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Abstract: Organizational pride has been proved to benefit organizations by enhancing commitment
and reducing turnover cost, encouraging employees to go a step further and consequently increase
production and improve performance. Despite the fact that its effects on organizations have been
studied, it is still not clear how can organizational pride be created. The aim of this research is to
identify the drivers of organizational pride and define strategies that help organizations develop
it. Its main contribution is that it performs a comprehensive study on the causes of organizational
pride, not focusing only on one or two contributors and not considering organizational pride as an
intermediary but as a goal. Using a partial least square path model it was possible to conclude that
organizations need to make employees feel appreciated by involving them in the decision making
process, and promote the organization’s values so employees can relate to them and maintain honest
communications to enhance management credibility.

Keywords: organizational pride; pride experience; work engagement

1. Introduction

The new global competitive environment draws out the importance of organizations
being able to attract and maintain talented employees. Foresight leaders want to un-
derstand what matters the most to employees in order to distinguish themselves from
competition (Holtom et al. 2019). Although financial incentives and monetary rewards
are still relevant, they are no longer the main attraction factors for talented employees
(Arshad and Imran 2016). Organizational values and morality, for instance, can shape
the way workers view their jobs and make them go above and beyond the call of duty.
Employee engagement and higher performance levels can both be set off by organizational
pride (Katzenbach 2003).

Organizations need to know how they can build organizational pride, since this
sentiment can nurture an emotional commitment that monetary compensation does not.
They need to understand what makes their employees proud of the organization and of the
role they play, so they can define strategies to enhance this feeling. Organizational pride
will not only reduce turnover intentions by encouraging commitment but it can also reduce
stress among employees and improve team support (Durrah et al. 2019).

The key question this study aims to answer is how can organizations build up pride in
the workplace. The goal is to find what makes employees identify with their organizations
and be proud to be a part of that structure. Once these triggers are identified, particular
approaches can be defined to promote organizational pride.

The main contribution of this study is the development of a comprehensive study
of organizational pride. The next section presents an overview of the research made on
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organizational pride, its causes and relevance. In order to study the triggers of organiza-
tional pride, a survey was conducted on 80 employees from a management consulting firm.
The approach and results from this survey are described in Research Methodology and
Data Analysis, respectively. The following section compares the results to the literature’s
findings and identifies specific measures that can be implemented in organizations. The
final chapters include conclusions, limitations and guidance for future research.

2. Literature Review

There has been a lot of research on what makes an organization a great place to work
(GPTW). At first, these lists were regarded just as publicity methods for ranked firms;
however, researchers have found a significant link between firms awarded with GPTW
certification and company performance (Butler et al. 2016). These organizations are often
described as reliable employers, and places where employees take pride in their work and
like the people they work with.

In the current competitive world where lifetime employment is no longer the norm,
job satisfaction and organizational engagement or commitment play an important role.
Nevertheless, the research on organizational engagement is not new (Buchanan 1974).
Schaufeli et al. (2006) define work engagement as the opposite of work burnout and as a
rewarding work-related feeling portrayed by drive, devotion and immersion. Nevertheless,
the authors were solely focused on measuring work engagement. Ellemers et al. (2011)
found that organizational pride can elicit not only satisfaction with the job but also com-
mitment to the organization. Furthermore, the authors found evidence that pride can be a
better motivator of positive behavior than monetary incentives. Supporting this, organi-
zational pride was also found to be a powerful driver of performance (Butler et al. 2016).
More recently, organizational pride was positively related with reducing turnover and
becoming a strategic asset to differentiate organizations (Durrah et al. 2019).

Pride is primarily an emotion related to ones’ performance that is usually associated with
a personal success or achievement (Arnett et al. 2002; Tracy and Robins 2007). Gouthier and
Rhein (2011) divide organizational pride into two components: affective pride, a temporary
emotion sustained by a successful event related to the organization; and cognitive pride, a
durable emotion caused by the general opinion of the organization. Helm (2013) defines
organizational pride as “the pleasure taken in being associated with one’s employer”
(p. 544), the sense of pleasure of being a member of the organization. Masterson et al. (2017)
confirmed that organizational pride is a separate emotion, which employees experience
when they find that their organization creates value and makes a difference, that makes
them want to endorse it to others. For the purpose of this study, organizational pride
will focus on Helm (2013) and Masterson et al. (2017) definition—the feeling of pleasure
associated with being part of the organization that makes employees want to endorse
it to others.

Organizational pride was initially linked with job satisfaction, either because it
could drive from the satisfaction of employees with their employer or because they were
usually studied in parallel, reporting similar causes or consequences (Arnett et al. 2002;
De Roeck et al. 2016; Doh et al. 2011; Durrah et al. 2019; Holtom et al. 2008). Both concepts
were proven to increase commitment to the organization and reduce turnover intentions
(Brosi et al. 2018; Holtom et al. 2019; Lehtman and Zeigler-Hill 2020; Ng et al. 2019). Al-
though some authors propose the opposite relationship, considering organizational pride a
consequence of organizational engagement (Farooq and Salam 2020; Nakamura 2013), this
paper focus on the most consensual model proposing

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Organizational Pride positively effects Organizational Commitment.

Furthermore, following Allen and Meyes (1990) study, this paper opted to distinguish
between odrganizational commitment—the meaning that workers attribute to their work
and make them want to go the extra mile, and affective commitment—the feeling of belong-
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ing to a “family” and caring about each other. Masterson et al. (2017) had also concluded
that affective commitment, though related to organizational pride, is a distinct construct.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Affective commitment is positively associated with Organizational Commit-
ment (a) and Organizational Pride (b).

Although the idea that how much a person identifies with its own organization is
widely accepted as contributing to the feeling of pride and commitment (Durrah et al. 2019;
Gouthier and Rhein 2011; Lu and Roto 2016; Masterson et al. 2017; Muzakki 2020;
Welander et al. 2017), the concept of identification can be divided into two types.
De Roeck et al. (2016) distinguished situational identification—the idea of being a member
of a group, that can be achieved rapidly but it is essentially a temporary feeling, from orga-
nizational identification. Organizational identification is a separate construct that portrays
a deeper identification that comes from one relating to the core believes of an organization.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Organizational Identification positively effects Organizational Commitment
(a), Affective Commitment (b) and Organizational Pride (c).

Organizational pride has been studied in several different contexts: the hospitality
sector (Arnett et al. 2002; Fiernaningsih et al. 2019; Hameed et al. 2019; Kashif et al. 2017;
Raza et al. 2021), multiple services focused on costumer contact (Gouthier and Rhein 2011;
Kraemer et al. 2020; Ng et al. 2019), volunteers (Boezeman and Ellemers 2014), creativ-
ity intense contexts, such as advertising or engineering (Arshad and Imran 2016; Lu and
Roto 2016), industrial contexts (Durrah et al. 2019; Seyedpour et al. 2020), and educational
environments (Brosi et al. 2018; Widyanti et al. 2020), among others. However, most
authors study organizational pride as a mediator between some organizational charac-
teristics and performance, commitment or turnover reduction. With the exception of
Seyedpour et al. (2020), who have researched what creates organizational pride in the Na-
tional Iranian Oil Company (NIOC), most researches focus on very segmented causes or
consequences of organizational pride.

Arnett et al. (2002) found that role clarity, work environment and employees’ assess-
ment of manager’s performance critically impacts job satisfaction. Leader influence and
management support was also linked to reduced turnover (Holtom et al. 2008), increased
job satisfaction and promoting the feeling of pride (Doh et al. 2011). Welander et al. (2017)
added that besides management support, co-worker support and work conditions influence
the feeling of organizational pride mediated by organizational identification.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Work conditions positively effects Organizational Identification (a) and
Organizational Pride (b).

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Management support positively effects Organizational Identification (a) and
Organizational Pride (b).

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Co-worker support positively effects Organizational Identification (a) and
Organizational Pride (b).

Effective support is usually based on meaningful relationships and it cannot be disso-
ciated from affection (Holtom et al. 2008).

Hypothesis 7 (H7). Co-worker (a) and management (b) support are positively related to Affec-
tive Commitment.

Ellemers et al. (2011) identified the morality of an organization as an important
characteristic that leads to organizational pride and identification.

Hypothesis 8 (H8). Organizational morality positively effects Organizational Identity (a) and
Organizational Pride (b).

Moreover, De Roeck et al. (2016) found that justice perceptions also influenced job
satisfaction and organizational pride. Procedural aspects, regarding the objectivity of
procedures in place and ability of one to have a voice in them is also corroborated by
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Katzenbach (2003). The attribution of rewards based on performance and personal achieve-
ment and not on biases and personal preferences from the manager, also known as dis-
tributive justice, is widely accepted as having an impact on job satisfaction, organizational
identification and pride (Doh et al. 2011; Masterson et al. 2017). The clarity of communica-
tions defined by informational justice is also supported by Lu and Roto (2016).

Hypothesis 9 (H9). Procedural Justice (a), Distributive Justice (b) and Informational Justice (c)
have a positive effect on Organizational Pride.

Since the morality of an organization is highly dependent of justice perceptions, this
study also takes this interaction into account.

Hypothesis 10 (H10). Procedural Justice (a), Distributive Justice (b) and Informational Justice (c)
have a positive effect on Moral.

The importance of a proper work–life balance as a source of job satisfaction and
organizational pride has been identified by Mas-Machuca et al. (2016). Employees need to
feel that they are able to live their personal lives in order to be able to feel proud of their
organizations (Fiernaningsih et al. 2019).

Hypothesis 11 (H11). Work-life balance is positively associated with Organizational Pride.

More recently, there has been a high interest in studying the effects of corporate social
responsibility on organizational pride. As previously found by Helm (2013), external
perceptions are very relevant for the feeling of pride, as well as the idea of one’s own
organization making a difference. The contributions of organizations towards helping and
protecting the society and environment are seen as a source of pride for all employees
(Farooq and Salam 2020; Hameed et al. 2019; Muzakki 2020; Raza et al. 2021).

Overall, organizational pride has been widely accepted as an important driver of
performance and that reduces turnover costs. However, most approaches to the subject
are segmented. Organizational pride should be analyzed as a consequence of the intricate
dependencies of the organization as a whole.

3. Research Methodology

In order to understand what makes employees proud of their organization, a survey
was conducted in a management consulting firm. The survey consisted in 81 questions
ranked from 1 to 5 in a Likert scale that assessed how important or frequent something
was or the extent of agreement with a statement. From the 145 surveys delivered, it was
possible to use 80 that were completely filled out.

When considering complex concepts representing feelings, sensations or perceptions,
structural equation modeling (SEM) is a better solution, allowing one to define “constructs”
through multiple indicators, estimate models with more than one dependent variable
and study the relationship between concepts (Gefen et al. 2011). Due to its ability to
model complex structures between theoretical concepts, SEM has become a valuable
statistical technique in behavioral and social sciences (Benitez et al. 2020). To model the
complex relationships between different aspects of the organization gathered by different
questions, a partial least squares (PLS) path model was used. PLS path modeling is a
SEM technique based on variance. The PLS was the SEM modeling technique chosen
because the main goal was to perform exploratory research through latent constructs; the
sample was small and not normally distributed (Farooq and Salam 2020; Hair et al. 2016).
All analysis was performed with Python, using the “plspm” package, a port of the R
package “plspm” developed by Gaston Sanchez, with additional features adopted from
the R package “seminr”.

4. Results

The survey was answered by 80 people: out of these, 58% were male, 54% were
between 26 and 40 years old and 65% had worked in the company for more than a year.
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PLS Path Model

The 81 questions were used to characterize the sample, build the concepts needed
(indicators) and to validate the data, eliminating answers that were contradictory or not
consistent. For each concept, a set of indicators were selected from the literature that were
later on reduced based on the results obtained. Pride was defined by six indicators such
as “I am proud to say that I work for this organization” (Arredondo Trapero et al. 2017;
Welander et al. 2017) or “I feel that my contribution is making a difference in the organiza-
tion” (Masterson et al. 2017). Commitment was measured with five indicators that asked
about willingness to go to work, how long a person wants to keep working for the orga-
nization or about the meaning of the job done (Allen and Meyes 1990; Kraemer et al. 2020;
Schaufeli et al. 2006). Work condition is a more broad concept that included six indicators,
for instance, “My function is adequate to my competences and abilities” or, “My work
provides challenging and interesting tasks” (Cable and Turban 2003). Affective commit-
ment was measured by four indicators concerning the relationships inside the organization
and the feeling of belonging (Allen and Meyes 1990). Work–life balance was defined
according to Fiernaningsih et al. (2019) by measuring the schedule flexibility or policies
that the organization might have to promote this balance. Justice’s nine indicators were
divided into three components: procedural, assessing if the employees have a say in the
organization policies that affect them; distributive, related to rewarding policies and their
transparency; and informative, the quality and effectiveness of communications in the
organization (Ambrose and Schminke 2009). The ethics and honesty of the organization
was assessed in “moral”, with three indicators as suggested by Ellemers et al. (2011).
Identification with the organization and co-worker support was simply measured by one
indicator each, by asking if the employee identifies with the organization and if they can
rely on their colleagues if needed (Welander et al. 2017). Finally, management support was
first measured according to Welander et al. (2017) with a total of fourteen indicators.

These indicators and concepts were used to estimate a PLS path model. The first
step was to verify the quality of the measurement models used. The constructs were all
measured through reflective indicators because the constructs are either a trait explaining
the indicators, there is a causal relationship from construct to indicators or the indicators
represent consequences of the construct (Hair et al. 2016). According to recommendations
of Hair et al. (2016), all indicators with loadings smaller than 0.7 were eliminated; the next
step was to evaluate the cross-loadings to verify if the indicators are correctly associated
with the constructs. All indicators which obtained their higher loadings for other con-
structs than those that were measured were eliminated. Then, all indicators which had the
second highest loading very close to the highest were also eliminated to guarantee discrim-
inant validity. Furthermore, all concepts had their internal consistency reliability checked
(Cronbach’s α > 0.7) and their convergence validated (AVE (average variance extracted) >
0.5). At this point, most constructs were measured by four indicators maximum, except
management support. Even though confirmatory factor analysis only indicated one factor
among these indicators (only one eigen-value higher than 1), their definitions pointed to
three different concepts. When the construct was divided not only was it possible to barely
reduce the Cronbach’s α (that is sensitive to the number of indicators (Hair et al. 2016)),
but also improve the convergent and discriminant validity of the indicators used and
goodness of fit of the model to 0.75. Therefore, the management support was divided
into management competence (trying to approximate the idea of competence presented
by (Lu and Roto (2016)), appreciation, that assesses how much the organization and/or
management superiors value employees’ input and recognize their efforts, and finally,
management support only included the relationship with subordinates.

The model obtained a goodness of fit of 0.75. All weights and loadings of the final set
of indicators (Table 1) are significant at 0.01, and all concepts have a Dillon Goldstein ρ

higher than 0.857.
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Table 1. Indicators and latent variables.

Code Indicator Cronbach’s α AVE Weight Loading

Affective Commitment 0.885 0.809
AC1 We care about each other. 0.282 0.852
AC2 There is a team/family spirit within the company. 0.402 0.926
AC3 We are all on the same boat. 0.387 0.919

Appreciation 0.874 0.796
AP1 Management recognizes work well done and extra work. 0.400 0.932
AP2 Everyone has the chance to be recognized. 0.364 0.879
AP3 Management genuinely listens to ours suggestions and addresses them. 0.302 0.845

Commitment 0.818 0.731
C1 My work has a special meaning, it is not just a job. 0.421 0.893
C2 I look forward to come to work. 0.355 0.844
C3 I feel motivated to go beyond my formal responsibilities. 0.379 0.828

Co-worker Support—We can count on
our colleagues cooperation.

Identification—I identify with the
company’s brand.

Justice Distribution 0.814 0.641
JD1 Promotions are to those that deserve them the most. 0.285 0.832
JD2 Management does not promote based on personal preferences. 0.316 0.871
JD3 People are paid fairly for their work. 0.231 0.738
JD4 Management provides regular and clear feedback. 0.278 0.755

Justice Informational 0.796 0.829
JI1 Management is clear about their expectations. 0.642 0.929
JI2 Management keeps me informed on relevant company questions or changes. 0.504 0.891

Justice Procedure 0.742 0.793
JP1 If I feel a victim of injustice and present a complaint I believe I will be treated fairly. 0.497 0.865
JP2 Management involves people in decisions directly related to the job or work environment. 0.587 0.915

Management Competence 0.825 0.738
MC1 Management cares with my team’s results in a reasonable time frame. 0.356 0.814
MC2 Management has a clear view of the company’s goals and the way to achieve them. 0.368 0.851
MC3 Management keep their promises. 0.466 0.911

Management Support 0.807 0.721
MS1 When changing positions the company help us feeling at home. 0.484 0.887
MS2 I can ask reasonable questions to management and get direct and objective answers. 0.408 0.848
MS3 Management promotes cooperation and assistance between workers. 0.418 0.810

Moral 0.804 0.833
MO1 Management runs an honest and ethical business. 0.513 0.886
MO2 Management’s actions correspond to what they say. 0.591 0.939

Pride 0.948 0.866
P1 I am proud to say that I work in this company. 0.293 0.949
P2 I am proud to work for this company. 0.295 0.949
P3 I would recommend this company to my friends and family as a place to work. 0.315 0.943
P4 I am proud to see what was achieved. 0.253 0.878

Work Conditions 0.748 0.665
WC1 My work is adequate to my competences and abilities. 0.378 0.788
WC2 My work conditions allow me to be productive. 0.454 0.775
WC3 My work provides challenging and interesting tasks. 0.472 0.879

Work-life balance 0.765 0.809
WL1 My company helps me balance my professional and personal life. 0.573 0.886
WL2 We are encouraged to reconcile ours personal and professional lives. 0.614 0.913
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In order to better understand the role of each construct analyzed, the total effects of
the hypothesized relationships are presented in Table 2, along with direct and indirect
effects, while Figure 1 shows all significant relationships. As expected, organizational
pride and affective commitment are effective mediators of organizational identification
(and respective underlying related constructs) and commitment. Organizational identifi-
cation is also a powerful mediator between management support, work conditions and
organizational pride.
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Table 2. Direct and indirect effects.

From To Direct Indirect Total

Pride Commitment 0.47 *** 0.47 ***
Affective Commitment Commitment 0.28 *** 0.007 NS 0.29 ***

Identification Pride 0.33 *** 0.002 NS 0.33 ***
Identification Affective Commitment 0.18 * 0.18 *
Identification Commitment 0.17 * 0.20 ** 0.37 **

Co-worker Support Pride −0.04 NS 0.05 NS 0.01 NS

Co-worker Support Identification 0.12 NS 0.01 NS 0.13 NS

Co-worker Support Affective Commitment 0.31 *** 0.01 NS 0.32 ***
Management Support Pride 0.09 NS 0.09 ** 0.18 *
Management Support Identification 0.30 * −0.05 NS 0.25 *
Management Support Appreciation 0.37 *** 0.37 ***
Management Support Affective Commitment 0.19 ** 0.09 * 0.28 ***
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Table 2. Cont.

From To Direct Indirect Total

Appreciation Pride 0.02 NS −0.04 NS −0.02 NS

Appreciation Affective Commitment 0.15 * −0.02 NS 0.12 *
Work Conditions Pride 0.24 *** 0.05 ** 0.29 ***
Work Conditions Identification 0.18 * −0.02 NS 0.16 *
Work Conditions Appreciation 0.14 ** 0.14 **

Management Competence Moral 0.37 *** 0.37 ***
Management Competence Pride 0.08 * 0.10 NS 0.18 *
Management Competence Identification 0.25 NS −0.03 NS 0.22 NS

Management Competence Affective Commitment 0.22 *** 0.05 * 0.27 ***
Justice Distribution Pride 0.16 * 0.03 NS 0.19 *
Justice Distribution Appreciation 0.42 *** 0.42 ***
Justice Distribution Moral 0.08 NS 0.08 NS

Justice Procedural Pride 0.17 NS 0.05 NS 0.23 NS

Justice Procedural Moral 0.30 *** 0.30 ***
Justice Informational Pride −0.16 NS −0.01 NS −0.17 NS

Justice Informational Moral 0.22 ** 0.22 **
Moral Identification −0.04 NS −0.04 NS

Moral Pride 0.07 NS −0.01 NS 0.06 NS

Work-life Balance Pride 0.02 NS 0.04 NS 0.06 NS

*** significant at 0.01, ** significant at 0.05, * significant at 0.1, NS not significant.

5. Discussion

The PLS path modeling identified some strong and significant relationships with
organizational pride. Contradicting the models proposed by Farooq and Salam (2020) and
Nakamura (2013), and supporting the most general belief, it was possible to validate H1,
finding that organizational pride has a strong positive effect on organizational commitment.

Although Masterson et al. (2017) found that affective commitment is related to organi-
zational pride, this study was only able to find support to validate H2(a), linking affective
commitment to organizational commitment. Organizational identification was found to
be a powerful mediator to organizational pride. In addition, although it was possible to
find evidence that supports H3(a), (b) and (c), the effect of organizational identification is
stronger on organizational pride, which indirectly increases the effect on organizational
commitment, supporting most previous studies (Durrah et al. 2019; Gouthier and Rhein
2011; Lu and Roto 2016; Masterson et al. 2017; Muzakki 2020; Welander et al. 2017).

Work conditions was found to be the second main promotor of organizational pride,
supporting the findings of Arnett et al. (2002) and Welander et al. (2017). It not only directly
caused organizational pride but also indirectly through organizational identification, which
confirmed H4(a) and (b). Furthermore, due to the decomposition of management support
in three different constructs, it was possible to discover that good work conditions also
influence the feeling of appreciation, helping employees feel valuable to the organization.

Management support was divided into three components, and it can be seen that
although appreciation is supported by the relationship with management and superiors
characterized in management support, there is no relationship between these two con-
structs and management competence. These results support the choice to deconstruct
the original concept of management support in order to better understand its relevance
to organizational pride. The model shows that management support and appreciation
have a positive effect on affective commitment, supporting H7(b). Although appreciation
has no effect on organizational pride, management support has a positive indirect effect
through organizational identification, supporting H5(a) and partially H5(b). Management
competence was also found to be related to affective commitment, but even more with the
moral of the organization. It can be concluded that the relationship between employees
and management, the perception of management competence and the feeling of being a
valued member towards the organization influence organizational commitment through
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affective commitment but not organizational pride directly. Regarding co-worker support,
it was only possible to confirm its positive effects on affective commitment, validating
H7(a), but there was no evidence to support H6(a) not (b). Although not confirming
Welander et al. (2017) position on management and co-worker influence, these conclusions
do not contradict the idea that management support not only promotes job satisfaction but
also reduces turnover (Arnett et al. 2002; Holtom et al. 2008).

Although the morality of an organization appears to be highly related to one’s ability
to identify with it (De Roeck et al. 2016), and Ellemers et al. (2011) pointing it out as one of
the main reasons for the creation of organizational pride, it was not possible to find evidence
supporting H8(a) nor (b). Regarding the different types of justice included in the model, it
was possible to relate them all to the morality of the organization, supporting H10(a), (b)
and (c). On the other hand, only distributive justice was found to influence organizational
pride, validating H9(b), but not H9(a), nor H9(c). Although some authors found that
clear communication, objective procedures and a voice to influence such procedures was
important to promote organizational pride, it was not possible to confirm their results
(Katzenbach 2003; Lu and Roto 2016). However, not only was it possible to relate the
objectivity of the rewarding processes to organizational pride, but also with appreciation,
making a link with Katzenbach (2003) position on the importance of rewards and the
celebration of small achievements.

Finally, it was not possible to significantly relate work–life balance with any other
construct of the model, not supporting H11. Despite the relevance of this concept for
pharmaceutical companies or in the hospitality business (Fiernaningsih et al. 2019; Mas-
Machuca et al. 2016), the inquired sample did not seem to find it as important.

The main contribution of this paper is that it elucidates what positively effects orga-
nizational pride, instead of looking at organizational pride as a means to reduce turnover
(Doh et al. 2011; Helm 2013; Holtom et al. 2019), increase engagement (Buchanan 1974), in-
crease productivity (Arshad and Imran 2016; Butler et al. 2016) or to improve employee be-
havior (Brosi et al. 2018; Gouthier and Rhein 2011; Kraemer et al. 2020). Welander et al. (2017)
and Seyedpour et al. (2020) used confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation
modeling to understand the relationship between organizational pride and its drivers,
building more comprehensive models than most of the other authors. Nevertheless, the first
only considers perceived co-worker support, perceived supervisor support, satisfaction
with work conditions and job autonomy as independent concepts and the later intrinsic
motivation, national pride, organizational image, successful background of organization
and importance of organization’s output. Both models lack some of the concepts that
were identified in this paper as the most relevant. Neither mentions distributive justice
or some kind of rewarding practices or distinguishes between effecting pride or affective
commitment. Furthermore, while the first includes the support provided by managers
even if ignoring its different aspects (appreciation or competence), the second ignores the
management role all together.

An organization’s strategy to build organizational pride should focus on three con-
cepts: identification, distributive justice and work conditions. The first can be addressed by
promoting the values defended by the organization, giving the employees the opportunity
to participate in initiatives that support those values, and stimulating social responsibility
(De Roeck et al. 2016; Doh et al. 2011; Farooq and Salam 2020; Raza et al. 2021). Distributive
justice is highly related with employees’ perception of the possibility of being rewarded
by a job well done and that these commendations are attributed based on merit. This can
be achieved by not only leaving personal preferences aside when giving out promotions
but also by celebrating small steps, using rewards to promote interest and recognize each
employee’s success in public (Katzenbach 2003; Lu and Roto 2016). Work conditions en-
globes a large set of conditions, from the quality of the physical work environment to job
security or suitability of the attributed task. It is important that organizations understand
that they not only need to promote healthy environments and all the necessary tools to
employees, but also make sure the tasks given are adequate to their capabilities, stimulat-
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ing and in line with their career aspirations (Arnett et al. 2002; Welander et al. 2017). The
relationship developed with management, even if only indirectly can also promote feelings
of organizational pride. Therefore, management should be involved in daily activities,
promoting cooperation between teammates and being available to answer doubts that may
arise (Lu and Roto 2016).

6. Conclusions

The present study was able to determine the basis of organizational pride for the
collected sample. Identification, distributive justice and work conditions were identified
as the key promoters of organizational pride in a management consulting firm. This
paper’s contribution focuses on the drivers of organizational pride instead of looking at
it as a mediator to enhance the organization performance and results as most authors
do. Furthermore, it includes affective commitment in the model which allowed one to
distinguish between causes of commitment through affective commitment and through
organizational pride.

Additionally, some strategies to develop these focal concepts were defined in order
to help organizations achieve their full potential. Managers should promote initiatives to
celebrate the heritage and values of the organization, fostering organizational identification.
Likewise, they should maintain clear goals and feedback processes, in order to obtain clear
and accessible rewarding systems. Even though close relationships with direct management
is not the main cause of organizational pride, it can also help foster this feeling. More
important than that is to provide a proper work environment and keep employees invested
in their tasks. Finally, promoting the organization’s values and allowing employees to
share them through initiatives and activities can enhance the feeling of belonging needed
to promote organizational pride.

The technique used in this work allowed a comprehensive analysis of the drivers
of organizational pride. It included different aspects of the organization which distin-
guishes this study from others, that mostly evaluate the effects of one particular aspect on
organizational pride.

7. Limitations and Future Research

Even though it was possible to identify the main promoters of organizational pride, the
sample used was considerably small. Moreover, it portrayed only a management consulting
context which was not yet carried out, making it impossible to compare this study’s
results with other in similar contexts. Different industries may have distinct environments
which will lead to different processes of creating organizational pride. Furthermore, the
current model was not tested regarding the existence of significant endogeneity problems.
The present analysis aimed to be a first approach to reveal the underlying constructs of
organizational pride, more than identifying the dimension of the effects of the concepts
already accepted as mediators, which is why further analysis was postponed to a second
stage of research.

The literature has focused mostly on the isolated impact of one aspect in organizational
pride, and most studies only consider one type of industry. There is a need for more global
studies where the relationships between all aspects can be considered. Furthermore, future
research should try to englobe different industries in order to look at organizational pride
from a broader scope. It would be interesting to see if employees from different industries
perceive and build organizational pride differently as this study suggested, regarding the
importance given by the pharmaceuticals to work–life balance (Mas-Machuca et al. 2016).
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