceive low solidarity with their supervisors have been 
observed to remain silent, particularly in terms of sharing neg-
ative feelings, for fear of political consequences (Diefendorff, 
Morehart, & Gabriel, 2010; Milliken, Morrison, & Hewlin, 2003; 
Sanders, Flache, van der Vegt, & van de Vliert, 2006). 

The dynamics of solidarity in supervisor-subordinate rela-
tionships are unique because supervisors’ legitimate authority 
places them completely in control of the amount of formality or 
informality allowed into their relationships with subordinates 
(MacDonald et al., 2014; Sanders & Schyns, 2006). This means 
that even if a subordinate desires to build solidarity, he or she 
cannot take the first steps to do this. Rather, subordinates must 
wait for their supervisor to decrease the formality of their in-
teractions, allowing interpersonal conversation to take place. 
Therefore, assessment of how much solidarity a subordinate be-
lieves he or she has with his or her supervisor is an assessment 
of supervisor interpersonal communicative behaviors (Kelly & 
MacDonald, 2016; MacDonald et al., 2014).

Immediate Behaviors
Another set of supervisor communicative behaviors that influ-
ence subordinates is immediate behaviors. Immediate behaviors 
were first identified by Mehrabian (1966) in clinical psychiatry 
who observed that psychiatrists who consistently experienced 
open communication with their patients engaged in the same 
set of nonverbal behaviors: forward lean, eye contact, attentive 
body orientation, openness of posture, light nonthreatening 
touch, limited physical distance, and relaxed posture (Mehrabi-
an, 1981). He dubbed this group of nonverbal behaviors imme-
diate behaviors, defining these behaviors as any communicative 
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behavior that reduces perceived physical or psychological dis-
tance between communicators. 

Later, immediate behaviors were investigated by communica-
tion scholars who observed these behaviors to follow the norm 
of reciprocity (Andersen, 1979; Coutts & Schneider, 1976; Hale 
& Burgoon, 1984; Jones & Wirtz, 2007; Richmond & McCroskey 
2000; Roth & Kuiken, 1975). Most research on immediate be-
haviors has been conducted in the classroom, investigating the 
influence of instructional immediacy on classroom outcomes. 
However, immediate behaviors have also been studied in orga-
nizations, where their use has implications for both supervisors 
and subordinates. Caldwell (1978) along with Porter, Wrench, 
and Hoskinson (2007) found a positive relationship between 
immediate supervisor behaviors and increased subordinate 
motivation. The use of supervisor immediate behaviors has also 
been shown to improve subordinates’ job satisfaction (Kelly & 
Westerman, 2014; Madlock, 2008) and reduce their burnout. 
Recently, Jia, Cheng, and Hale (2017) found that supervisor 
nonverbal immediate behaviors can influence subordinates’ 
emotional experiences at work and help alleviate tension caused 
by emotional work, prompting employees to be more likely to 
stay with the organization.  

Perceived Immediacy
Recent research on immediate behaviors has made a distinction 
between immediate behaviors and perceived immediacy (Kelly 
& Westerman, 2016). As Mehrabian (1966) observed, immedi-
ate behaviors typically lead to a decrease in perceived psycho-
logical distance. This, however, is not always the case. For exam-
ple, eye contact has been cited as an immediate behavior, which 
means that when a message sender makes eye contact with the 
message receiver, the receiver should feel closer to the sender. 
As immediate behaviors were conceptualized in the United 
States, however, they do not take into account the meaning 
other cultures place on these behaviors.  Many Asian cultures 
use eye contact to covey intentional power (Kim & Nam, 1998), 
which means that eye contact would increase, not decrease, 
psychological distance in some Asian countries. Likewise, eye 
contact could also increase psychological distance in the United 
States if the message receiver interpreted it as intimidating star-
ing rather than casual eye contact. Therefore, the act of making 
eye contact is not the variable that changes perceived psycho-
logical distance. Instead, it is a message receiver’s perception of 
that behavior that increases or reduces perceived distance. As 
such, the actual reduction in perceived physical and psycholog-
ical distance is not immediate behaviors, but rather perceived 
immediacy (Kelly, 2012). In the one study to date which has 
considered the role of perceived immediacy in the workplace, 

Kelly and Westerman (2014) found that perceived immediacy 
mediated the relationship between supervisors’ immediate be-
haviors and subordinates’ burnout in the United States. 

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCB)
OCB are defined as those behaviors an employee exhibits that 
go beyond basic job requirements (Alizadeh, Darvishi, Nazari, 
& Emami, 2012; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983) and are evaluated 
as an extension or assumption of job performance (Borman 
& Motowidlo, 1993; MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Fetter, 1993; 
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000; Podsakoff, 
Whiting, Podsakoff, & Blume, 2009; Pond, Nacoste, Mohr, & 
Rodriguez, 1997; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). Graham (1991) 
explained that OCB span both in-role and extra-role behav-
iors, making OCB a second-order unidimensional construct 
reflected in loyalty, participation, and obedience. Loyalty in-
volves commitment to the good of the organization through 
protection and volunteered extra effort (Van Dyne, Graham, 
& Dienesch, 1994). Participation encompasses the authentic 
endorsement of and involvement in organizational governance 
as well as interest in the operation of the overall system. Finally, 
obedience is respect for the order, governance, and processes 
contained within the organization (Van Dyne et al., 1994).

Employees are driven to display OCB in anticipation of 
organizational gains (i.e., rewards, promotions, positive per-
formance reviews; Organ & Konovsky, 1989). Moideenkutty’s 
(2006) research built on the theory of social exchange in rela-
tion to supervisor influence and subordinate’ displays of OCB. 
In exchange, OCB improve the organizational culture. Employ-
ees who display OCB have higher job satisfaction (Alizade et al., 
2012) and team commitment (Foote & Tang, 2008). In a me-
ta-analysis, Podsakoff et al. (2009) further identified that OCB 
related positively to organizational efficiency, productivity, and 
profitability. 

The influence of leadership has been demonstrated to be an 
important predictor of OCB (Alizadeh et al., 2012). Madlock 
and Kennedy-Lightsey (2010) found that the satisfaction a 
subordinate had in communication with his/her subordinate 
was directly related to the amount of commitment displayed 
toward the organization. Furthermore, transformational leaders 
who clearly present an appropriate model, foster group goal 
achievement, and cognitively stimulate their subordinates are 
more likely to influence these same subordinates to display 
OCB (Alizadeh et al., 2012). Koster and Sanders (2006) further 
found that solidarity derived from a supervisor was correlated 
to generalized compliance gaining. Peelle (2007) also noted em-
ployees are likely to reciprocate support from their organization 
or supervisor with increased OCB. 
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On the other hand, OCB can decrease when employees 
experience burnout or citizenship fatigue.  Past studies have 
noted a correlation between increased feelings of burnout and 
decreased OCB (Cankir, 2017; Chiu & Tsai, 2006; Liang, 2012; 
Talachi & Gorgi, 2013). These studies have been conducted in 
various industries and cultural contexts, but all agree that em-
ployees who experience burnout decrease OCB. In fact, Liang 
(2012) asserted “…that OCBs are doomed if burnout is not 
managed appropriately” (p. 7). 

Model Proposal
In short, past research has established that supervisors’ imme-
diate behaviors and solidarity positively influence subordinates’ 
workplace mindset (Kelly & Westerman, 2014; MacDonald et 
al., 2014). Research has also shown that message receivers do 
not respond directly to their message sender’s communication 
but rather to their perception of that communication (Kelly & 
Westerman, 2014; Kelly et al., 2015). As such, it is expected that 
supervisors’ positive communicative behaviors (i.e., solidarity 
and immediate behaviors) will be positively related to perceived 
immediacy. Thus, the following hypotheses are proposed:
•	Hypothesis 1: Immediate behaviors will be positively related 

to perceived immediacy.
•	Hypothesis 2: Solidarity will be positively related to per-

ceived immediacy.
Past research has also found strong relationships between 

subordinates OCB and burnout (Cankir, 2017; Chiu & Tsai, 
2006; Liang, 2012; Talachi & Gorgi, 2013). Supervisors’ soli-
darity and immediate behaviors have already been established 
as indirect influences of burnout. Therefore, it is possible that 
these variables also influence subordinates’ OCB. If so, it should 
follow that subordinates do not respond directly to their super-
visors’ communicative behaviors but rather to their perceptions 
of those behaviors, meaning that the direct influence on sub-

ordinates’ OCB would be perceived immediacy. As such, the 
following hypotheses are also proposed: 
•	Hypothesis 3: Perceived immediacy will be positively relat-

ed to loyalty.
•	Hypothesis 4: Perceived immediacy will be positively relat-

ed to obedience.
•	Hypothesis 5: Perceived immediacy will be positively relat-

ed to participation.
These hypotheses combine to form the model depicted in 

Figure 1. 

Methods

Subjects
In total, n = 228 subjects participated in this study. Among 
those subjects, 91 were male, 136 were female, and one chose 
not to disclose sex. Occupations of subjects broke down as fol-
lows: 31.1% military, 13.6% sales, 11.8% education, 8.8% skilled 
labor, 5.3% professional/managerial, 4.8% clerical, 2.2% factory, 
1.3% transportation, and 20.6% other, with one participant 
choosing not to disclose his/her occupation. On average, sub-
jects were M = 30.62 (SD = 10.99) years old and had worked at 
their job for M = 3.03 (SD = 4.58) years. Subjects were directed 
to respond to the questionnaire with their present supervisor in 
mind.

Data Collection
Once IRB approval was secured, subjects received a link 
through two of the researchers’ Facebook timelines. Subjects 
saw the researcher’s status, which invited U.S. citizens who were 
currently employed to complete a 15-minute questionnaire 
hosted by Qualtrics. It was necessary to limit this sample to U.S. 
citizens to ensure that only individuals born or who had lived in 
the U.S. for multiple years participated in this study; otherwise, 

Perceived immediacy

Loyalty

Participation

Obedience

Immediate behaviors

Solidarity

.52

.40

.44

.47

.37

.36

e3

e4

e2

e1

Figure 1. Observed Model (standardized effects).
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the immediate behaviors referenced in the immediate behaviors 
measure may not have been appropriate for all participants. This 
resulted in a 23% response rate with U.S.-based respondents. 
The link directed each subject to an informed consent page. 
Subjects were informed that they were giving their consent to 
participate in the study by clicking next. The informed consent 
described the study as an attempt to understand communica-
tion in the workplace. At the end of the questionnaire, they were 
given the option to enter a drawing for a $50 gift certificate for 
their participation.

Instrumentation
The following sections detail the measures that were used for 
data collection. Each measure has been previously validated. 
Descriptive statistics for each measure are displayed in Table 1.

Solidarity
To assess supervisor-subordinate solidarity, MacDonald et al.’s 
(2014) adaption of Wheeless’ (1976) revised Solidarity Scale was 
used. The measure was comprised of 12 items with a 7-point 
Likert-type response scale ranging from Disagree Strongly to 
Agree Strongly. MacDonald et al. (2014) reported that the mea-
sure showed evidence of content validity. 

Immediate Behaviors
Immediate behaviors were assessed using an adapted version of 
McCroskey, Richmond, Sallinen, Fayer, and Barraclough’s (1995) 
instructional immediacy measure. This assessment contained 
nine items with a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from 
Disagree Strongly to Agree Strongly. The measure was adapted to 
reference a supervisor rather than an instructor. The same adap-
tation was used by Kelly and Westerman (2014), who reported 
the measure to have concurrent and content validity. 

Perceived Immediacy
Kelly et al.’s (2015) perceived immediacy measure was used. 
This measure consisted of 9 semantic differential items with a 
seven-point response range. The measure is reported to have 

strong content, divergent, and convergent validity. 

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors
To assess organizational citizenship behaviors, Van Dyne et al.’s 
(1994) measure was utilized. This second-order unidimensional 
assessment consisted of three submeasures: loyalty (12 Likert-
type items), obedience (11 Likert-type items), and participation 
(11 Likert-type items). Each item used a seven-point response 
scale ranging from Disagree Strongly to Agree Strongly. This 
measure is reported to have strong face and content validity (Van 
Dyne et al., 1994).

Data Analysis
A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was run on each unidi-
mensional measurement model, which involved first a test of 
internal consistency and then parallelism. Measurement inter-
nal consistency considers how strongly each indicator correlates 
systematically with other indicators in that measure. Parallelism 
tests how strongly indicators purported to measure a different 
construct correlate systematically with indicators purported to 
measure the construct of interest. Thus, each unidimensional 
measurement model was first tested for internal consistency 
and parallelism issues.

The AMOS maximum likelihood parameter estimation algo-
rithm was used to complete the CFA. This algorithm estimates 
factor loadings based on an a priori hypothesized measurement 
model. The algorithm uses derived factor loadings to generate 
the predicted inter-item correlation matrix used in internal con-
sistency testing. The result is that items with obvious or subtle 
validity issues can be identified and then removed. Each time an 
item was removed from a measurement model, it was re-spec-
ified without the problematic items until all items causing a 
statistically significant amount of residual error were removed. 

Pearson correlation coefficients were used to test each of the 
hypotheses. To test the model, structural equation modeling 
(SEM) was implemented using AMOS’ maximum likelihood 
parameter estimation algorithm.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics

Measure Mean SD Min-Max Skewness Kurtosis Cronbach’s α

Solidarity 4.15 1.32 1.00-6.80 -.16 -.71 .89

Immediate behaviors 5.22 1.11 1.50-7.00 -.44 -.19 .75

Perceived immediacy 5.27 1.37 1.00-7.00 -.72 .06 .94

Loyalty 5.10    .95 1.75-7.00 -.40 .20 .78

Obedience 5.79 1.05 2.00-7.00 -1.19 1.18 .88

Participation 5.25 1.04 1.75-7.00 -.29 -.12 .85
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Results

Measurement Models
All problematic items were removed before hypothesis and 
model testing. Those items were identified by statistically sig-
nificant standard residual errors (greater than 1.96 or less than 
-1.96). Items were removed one at a time, beginning with the 
item that yielded statistically significant residual error upon the 
most items, then the second most, and so forth. Two items were 
removed from the solidarity measure, three from immediate 
behaviors, three from the participation measure, two from the 
obedience measure, and three items from the loyalty measure. 
No items were lost in the perceived immediacy measure. Van 
Dyne et al.’s (1994) OCD measure and McCroskey et al.’s (1995) 
immediate behaviors measure were constructed before CFAs 
were practiced by the social sciences to confirm content validity 
of measures. As such, it is not surprising that the measures lost 
more than one item. Fit statistics are presented in Table 2. Also, 
the appendix contains the retained items in each measure.

Hypothesis Testing
All five hypotheses were supported by Pearson correlation co-
efficients and their significances. The correlation matrix can be 
seen in Table 3.

Model Testing
The model predicted that a subordinate’s perceived solidarity 
with his/her supervisor and the supervisor’s immediate behav-
iors would induce perceived immediacy, which would in turn 
induce subordinate OCB (loyalty, obedience, and participation). 
The model had unsatisfactory fit statistics: GFI = .87; CFI = .77; 
RMSEA = .21; and χ2(9) = 99.33, p < .001. As such, the model 
needed to be revised by removing paths with high residual error.

Revised Model
In the revised model, participation and obedience were re-
moved because they were observed to cause a statistically signif-
icant amount of residual error in the first model test, primarily 
upon each other, and secondarily upon immediate behaviors. 
This revised model, shown in Figure 2, predicts that immedi-
ate behaviors and solidarity would positively induce perceived 
immediacy, which would positively induce loyalty. The revised 
model demonstrated good fit statistics: GFI = .99; CFI = 1.00; 
RMSEA = .04; and χ2(2) = 2.86, p = .24.

Discussion

As predicted, positive relationships were found between su-
pervisors’ use of immediate behaviors and solidarity, perceived 
immediacy, and subordinates’ OCB. Although the relationships 
between immediate behaviors and perceived immediacy had 
been previously established in both the classroom and work-
place setting (Kelly & Westerman, 2014; Kelly et al., 2015), the 
correlation between perceived immediacy and solidarity is a 
new observation. In fact, the correlation between solidarity and 
perceived immediacy was the most robust of those calibrated 
within this dataset (r = .65, p < .001). Immediate behaviors 
alone cannot explain all of the variance in perceived immediacy 
between communicators (Kelly, 2012). The implication of this 
moderate to strong correlation could be that the same recipro-
cal disclosure that forms solidarity (Wheelesss, 1978) and that 

Table 3. Uncorrected correlation matrix

Measures Solidarity Immediate behaviors Perceived immediacy Loyalty Obedience 

Immediate behaviors .52
p < .001

Perceived immediacy .65
p < .001

.63
p < .001

Loyalty .38
p < .001

.36
p < .001

.47
p < .001

Obedience .19
p = .004

.31
p < .001

.36
p < .001

.50
p < .001

Participation .38
p < .001

.34
p < .001

.37
p < .001

.57
p < .001

.58
p < .001

Table 2. Fit statistics (N=228)

Measure Chi-square GFI RMSEA

Solidarity χ2(35) = 94.03, p < .001 .92 .09

Immediate behaviors χ2(   9) = 30.53, p < .001 .96 .10

Perceived immediacy χ2(27) = 79.31, p < .001 .93 .09

Loyalty χ2(27) = 62.41, p < .001 .95 .08

Obedience χ2(27) = 78.90, p < .001 .93 .08

Participation χ2(20) = 42.83, p = .002 .95 .07

Note. GFI = goodness of fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error ap-
proximation.
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is typically observed with the presence of immediate behaviors 
(Kelly, 2012; Mehrabian, 1966) explains more of the communi-
cative tools a sender can use to influence the perceived immedi-
acy felt by a message receiver. 

Further, the data were consistent with a pattern supporting 
the notion that these supervisor communicative behaviors in-
fluenced loyalty indirectly through perceived immediacy. That 
perceived immediacy fit the data as a direct influence of loyalty 
is notable. This harkens to the findings of previous research in 
perceived immediacy (Kelly, 2012; Kelly & Westerman 2014, 
Kelly et al., 2015), especially the experimental findings that ma-
nipulated the amount of immediate behaviors displayed, that 
message receivers are responding to their perceptions of com-
municators’ behaviors, not the actual behaviors themselves. 

In reference to the example provided in the literature review, 
supervisors need to ensure that if eye contact is an immediate 
behavior in the country in which they are working, that their eye 
contact is perceived as friendly and engaging rather than staring. 
This means that for supervisors to be effective, it does not matter 
how immediate they think they are or how much solidarity they 
think they have with subordinates; it is the subordinates’ percep-
tions of those metrics that dictate their reactions. As such, super-
visors who wish to be effective leaders need perceptual feedback 
from their subordinates. Supervisors should also be aware that 
not all subordinates will feel comfortable sharing such feedback 
directly and may need an anonymized way to give such feed-
back, such as a yearly evaluation, to feel safe being honest. Again, 
it does not matter whether supervisors think their subordinates 
should feel comfortable being honest; what matters is whether 
subordinates actually feel safe disclosing their opinions.

Although perception is key, the behavioral cues of immedi-
acy and solidarity are still useful. Each culture has a set of im-
mediate behaviors that are typically received positively by other 
communicators within that same culture. These behaviors can 
be practiced as a starting checklist for supervisors who wish to 
improve their communicative habits with subordinates (Kelly 
& Westerman 2014, Kelly et al., 2015). Currently, there is no ev-
idence that solidarity is culture specific, so informal disclosure 
may be a more universal behavior to promote perceived imme-

diacy that can be used by supervisors. Given the role of OCB in 
a company’s efficiency, productivity, and profitability (Podsakoff 
et al., 2009), it is critical that supervisors use all available tools 
to encourage their subordinates’ OCB. The results of this study 
indicate that practicing such communicative behaviors may be 
particularly influential on subordinate loyalty. 

It was surprising that the data did not support mediated 
relationships between supervisors’ communication and subor-
dinates’ participation or obedience. This may be because loyalty 
is the only OCB that is truly altruistic. Participation involves 
endorsement of the company, and employees indirectly benefit 
from the positive promotion of their workplace (Van Dyne et 
al., 1994). As obedience involves withholding rhetorical dissent, 
though employees know they will not lose their jobs from engag-
ing in disobedience, they may block their own potential promo-
tion opportunities. Therefore, both obedience and participation 
have benefits for the company and the employee. Loyalty, howev-
er, involves commitment to the company through volunteering 
extra effort. There are no potential consequences for disloyalty, 
unlike lacking in participation (plateauing company growth) 
or obedience (plateauing one’s own promotion potential). As 
such, it could be that subordinates will engage in those behaviors 
regardless of supervisors’ communication to serve their own 
self-interest. However, loyalty is unselfish, so supervisors’ com-
munication can inspire this behavior in their subordinates.

Notably, this study was limited in that the data collection was 
questionnaire-based. SEM can be used to identify whether data 
patterns are consistent with causality, and this study relied upon 
causality observed in prior research to predict influence rather 
than manipulating the exogenous variables experimentally. 
As such, though the data imply that supervisor solidarity and 
immediate behaviors indirectly cause a change in subordinate 
loyalty, behavioral data is still needed to verify this.

Future research may also consider testing this model outside 
of the U.S. The vast majority of organizational communication 
research relies upon data collected within the U.S. and East 
Asian cultures. Again, although perceived immediacy is a psy-
chological construct that spans cultural groups, the behaviors 
that induce perceived immediacy are not. Researchers are thus 

Immediate behaviors

Solidarity

.52

.40

.44

.47
Loyalty

e4

Perceived immediacy

e1

Figure 2. Supported Model (standardized effects).
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cautioned to use an immediate behavior measure validated in 
the target culture of interest. 

Future research should also consider the potential moder-
ating effect of supervisors’ leadership styles on OCB. Prior re-
search has identified that an authoritarian leadership style lacks 
the two-way communication necessary to develop solidarity 
(Kelly & MacDonald, 2016). As such, it is possible that leader-
ship style would moderate the model supported by this data. 

Conclusion

The data collected for this study show that in the presence of 
supervisor solidarity and immediate behaviors, subordinates 
display higher loyalty. Loyalty, as well as the other OCBs, is a dir
ect benefit to any organization. As such, supervisors can benefit 
from practicing communicating with immediate behaviors and to 
form solidarity. Supervisors should also remember, however, that 
subordinates do not respond directly to their communicative be-
haviors, but rather to their impressions of those behaviors (Kelly & 
Westerman, 2014). As such, supervisors who wish to improve their 
communication practices would benefit from allowing anonymous 
assessments of their communication styles by subordinates.
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