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Abstract
This research investigates the causes and effects of prosocial rule-breaking behavior
among hospitality employees to serve a customer. This research takes a two-study approach
based on the depletion theory (Baumeister, 2002). Study 1 examines the effect of unique aspects
of the hospitality industry i.e., customer mistreatment and work-overload on PSRB-S through the
mediating role of employee depletion. To avoid common method biases, a two-wave time-lagged
online survey research design was implemented to collect data for Study 1. Customer
mistreatment and work overload were measured in Time 1 and employee depletion and PSRB-S
were measured in Time 2. Study 2 examined the effect of employee PSRB-S on customer
outcomes including customer mistreatment and customer satisfaction through the mediating role
of customer depletion. The moderating role of the type of customer (benefiter vs. vs. observers
without similar needs vs. observer with similar needs) was also investigated. Study 2 used a
scenario-based experiment to collect data. Results suggest that customer-mistreatment and
excessive workload influence employee PSRB-S through the mediating role of employee
depletion. Results do not find any significant relationship between employee PSRB-S and
customer mistreatment and customer satisfaction. Theoretical and practical implications are
discussed.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Hospitality is a customer-focused industry. The 21st-century customers not only have
high expectations for the services they are buying, but they also have a strong demand to meet
those expectations (Ferenczuk, 2018). Customer satisfaction is an essential factor for hospitality
organizations to successfully thrive in a competition pool (Bearden & Teel, 1983; Sulek &
Hensley, 2004; Szymanski & Henard, 2001) and to earn long-term returns on their investment
(Gallo, 2015). Consequently, “the customer is always right” philosophy of the industry places
employees in lower positions concerning their customers (Han et al., 2016). At the same time,
hospitality services are distinctly characterized by the interaction between customers and
employees (Hennig-Thurau, 2004). Besides, the output is produced, provided, and consumed in a
single occurrence (Susskind et al., 2000). This means customers utilize and assess the service in
the attendance of hospitality employees (Teng & Barrows, 2009). The customer prioritizing
nature of hospitality and the simultaneous-consumption nature of service has made hospitality
employees’ jobs more difficult. Employees need to work long hours to anticipate, recognize and
meet their customers’ needs, but customers may take advantage of their privileged position and
behave disrespectfully towards service employees (Hur et al., 2015).
Evidently, hospitality employees experience work-overload i.e., face long working hours,
aggravated by having to work under considerable pressure for extended periods (Buick &
Thomas, 2001). One of the most common stressors at work for hospitality employees is work
overload (Iverson & Deery, 1997). Shift working combined with total working hours
significantly stresses the physical, psychological, and emotional well-being of employees
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(Cleveland et al., 2007). Around 42% of hospitality employees in the U.S. have reported having
left their jobs due to a stressful work environment (Hayton, 2019). Moreover, customermistreatment, defined as employees’ perceptions of “low‐quality interpersonal treatment
employees receive from their customers” (Wang et al., 2011, p. 312), is an everyday occurrence
for hospitality employees across the world (Torres et al., 2017). Almost 70 percent of hospitality
customers have reported to misbehave or intentionally verbally abused frontline employees for
monetary gain (Harris & Reynolds, 2004).
Despite their difficult job, customers’ increasingly individualized needs to make
hospitality employees adapt and improvise with each new customer interaction (Secchi et al.,
2016). Even though most hospitality organizations provide employees with customer service’s
standard operating procedures and guidelines, employees often go to the extent of refusing to
abide by organizational rules to provide customers with extraordinary services. Morrison (2006)
explored this form of rule-breaking behavior that entails employees to diverge in the interest of
effectively responding to perceived demands from customers and termed them as pro-social rulebreaking behaviors to help customers (PSRB-S). Examples of such behaviors include ‘giving
access to non-qualifying guests inside the executive lounge’; ‘allowing a disabled guest to keep
her walker by her table, rather than putting it away’; ‘not charging for a kids meal’ and
‘refunding a guest in a hurricane situation by going against the company’s policy’ (Ghosh &
Shum, 2019, p. 7).
Problem Statement
Despite our knowledge of the form and usage of PSRB-S in the hospitality industry
(Ghosh & Shum, 2019) and the high rate of customer mistreatment incidents (Aslan & Kozak,
2012), the scholarly hospitality literature addressing the interrelationship between service
2

employees’ PSRB-S and customer mistreatment is surprisingly lacking. To my understanding,
only a few studies have examined the relationship between customer mistreatment and employee
job behavior (Arasli et al., 2018; Bavik & Bavik, 2015; Cho et al., 2016). These studies focused
on positive job behaviors, including helping behavior (Yue et al., 2017), customer orientation
(Hur et al., 2015), and organizational citizenship behavior (Wen et al., 2016). However, it is
important to note that PSRB-S is not just a pro-social behavior. Although PSRB-S is employee
behavior that goes above and beyond their job descriptions to help customers, it is essentially a
rule-breaking behavior prompted by employee personality and degree of job autonomy (Curtis,
2013). Moreover, because PSRB-S is distinct from organizational citizenship behavior (Dahling
et al., 2012) the effect of customer maltreatment on employee PSRB-S remains unknown.
Employees may engage in PSRB-S to evade mistreating customers and avoid depleting their
cognitive resources. Moreover, these employees may be encouraged or rewarded by their
supervisors because it makes concerned customers happy (Ghosh & Shum, 2019).
The problem is further complicated by a prominent characteristic of the hospitality
industry, i.e., work overload of employees. Because frontline employees carry out long hours of
work loaded shifts, they may consider PSRB-S a respite. By avoiding to follow organizational
policies, they can ignore depletion. Therefore, the first objective of the study is to examine both
employees’ and customers’ antecedents to PSRB-S. Studying customer mistreatment and work
overload as antecedents of employee PSRB-S is important because it will help regulate employee
PSRB-S in the unique hospitality environment.
In addition, it is unclear what is the effect of PSRB-S on customer satisfaction. This is
disconcerting because customers are the prime stakeholders of the hospitality industry
(Lombarts, 2018), and ensuring customer satisfaction is the key goal of hospitality employees
3

(Ho et al., 2014). As a result, it is crucial to examine the effect of PSRB-S on customer
outcomes. As reviewed in chapter 2, there are only three studies that examined the outcomes of
PSRB-S including task-oriented behavior, relation-oriented behavior, job satisfaction, mistrust in
management, and perceived organizational support (Bryant et al., 2010; Dahling, eta al., 2012; Li
& Liu, 2015). Thus, it is necessary to investigate the effect of PSRB-S on customer outcomes,
such as customer satisfaction.
Although hospitality employees engaging in PSRB-S get appreciated by their colleagues
and supervisors who feel that it benefits the organization in the long run by ensuring satisfied
customers, the effects of PSRB-S on customer satisfaction depends on whether the customers
directly enjoy PSRB-S (Ghosh & Shum, 2019). The ‘benefiters’ enjoy the benefits of extraservice from the employees’ PSRB-S. At the same time, other customers present on the premises
or the ‘observers,’ may observe employees’ PSRB-S. Their experience can be impacted due to
the experiential and dynamic nature of hospitality services where customer-customer interactions
can also contribute to the value of service (Buhalis & Sinarta, 2015). Observers can be further
differentiated into two types: observers with similar needs and observers without similar needs.
These observers with similar needs may likely get dismayed because they are not treated
similarly as the ‘benefiter’ but their needs are not fulfilled (Ghosh & Shum, 2019). These
observers with similar needs can be dissatisfied and may mistreat the employee. However, when
observers who do not have a similar need may not be impacted by PSRB-S because they are
observing employees’ PSRB-S is not related to themselves. Due to the importance of customer
satisfaction to hospitality organization (Gallo, 2015) and the detrimental effect of customer
mistreatment on employees’ outcomes (Arasli et al., 2018; Bavik & Bavik, 2015; Cho et al.,
2016), there is a need to investigate the effect of hospitality employee’s PSRB-S on customer
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satisfaction and customer mistreatment. Since PSRB-S is directed to certain customers, it is
essential to investigate its consequences involving both benefiters and observers. Such an
examination can provide insights on PSRB-S’s overall positive or negative effect on the
customers and employees. It helps hospitality organizations to recognize whether to encourage or
restrict PSRB-S in hospitality establishments.
Purpose of the Study
Drawing upon depletion theory (Baumeister, 2002), this dissertation examines the
antecedents of PSRB-S from an employee perspective and the effects of PSRB-S from the
customer perspective. Ego depletion is a state in which the self does not have all the resources it
has normally (Baumeister, 2002). In terms of antecedents, this dissertation examines how the
effect of customer-mistreatment and excessive workload of the job deplete employees’ limited
pool of mental resources. Subsequently, this state of depletion influences employees to defy
organizational rules and engage in PSRB-S to provide delightful guest service. Thus, employee
depletion mediates the relationship between customer-mistreatment and PSRB-S, and that
between work overload and PSRB-S.
In terms of outcomes, this dissertation investigates the consequences of PSRB-S from
three different customer perspectives – 1) guests who are benefitting from PSRB-S (benefiter), 2)
guests who only observe the PSRB-S, does not have similar needs and is not benefiting from
PSRB-S (observers without similar needs), and 3) guests who only observe the PSRB-S, have
similar needs but is not benefitting from PSRB-S (observer). Employee PSRB-S will affect
benefiters, observers without similar needs, and observers with similar needs in a different way.
On the one hand, benefiters will have their mental resources replenished and were left satisfied.
Satisfied customers (benefiters) are less likely to mistreat employees because their expectations
5

have been fulfilled. Moreover, PSRB-S may not influence observers’ depletion, satisfaction, and
mistreatment when the observers do not have similar needs. This is because the PSRB-S were
irrelevant to the observers without similar needs. On the other hand, observers with similar needs
will have their resources depleted. Depleted observers will not only be dissatisfied but also react
by mistreating the employees. Overall, this dissertation suggests that the customer prioritizing
nature of hospitality results in an interrelationship between customer mistreatment and employee
PSRB-S. First, it shows the effect of the workload of employees and customer-mistreatment on
PSRB-S. Subsequently, customers will react either by mistreating the employees or being
satisfied depending on whether they are benefiters or observers of PSRB-S. Figure 1 represents
the theoretical model of the dissertation.

Figure 1
Theoretical model

1
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Significance of the Study
In addressing the research objectives, this study contributes to the field of hospitality
employees’ prosocial rule-breaking behavior to help customers and customer outcomes,
simultaneously. First, this research enriches PSRB-S literature by extending antecedents that are
pertinent to the unique nature of the hospitality industry. Previous literature established
personality traits (Dahling, et. al, 2012), organizational climate (Kaufman, 2013), leadership
style (Youli et al., 2014) as generic antecedents of PSRB-S. In this dissertation, I study two
antecedents that are highly relevant to the hospitality employee: customer mistreatment is related
to the customer-encounter of the job, and work overload is related to the long hour nature of
hospitality jobs. Although job demand is an established antecedent (Dahling et. al, 2012), the
effect of work overload – a unique characteristic of the hospitality industry (Iverson & Deery,
1997), on PSRB-S is unknown. In particular, work overload is different from job demands
because job demands are all characteristics of a job that require continuous physical and/or
mental effort whereas work overload is the job characteristics that features with a continuous
depletion of an individual’s cognitive resources to fulfill job requirements (Peterson et al., 1995).
Using depletion theory, I demonstrate the independent mechanism of customer-mistreatment and
work overload on employee PSRB-S. This research contributes to the PSRB-S literature by
adding antecedents that can be used to predict this kind of rule-breaking behavior.
Secondly, considering the common vulnerability of hospitality employees to customermistreatment, this research examines the outcome of customer mistreatment on employees’
PSRB-S. Previous studies suggested that employee well-being (Arnold & Walsh, 2015);
emotional exhaustion (Baranik et al., 2017); and job performance (Liu et al., 2014) as
consequences of customer-mistreatment. Since customers and employees interact in real-time in
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hospitality, it is important to investigate the immediate effect of customer-mistreatment i.e.,
PSRB-S. By doing so, this study can explain how customers may contribute to the service they
receive.
Third, this research examines the relationship between PSRB-S and customermistreatment. Previous studies have largely treated customer-mistreatment as a given component
of service work by studying customers’ situational (Yi & Gong, 2008) and personality
antecedents (Bedi & Schat, 2007; Inness et al., 2008). This study extends current research on
customer-mistreatment by adding employee rule-breaking behavior as an antecedent that can be
used to control customer-mistreatment. It changes the narrative of the customer mistreatment
literature from one that suggests employees as passive victims of customer mistreatment to one
that suggests employees as an active agent that can control the extent to which they face
customer mistreatment.
Fourth, this study contributes to the customer-satisfaction literature by establishing
employee rule-breaking behavior (i.e., PSRB-S) as an antecedent. Previously, researchers have
established that customer satisfaction is an important outcome for the hospitality industry
because it impacts customer loyalty (Gustafsson et al., 2005; Liang & Wang, 2004), repurchase
intentions (Mittal & Kamakura, 2001; Anderson, 1994), and word-of-mouth (Anderson, 1998;
Ranaweera & Prabhu, 2003). Extending previous work that shows that customer perceptions of
employee engagement (Richman, 2006), price fairness (Homburg et al., 2005), and perceived
service quality (Oh, 1999) as precursors of customer satisfaction, this study suggests that
employees PSRB-S may also impact customer satisfaction. While previous studies generally
suggest that employee behaviors have a unidirectional effect on all customers (i.e., all customers
are affected by employee’s behaviors in the same manner), this study argues that PSRB-S may
8

have a differential effect on different customers. It extends the service profit chain relationship
(Loveman, 1998), which argues that employee behaviors can have a direct impact on customers,
by showing that employee behaviors not only have an impact on the customers they are serving
but also the other customers who are in the social context.
Lastly, this research adds to the literature on depletion by examining the mechanism of
employee PSRB-S from both employee and customer perspectives. Previous literature has used
ethical climate theory (Baskin et al., 2016; Vardaman, et al., 2014), deonance theory (Ambrose,
et al., 2015), job characteristics theory (Youli et al., 2014), and attribution theory (Bryant, et al.,
2010) to examine both antecedents and outcomes of PSRB-S. However, the stressful nature of
hospitality jobs often results in employees’ depletion of cognitive resources (Tsaur & Tang,
2012), and the extensive nature of travel and work schedule of customers results in their
depletion (Taylor et al., 2017). Therefore, not considering depletion theory to investigate
outcomes and antecedents of PSRB-S ignores a potential mechanism that might be used to
control PSRB-S. Based upon depletion theory, this study investigates employee depletion and
customer depletion as cause and effect of PSRB-S, respectively. While current literature mostly
focused on employee depletion as a result of customer behavior (Groth & Grandey, 2012; Van
Jaarsveld et al., 2010) this research highlights customer depletion resulting from employee rulebreaking behavior.
Definition of Key Terms
“Ego depletion theory”. It refers to the idea that self-control or self-discipline derives
from a restricted pool of mental resources that can be depleted. In other words, self-regulatory
operations consume a resource that is depleted afterward (Baumeister et al., 1998). When
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individuals overrule their responses, they are subsequently less successful at controlling
themselves or responding actively, even in a seemingly unrelated sphere of activity.
“Depletion”. It is a state where the strength for mental activity is low and self-control is
usually diminished. Depletion makes the self, less able, and less willing to function normally or
optimally. The self’s resources do not remain depleted forever. Rest and sleep seemingly provide
one common way of replenishing the self’s resources (Muraven et al., 1998).
“Customer mistreatment”. It is defined as the low-quality interpersonal treatment (e.g.,
verbal abuse, unfair demands, and disrespectful behaviors) that employees receive from their
customers, during service interactions (Skarlicki et al., 2008).
“Work overload”. It is the extent to which the “job performance required in a job is
excessive or overload due to the performance required on a job” (Iverson & Maguire, 2000, p.
814)
“Prosocial rule-breaking to help the customer (PSRB-S)”. It is an instance where an
employee purposely disrupts a formal organizational policy, regulation, or prohibition with the
key purpose of fostering the welfare of the customer (Morrison, 2006).
“Customer satisfaction”. It is a post-purchase personal evaluation of product quality
based upon the pre-purchase expectation of the customer. It is the customer’s reaction to the state
of fulfillment, and customer judgment of the fulfilled state (Oliver, 1997)
“Type of customer”. In a hospitality PSRB-S situation, there are three discrete kinds of
customer experience. The type of customer for whom an employee engages in PSRB-S, are
defined as the benefiters. The other type of customer who does not directly benefit from
employee PSRB-S but is physically present in the scenario is defined as the observers. Observers
10

are further categorized into two groups. The first one has similar needs as the benefiter and is
called ‘observers with similar need’ and the other one that does not have similar needs are called
‘observers without similar need.’
Delimitation
There are certain limitations to this study. First, the study uses Amazon-Mturk online
sample in Study 1 which may not be representative of the hospitality frontline employee
population. Second, customer-mistreatment and work overload, are self-reported by employees.
This entails a possibility of misinterpretation of certain customer behaviors as well as
employee’s job descriptions. Lastly, a scenario-based experiment was implemented in Study 2,
rather than an actual field observation. Lack of realism in the experiment may pose an absence of
emotions in the participants’ responses making them less organic.
Organization of the Study
This dissertation consists of six chapters. Chapter 1 consists of a general introduction to
the study. Chapter 2 is a review of the literature on PSRB-S, customer-mistreatment, work
overload, and customer satisfaction. Chapter 3 focuses on data collection, analytical strategies,
and findings of Study 1. Chapter 4 focuses on data collection, analytical strategies, and findings
of Study 2. Chapter 5 lists the implications and limitations of the study and suggestions for future
research. Reference and appendices were listed at the end.
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Chapter 2
Review of Literature
This chapter reviews areas of the literature that is relevant to understanding the
relationship between hospitality industry characteristics (customer mistreatment and work
overload), PSRB-S, and customer outcomes (customer satisfaction and customer mistreatment).
Various other constructs such as deviance behavior, prosocial rule-breaking behaviors to help
coworkers (PSRB-C), prosocial rule-breaking behaviors to increase efficiency (PSRB-E),
prosocial unethical behavior, citizenship behavior, service performance, and service
improvisation have been discussed in comparison to PSRB-S. A review of the literature related
to PSRB-S, customer mistreatment, work overload, depletion theory was conducted to find out
what research has been done within these areas. The relationship between the constructs has been
explored through developed hypotheses. To support the proposed model in Fig. 1, ten hypotheses
have been developed.
Prosocial Rule-breaking to help Customers (PSRB-S): Definition and Examples
Morrison (2006) described prosocial rule-breaking behaviors as “any instance where an
employee intentionally violates a formal organizational policy, regulation, or prohibition with the
primary intention of promoting the welfare of the organization or one of its stakeholders”
(Morrison, 2006, p. 6). In particular, PSRB-S is the rule-breaking behavior of employees in the
interest of customers. Therefore, PSRB-S entails three crude characteristics including (1) they
are service-oriented employee job behaviors, (2) it is prosocial, and (3) it is a type of rulebreaking behavior.
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The construct of PSRB-S is first introduced and explored in the literature by Morrison
(2006). Morrison (2006) provided examples of PSRB-S including “leaving the office to pick up
money from a client”, “expediting a ‘hot-order’ (food) without following approval procedures”,
“holding a piece of jewelry for a customer during a going-out-of-business sale”, etc. However,
PSRB-S is first investigated by Curtis (2013) among hospitality employees. Curtis (2013)
employs a scenario in an experimental design where employees engage in PSRB-S by accepting
expired coupons from customers. Furthermore, Ghosh and Shum (2019) suggested that there are
three different forms of PSRB-S exhibited by hospitality employees, including “provide extra
service” (e.g., “I helped someone book an airline ticket. We are not allowed to assist with online
purchases”, p. 7), “prioritize guests” (e.g., “That was a very busy day. There has been a long line
before our restaurant gate. Many guests wanted me to help them with ‘to go order’. I just refused
them and told them to have a line first. Also, at that time, there were two old ladies in the line. I
just gave them seats”, p. 7) and “waive service charge” (e.g., “I broke the rules to waive delivery
for a customer. We generally charge delivery to cover labor costs”, p. 7). Unlike other rulebreakers, employees who break rules with a prosocial motive to help customers usually do not
face any reprimand from their supervisors because their actions result in greater guest
satisfaction (Ghosh & Shum, 2019). Some employees reported that “Guest was thrilled. Boss
said she would have done the same” and “We may have lost quite a bit of revenue…Our Boss
was onboard with the decision.” (Ghosh & Shum, 2019, p. 7).
Even though PSRB-S is a common occurrence in the hospitality industry, it is
understudied in the hospitality management literature (except Curtis, 2013). However, several
other constructs such as prosocial rule-breaking to help customers (PSRB-C), prosocial rulebreaking to increase efficiency (PSRB-E), service improvisation, deviant behavior, prosocial
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unethical behavior, citizenship behavior, and service performance are frequently studied in the
hospitality literature. Though these constructs are alike PSRB-S in varying capacities, PSRB-S
can be distinctly differentiated from these constructs. Table 1 describes these similar constructs.
Deviant workplace behavior is defined as voluntary behavior that violates crucial
organizational norms and threatens the well-being of organizations, its participants, or both
(Robinson & Bennett, 1995). Workplace deviance and PSRB-S are similar to the extent that both
behaviors involve breaking formal organizational rules and policies. While workplace deviance
is carried out in self-interest and is directed towards specific individuals (e.g., abuse and physical
assault) or organization (e.g., stealing and withholding efforts), interest behind PSRB-S is purely
prosocial in nature and directed specifically towards customers.
PSRB-C is an intentional violation of an explicit organizationally defined policy,
regulation, or prohibition to assist a coworker or colleague (Morrison, 2006; Shum et al., 2019).
PSRB-C and PSRB-S are similar to the extent that they are both intended to help other
stakeholders inside the organization. Both are rule-breaking behaviors with a prosocial intention.
Although PSRB-C is directed in the interest of a colleague, PSRB-S is directed in the interest of
a customer that the employee is serving.
PSRB-E is deliberate defiance of a specific organizational policy, regulation, or
prohibition of an employee to speed up or efficiently perform job duties and responsibilities
(Morrison, 2006). PSRB-E and PSRB-S both do not involve employees’ self-serving interests
and are rule-breaking behaviors. Although PSRB-E is intended to competently carry out their
tasks, PSRB-S is directed in the interest of a customer that the employee is serving.
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Table 1
Comparison of PSRB-S with Other Constructs

Construct
Deviance
Behavior (e.g.,
Applebaum et
al., 2007; Lee
& Allen, 2002)

Definition
Behavior that does
not obey social
norms or values,
and threatens the
wellbeing of an
organization

Similarity
Behaviors that defy
organizational rules,
norms, policies

Unique features of the construct
Can be a voluntary and involuntary
violation of norms,
Involves self-interest

Prosocial rulebreaking
behaviors to
increase
efficiency
(PSRB-E)

Defying
organizational
policies to
perform job
duties more
efficiently and
timely manner

Rule-breaking with a
prosocial intention

Job autonomy, coworker behavior,
and risk-taking propensity
influences PSRB-E

Prosocial rulebreaking
behaviors to
help a
coworker
(PSRB-C)

Defying
organizational
policies to help
another
employee

Rule-breaking with a
prosocial intention

Job autonomy, coworker behavior,
and risk-taking propensity
influences PSRB-C

Prosocial
unethical

Discretionary
activities that are

Behaviors intended to help
promote the success of

It strengthens a firm’s competitive
edge, preserves valued customers
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Example
sexual harassment,
tardiness, rumor
spreading,
tardiness,
disrespect to coworkers, and
theft
Using nonapproved
vendors that
offer products at
a cheaper price
Giving “the green
light” to
production
before
paperwork is all
done
Paying an
employee in
advance for her
vacation
Informing divisions
of an upcoming
audit
Hiding information
regarding the

behavior (e.g.,
Herchen, 2015)

intended to
benefit either an
individual or a
group other than
self. It is illegal
and/or morally
questionable to
the larger society

an employee,
organization or support
the company’s image
(Podaskoff et al, 1997)

and resources, and finally help the
organization to compete more
effectively in the competition
pool

Citizenship
Behavior (e.g.,
Van Dyne et.
al., 1994)

Actions and
Typically, employees going
behaviors that are
above and beyond their
not required in
job duties
the job but
benefits the team
and encourage
greater
organizational
functioning and
productivity

Positive citizenship behavior
decreases the need for
supervision, improve workplace
morale and result in cost-saving
suggestions

Service
Performance
(e.g., Bowen &

The extent to which
employees
provide optimal

Customers evaluate service
performance on three levels:
personal interaction with the
employee, the physical

Customer-helping behavior
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harmful effects
of an
organization’s
product on
consumers
and/or the
environment,
misrepresenting
or exaggerating
the truth about a
firm’s financial
performance,
and suppressing
damaging
information
about leaders’
ethical
wrongdoing
Speaking positively
about the
organization to
outsiders
Making
suggestions to
improve the
workplace
facilities
Doing unpaid
overtime
Serving food to the
customers.
Cleaning rooms by
housekeepers.

Waldman,
1999)

service to
customers

environment, and the outcome of
the service encounter (Brady &
Cronin, 2001)
In-role, extra-role regarding
customers, and extra-role
regarding the organization are
components of employee service
performance (Borman &
Motowidlo, 1993)
Service
The degree to which Entails significant
Intuition guiding service delivery in a Chefs adjusting the
Improvisation
configuration and
exceptions to the norm or
spontaneous way (Crossan &
menu
(e.g., Moorman
implementation
rules
Sorrenti, 1997)
according to
& Miner,
of service
Aims to accommodate the
Attention rather than intention drives
the customer’s
1998)
congregate in
customer for better
the process of designing (Weick,
request.
time
service quality and adapt
1993)
to uncertain situations
1
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Prosocial unethical behavior (PUB) is intended to benefit either an individual or a group
other than the self (Herchen, 2015). Both PSRB-S and PUB involve prosocial intentions meaning
that the purpose to exhibit these kinds of behaviors is to help others, nevertheless, the PUB does
not always involve organizational rule-breaking. However, these actions are usually illegal or
morally questionable in nature. In addition, PSRB-S is performed precisely to help customers,
the PUB is intended to save a coworker, supervisor, or company’s image, etc.
Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) is innovative and spontaneous activities that
go beyond role prescriptions. Cooperation, helpfulness, suggestions, gestures of goodwill,
altruism are different forms of OCB. While OCB is a positive behavior exclusively directed
towards the organization and people who works in the organization, PSRB-S is directed towards
customers. Furthermore, OCB does not entail any sort of rule-breaking however, rule-breaking is
the fundamental nature of PSRB-S. However, OCB and PSRB-S are similar in the sense that
while exhibiting both these behaviors, employees going above and beyond their job duties.
Service and PSRB-S are both customer-oriented behaviors. However, service
performance is not a rule-breaking behavior and thus differs from PSRB-S. Service performance
is related to serving customers while helping to satisfy their needs (Liao & Chuang, 2004). It
refers to formal tasks that are driven by job description, e.g., being well-informed of the desired
services and handling customer orders and complaints efficiently.
Service improvisation is defined as deviation from established processes and routines to
timely respond to unexpected events, using available resources (Secchi, 2012). Both service
improvisation and PSRB-S aims to accommodate the customer for better service quality and
adapt to uncertain situations. Nonetheless, unlike PSRB-S, it is not as far-reaching as breaking
established organizational rules.
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Prosocial Rule-breaking to Help Customers (PSRB-S): Antecedents
General management scholars found PSRB-S to be triggered by several factors. These
factors can be broadly categorized into induvial, coworker, job, and situational. However, it
might be concluded that research on the antecedents of PSRB-S is limited. Out of this, only
Curtis (2010 & 2013) studied this phenomenon in the hospitality context. Table 2 summarizes
the antecedents of PSRB-S.
Researchers found certain individual characteristics of employees can predict PSRB-S.
Employees that possess traits of conscientiousness have a stronger sense of purpose and
obligation in their work and therefore they are less prone towards PSRB-S (Curtis, 2010;
Dahling et al., 2010). In addition, employees’ self-esteem and self-efficacy are positively related
to PSRB-S (Vardaman et al., 2014). Additionally, an employees’ desire to help people, and
commitment to the service, and their program goals are factors that influence PSRB-S (Kaufman,
2013). Morrison (2006) found a significant relationship between risk propensity and PSRB-S,
and given the risky nature of PSRB-S, risk-takers are more likely to engage in such behavior.
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Table 2
Antecedents of PSRB-S
Antecedents
Conscientiousness

Category
Individual

Core selfevaluations

Individual

Studies
Curtis (2010)
Dahling et al.,
(2012)
Curtis (2013)
Vardaman et al.
(2014)

Main effect
Consciousness is
positively/ negatively
related to PSB

Moderators

Self-efficacy, self-esteem,
and internal locus of
control are positively
associated with PSB.

Instrumental, caring, independence-incongruent,
law and code incongruent ethical climate
positively moderate the relationship between
self-esteem, self-efficacy, internal locus of
control, and PSRB-S, such that the
relationship is stronger when instrumental,
caring, independence-incongruent, law and
code incongruent ethical climate are high.
Independence congruent, rules, law, and codecongruent ethical climate negatively
moderates the relationship between
neuroticism, external locus of control, and
PSRB-S, such that the relationship is weaker
when independence congruent, rules, law,
and code-congruent ethical climate are high.

Neuroticism and external
locus of control is
negatively related to
PSB.

Internal drive

Individual

Risk-preference

Individual

PSB observation

Coworker

Kaufman
(2013)
Morrison
(2006)
Morrison
(2006)

Risk-preference is
positively related to
PSB
PSB observation is
positively related to
PSB.
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Co-worker
influence

Coworker

Curtis (2013)

Leader-member
exchange (LMX)

Job

Fleming (2019)

Job autonomy

Job

Transformational
leadership

Job

Morrison
(2006)
Youli et al.
(2014)
Youli et al.
(2014)

Organization’s
unfair treatment of
customers

Situational

Ambrose et al.
(2015)

Co-worker influence is
positively related to
PSB.
LMX relationships with
supervisors are
positively related to
PSB.
Job autonomy is positively
related to PSB.

Transformational
leadership is positively
related to PSB.
The organization’s unfair
treatment of customers
is positively related to
PSB.
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Employee characteristics (justice sensitivity,
moral identity, empathy) positively moderate
the relationship between an organization’s
unfair treatment of customers and PSB such
that the relationship is stronger when
employees’ justice sensitivity, moral identity,
empathy is high.
Customer characteristics (similarity to an
employee, reaction to policy, contribution to
a problem) positively moderates the
relationship between the organization’s unfair
treatment to customers and PSB such that the
relationship is stronger when customer’s
similarity to an employee, reaction to policy,
contribution to the problem is high.
Situational characteristics (workgroup structure,
workgroup climate, supervisor support)
positively moderates the relationship between
the organization’s unfair treatment of

customers and PSB such that the relationship
is stronger when workgroup structure,
workgroup climate, supervisor support is
high.

Severity of
punishment

Situational

Fleming (2019)

Certainty of
detection

Situational

Fleming (2019)

Perceived severity of
punishment is
negatively related to
PSB.
Perceived certainty of
detection is negatively
related to PSB.

2
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Under the influence of certain job characteristics, customer contact employees do take the
risk of breaking organizational rules for helping customers. For example, job autonomy or the
freedom of determining one's work activities, along with the feeling of control, provide
employees the opportunity to break organizational rules in a pro-social manner (Morrison, 2006;
Youli et al, 2014). Employees who are aware that a co-worker had engaged in PSRB-S are more
likely to engage in PSRB-S themselves (Morrison, 2006; Youli et al, 2014). This signifies that
even when breaking rules involves the risk of punishment, clues implying that a rule has been
broken in the past by co-workers increases the likelihood of an employee breaking the same rule
with the interests of the customer in their mind (Dahling et al., 2012; Morrsion, 2006). Also,
when employees perceive that the organizations’ policies toward customers are not fair, they are
likely to engage in PSRB-S (Ambrose et al., 2015).
Organizational characteristics often play an important role in predicting employee PSRBS. Organizational structure has two important features namely formalization and centralization.
Both formalization and centralization are negatively related to PSRB-S (John et al., 2017).
Moreover, organizational climate plays a crucial role in predicting PSRB-S among employees.
Perceptions of an instrumental climate are significantly associated with PSRB-S (Baskin et al.,
2016). Instrumental climate expands the interest of the individual and the organization, fostering
behavior that epitomizes the importance of increasing profits and production (Parboteeah &
Kapp, 2007). Organizations with a rules climate have established a strict adherence to rules,
policies, and procedures that outline the norms and expectations of the organization. Such
organizational climate is negatively related to employee PSRB-S (Baskin et al., 2016). An
organization with a caring climate encourages a moral judgment approach geared towards
behaving in a manner that benefits the greater good. Employees belonging to a caring
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organizational climate have a positive propensity towards PSRB-S. Organizations with an
independent climate encourage individuals to engage in decision-making and behaviors that
reflect their own set of moral standards rather than relying solely upon those set forth by the
organization (Martin & Cullen, 2006). Independence climate is positively associated with
employees’ PSRB-S propensity (Baskin et al., 2016).
Even though general management scholars have shown interest in examining the
antecedents of PSRB-S, there is a dearth of literature on this topic in the hospitality context.
First, we are not aware of the individual factors other than conscientiousness, which may lead to
employees engaging in PSRB-S. Second, because the industry is highly relational in nature
where supervisors and coworkers work closely, there is no research on leadership styles that can
lead to PSRB-S. Lastly, owing to the unique features of hospitality (customer mistreatment, work
overload, etc.) there is no evidence if these features are significant causes of PSRB-S among
employees. Considering the dominance of customers on employees due to their high-power
position combined with the incumbency of work overload among employees’, this dissertation
focuses on the effect of customer mistreatment and work overload.
Prosocial Rule-breaking to Help Customers (PSRB-S): Outcomes
The research on outcomes of PSRB-S can be classified into three broad categories of job
behaviors, job attitudes, and relational outcomes. It is to be noted that all these studies have been
carried out in general management literature. More importantly, the number of studies is limited
(only three studies). There is a gap in hospitality literature on the effects of PSRB-S among
hospitality employees. Therefore, we are not aware of whether there are positive or negative
outcomes of PSRB-S among hospitality employees. Table 3 summarizes the outcomes of PSRBS.
24

Table 3
Outcomes of PSRB-S
Outcomes
Task-oriented
behavior

Category
Job
behaviors

Studies
Liu & Li
(2015)

Main effect
Manager’s PSB is negatively
related to task-oriented
employee behavior.

Job performance
ratings
Relation-oriented
behavior

Job
behaviors
Job
behaviors

Dahling et al.,
(2012)
Liu & Li
(2015)

PSB is negatively related to job
performance ratings.
Manager’s PSB is positively related
to relation-oriented
employee behavior.

Job Satisfaction

Job attitudes

Bryant et al.
(2010)

Managerial PSB is negatively
related to job satisfaction

Mistrust of
Management

Job attitudes

Bryant et al.
(2010)

Managerial PSB is positively
related to mistrust of
management

Perceived
Organizational
Support (POS)

Relational
outcomes

Bryant et al.
(2010)

Managerial PSB is negatively
related to POS

3
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Mediators
Institutional trust negatively mediates
the relationship between
managerial PSRB-S and taskoriented behavior.

Trust in leadership positively
mediates the relationship
between managerial PSRB-S
and relation-oriented
behavior.
Attributions of management
negatively mediate the
relationship between
managerial PSB and job
satisfaction.
Psychological
Contract Violations positively
mediate the relationship
between managerial PSB and
mistrust in management.
Perceived Organizational Justice
negatively mediates the
relationship between
managerial PSB and POS.

Bryant et al. (2010) showed that managers’ PSRB-S is bad for employee’s job attitudes.
When managers engage in PSRB-S in an organization, employees perceive the practices of the
organization as unfair, resulting in less support for the rules and for the organization. When
employees perceive that the manager acted in fairness to all customers involved, they feel that
organizational justice has been served (Bryant et al., 2010). However, when they feel that the
manager is practicing favoritism and there is a lack of fairness, their perception of the
organization suffers. This results in reduced perception of organizational support, reduced job
satisfaction, and increased mistrust in management among the employees (Bryant et al., 2010).
The consequences of PSRB-S are manifested both in employee and supervisor behaviors.
When employees engage in PSRB-S, supervisors react negatively to PSRB-S (Dahling et al.,
2012). This can be attributed to the accountability that supervisors maintain for establishing and
administering rules. Moreover, coworkers also rate task performance lower for those employees
who exhibit more PSRB-S (Dahling et al., 2012). This can be explained by the inaccurate
dispositional judgments that raters are likely to draw about constructive rule breakers. In
addition, through the mediating effect of reduced institutional trust, managerial PSRB-S reduces
task-oriented behaviors among employees (Liu & Li, 2015). Employees lack institutional trust
when they experience managers practicing PSRB-S and decide their work effort based on the
exchange between cost and benefit rather than their intrinsic motivation (Liu & Li, 2015). This
affects their enthusiasm and engagement at work which reduces their work engagement and
innovative behavior (Liu & Li, 2015). Moreover, managerial PSRB-S promotes relation-oriented
behaviors among employees through increased trust in leadership (Liu & Li, 2015). When
employees have high trust in leadership, employees are inclined to maintain relational harmony
via organizational citizenship behaviors (Liu & Li, 2015).
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In conclusion, out of the handful of research on outcomes of PSRB-S, it is limited to only
various self-reported or supervisor-reported job attitudes and behaviors among employees.
Therefore, there is a lack of objectively measurable consequences of PSRB-S. Moreover, there is
a gap in the literature on non-employee outcomes of PSRB-S. As because PSRB-S is essentially
directed towards customers where the underlying intention is to fulfill customers’ service
expectations, it is crucial to examine the result of PSRB-S on customer satisfaction.
Customer Mistreatment and its Antecedents
Customer mistreatment is defined as “low-intensity deviant behavior perpetrated by
someone in a customer or client role, with ambiguous intent to harm an employee, in violation of
social norms of mutual respect and courtesy” (Sliter et al., 2010, p. 468). Examples of customer
mistreatment include rude gestures (e.g., rolling eyes, sighing), disruptive behavior (e.g.,
explosive anger, sarcastic comments), or bullying (e.g., using offensive words, uninterested tones
of voice), etc. Customer mistreatment is common in the service industry (Sliter et al., 2011). For
example, call center employees experience customer mistreatment on an average of ten times a
day (Grandey et al., 2004). Moreover, it is crucial to take note of the higher frequency of
customer-employee interface in the simultaneous-consumption service environment in the
hospitality industry increases opportunities for higher customer mistreatment experiences (cf.
Cho et al., 2016).
In the hospitality industry, customer and guest interfaces are at times uncivil in nature.
For example, within the context of a hotel, guests and employees participate in various
interactions within and outside the duration of stay. Specifically, in a full-service hotel customer
and guest interfaces include the valets, bell-staff, front-desk, concierge, restaurant servers, room
service, and housekeeping staff at times. Considering the duration of stay and the possibility that
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a guest may interact with the same employee in several instances, the hospitality industry scores
an exclusive situation where attentiveness to uncivil behavior becomes even more essential
(Torres et al., 2017). Hospitality customers can exhibit a range of deviant activities such as
humiliating, insulting, or blaming employees (Aslan & Kozak, 2012). Hospitality researchers
identified a few major predictors of customer mistreatment, including customer-employee power
imbalance, customer motives, organizational characteristics, and employee behavior.
Researchers have also studied the mechanisms through which these predictors influence
customers to mistreat hospitality employees. Table 4 summarized the research on the antecedents
of customer mistreatment.
There are many causes of customer incivility. It is found that the power disparity between
employees and customers can encourage customer mistreatment towards employees (Sliter et al.,
2010). The belief that the customer is always right, instills inequitable power in the customeremployee interaction establishing employees to being a target of customer mistreatment (Bishop,
et al., 2005). Moreover, management instructs service employees to treat customers in a sociable
and charming way even when they face customer abuse and harassment (Handy, 2006). As a
result, incidents of customer mistreatment are often found to be steadily denied by management
who fails to recognize events experienced by employees as indecent customer behavior (Bishop
et al., 2005). Lastly, the “customer is king philosophy” is often misused by the management as a
justification for customer mistreatment (Fullerton & Punj, 2004).
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Table 4
Antecedents of Customer Mistreatment in the Hospitality Literature
Antecedents
Unequal power
relationship

Category Authors
Situational Bishop et al.
(2005).

Main effect
Unequal power relationship positively
influences customer incivility

Customer Service
Philosophy

Situational Fullerton &
Punj (2004)

Customer service philosophy positively
influences customer incivility

Customer
dissatisfaction

Customer

Service delay
Service recovery
compensation
The physical
environment of the
organization

Unprofessional /
Uncivil behavior

LeBlanc &
Service dissatisfaction positively
Barling
influences customer incivility
(2005);
Parasuraman
et al. (1985);
Godwin et
al. (1999)
Situational Boyd, 2002 Service delay positively influences
customer incivility
Customer Grandey, et Service recovery compensation
al. (2004).
positively influences customer
incivility
Situational Sliter &
Disorganized, dirty condition, crowding,
Jones
poor ventilation, heat, and noise
(2016);
positively influences customer
Quigley et
incivility
al. (2003)
Employee Sliter &
Unprofessional employee behavior
Jones (2016)
positively influences customer
incivility
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Mediator

Customer self-identity negatively
mediates the relationship between
customer dissatisfaction and
customer mistreatment.

Customer stress positively the
relationship between the physical
environment of the organization
and customer mistreatment.

Agreeableness

Employee

Sliter &
Jones (2016)

Employee agreeableness positively
influences customer incivility

4
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Customer motives also drive their uncivil behavior to frontline employees. One of the
most important factors that employees have mentioned for customers misbehaving is alcohol
consumption (Aslan & Kozak, 2012). The absence of service personnel, not reaching customer
expectations and the complications of everyday life usually contribute to deviance. Factors such
as dissatisfaction with service (LeBlanc & Barling, 2005), an inconsistency between expectations
and actual service reality (Parasuraman et al., 1985) are some examples. On occasions of a
service delay, increasing stress, as well as dissatisfaction among customers, result in customer
mistreatment (Boyd, 2002). In addition, organizations often offer certain compensations to
customers who complain as a gesture of service recovery. Therefore, some customers are
motivated to misbehave to receive compensation (Harris & Reynolds, 2003).
Certain organizational characteristics also influence customers to engage in mistreatment.
In unsystematic, dirty stores with long lines, customers are more likely to be uncivil (Sliter &
Jones, 2016). Moreover, mistreatment levels also increase because of crowding, poor ventilation,
unsettling amounts of heat, and noise, which increase customer stress (Quigley et al., 2003).
These physical impediments to accomplishing desired outcomes (e.g., finding needed items,
checking out, leaving the establishment) likely produce or aggravate negative feelings within
customers and, as a result, customers are likely to vent negative feelings in the form of
mistreatment (Sliter & Jones, 2016).
In terms of service employee’s behavior or characteristics, unexpected or unprofessional
behavior exhibited by the employee sometimes trigger customer mistreatment (Sliter & Jones,
2016). In addition, customers engage in uncivil behaviors when their self-identity is threatened
(Godwin et al., 1999) by apparent employee mistreatment (Scalora et al., 2003) which may be
interpreted as a sign of disrespect. Moreover, employees high in agreeableness experience lower
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levels of customer mistreatment, while those high in neuroticism experience greater levels of
customer mistreatment (Sliter & Jones, 2016).
Despite the focus of scholars in the domain of customer mistreatment, there is a dearth of
literature on the effect of PSRB-S on customer mistreatment. PSRB-S is unique employee
behavior that is unlike other unexpected or unprofessional behaviors that generally trigger
customer mistreatment (Sliter & Jones, 2016). Considering the pervasiveness of both PSRB-S
and customer mistreatment within hospitality organizations, there is a need to examine the effect
of PSRB-S on customer mistreatment.
Outcomes of Customer Mistreatment
Customer incivility generally has several negative effects for both employees and the
organizations. At an individual level, employees experience emotional exhaustion, emotional
dissonance, emotional labor, etc. as a result of customer mistreatment. Moreover, employees
experience lower job satisfaction and increased job stress when they encounter mistreating
customers. Lastly, employees tend to exhibit uncivil behavior toward customers when they
experience customer mistreatment. Table 5 lists the outcomes of customer mistreatment in
hospitality literature.
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Table 5
Outcomes to Customer Mistreatment
Outcomes
Emotional
Exhaustion

Category
Employee

Authors
Grandey et al.
(2004); Sliter et
al. (2010).

Main effect
Customer incivility positively influences
employee’s emotional exhaustion

Customer
Service
Performance

Employee

Sliter et al.
(2010).

Customer incivility negatively influences
customer service performance

Anger &
Employee
Depression
Absenteeism Employee

Yagil (2008)

Customer incivility positively influences
employees’ anger and depression
Customer incivility positively influences
employees’ absenteeism

Self-esteem

Employee

Harris &
Reynolds (2003)

Customer incivility negatively influences
employees’ self-esteem

Jobsatisfaction

Employee

Gettman &
Gelfand (2007),
Kim et al. (2014)
Employee Harris &
Reynolds (2003)
Situational Yagil (2008)

Customer incivility negatively influences
job-satisfaction

Morale &
Motivation
Hostile
environment
Service
sabotage
5

Employee

Grandey et al.
(2004); Sliter et
al. (2010)

Skarlicki et al.
(2008)

Customer incivility negatively influences
employees’ morale and motivation
Customer incivility positively influences a
hostile environment
Customer incivility positively influences
service sabotage
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Mediator
Faking positive emotion positively
mediates the relationship between
customer mistreatment and
emotional exhaustion.
Faking positive emotions negatively
mediates the relationship between
customer mistreatment and
customer service performance.

Emotional Exhaustion positively
mediates the relationship between
customer mistreatment and
absenteeism.
Service sabotage negatively mediates
the relationship between
customer mistreatment and selfesteem.

Customer mistreatment has harmful effects on employees’ psychological well-being. It
causes immediate reactions to coercion and anger in employees (Yagil, 2008). This stressor can
directly result in emotional exhaustion, burnout, and high levels of self-reported stress (Grandey
et al., 2004). Constant exposure to customer mistreatment leads to long-term effects such as
sustained feelings of degradation, resulting in a sense of insignificance and shame in employees
(Harris & Reynolds, 2003). Moreover, having exposed to severe mistreatment can cause stress
disorders like memory flashbacks, anxiety, and sleeplessness continuing years later (Harris &
Reynolds, 2003).
Potential job-related consequences of customer mistreatment among frontline employees
are evident. Lower job satisfaction and decreased organizational attachment in employees
(Gettman & Gelfand, 2007; Kim, et al., 2014) are results of customer mistreatment. Reduced
staff morale and motivation in employees are also reported by managers to be outcomes of
customer mistreatment (Harris & Reynolds, 2003). Customer mistreatment creates a hostile
working environment that employees may try to avoid whenever possible (Yagil, 2008).
Therefore, continued customer mistreatment leads to decreased service performance,
unpunctuality, and absenteeism among employees (Sliter et al., 2010). It is also found to directly
impact employee sabotage of customers (Skarlicki et al., 2008). Sensing the absence of power to
control one's working environment and distress of future uncivil events may cause the employees
to quit the organization (LeBlanc & Kelloway, 2002). Therefore, in the long run, this stressor
may also hurt organizational performance (Sliter et al., 2010).
Outcomes of customer mistreatment are widely studied in the general management
literature and hospitality literature. However, the effect of customer mistreatment on employees’
service behavior especially PSRB-S is yet to be examined. Given the ambidextrous nature of
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PSRB-S (both prosocial and rule-breaking), it was interesting to examine whether employees
engage in PSRB-S – a type of prosocial helping behaviors that come with the risk of being
penalized for breaking organizational rules – to the same customers that mistreat them.
Work Overload
Work overload is defined as “the extent to which the job performance required in a job is
excessive or overload due to performance required on a job” (Iverson & Maguire, 2000, p. 814).
Work overload involves the level of an individual’s perception regarding the promise and
responsibility one bears under time pressure (Bolino & Turnley, 2005; Brown et al., 2005;
Reilly, 1982). It occurs when an individual is supposed to play a range of roles, as each role
claims certain resources, and it is unlikely for an individual to have the necessary resources
simultaneously for all requirements (Duxbury et al., 2015; Hecht, 2001; Yip et al., 2008).
Working in the hospitality industry is characterized by heavy workloads, long working
hours, difficult working conditions, and time pressures (Sener, 2001). These demands associated
with their jobs lead to a feeling of stress that adversely affect the frontline employees from
performing an expected role. Frontline employees often find themselves accountable to satisfy
different customer needs, meet the requirements of their job, as well as expectations from service
providers (Brown et al., 2005). These daily challenges are the reasons why frontline employees
face work overload (Chiu et al., 2015).
In general literature, work overload is found to have several negative outcomes both at
personal and organizational levels (Eatough et al., 2011; Örtqvist & Wincent, 2006). In Eatough
and colleagues’ meta-analysis, they showed that work overload has a significant negative
relationship with organizational citizenship behavior targeted at the individual (r = -.11) and
organizational citizenship behavior targeted at the organization (r = -.11). Örtqvist & Wincent
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(2006) found negative outcomes of work overload related to job satisfaction (r = -.07) and
organizational commitment (r = -.12). Work overload triggers negative attitudes and emotions
that negatively affect job performance and organizational outcomes (Rodell & Judge, 2009).
Frontline employees with work overload view the organization as a hostile place and are likely to
withdraw psychologically from it (Lang & Markowitz, 1986). Moreover, work overload
obstructs employee’s personal growth and their ability to perform effectively. Greater work
demands overwhelm frontline employees, as they bring work back home, stay longer hours at
work, or attend to work on holidays (Bolino & Turnley, 2005). This discourages the frontline
employees from maintaining a healthy lifestyle and influences their personal and social lives
because of spillover of work stress to the family environment (Matthews et al., 2014). As such,
this prevents them from satisfactorily performing their in-role responsibilities.
In hospitality literature, work overload is found to be a prominent source of stress among
casino managers (Wan, 2013). Karatepe (2012) found a negative relationship between work
overload and job performance among frontline hospitality workers. This finding is corroborated
in Clark et al.’s (2019) study with restaurant workers. Interestingly, work overload had a positive
effect on Turkish hospitality employees’ job performance (Akgunduz, 2015). The author
attributed the cause of this effect to the high rate of unemployment in Turkey.
Moreover, work overload mediates the relationship between LMX and work engagement
(Altinay et al., 2019). When frontline hospitality employees feel work overload, their supervisors
with good relationships decrease their workload. Therefore, employees’ feelings of work
overload are lowered, and they engage wholeheartedly in their work, increasing their work
engagement (Altinay et al., 2019). In addition, hospitality employees’ perceptions of being given
more responsibilities make them feel that they are highly thought of by the company. Therefore,
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employees’ perception of work overload increases their sense of job security (Altinay et al.
2019).
Work overload is negatively associated with job embeddedness through the mediating
effect of employee exhaustion (Karatepe, 2012). Excessive job demands raise employees’
emotional exhaustion and consequently, employees show psychological discomfort as an
effective response towards their organization. On the contrary, Kang and Jang (2019) established
that work overload is negatively related to voluntary turnover intention in frontline employees.
They argued that work overload is perceived to be helpful by employees. It provokes personal
accomplishments or achievements by inciting positive emotions or a problem-solving style of
surviving, which results in less turnover intention (Kang & Jang, 2019). Table 6 lists the
abovementioned hospitality works of literature on the effect of work overload.
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Table 6
Outcomes of Work Overload in the Hospitality Literature
Antecedents
Job performance

Category
Job
behavior

Authors
Karatepe (2012)

Main Effect
Work overload is negatively
related to job performance.

Akgunduz (2015)

Work overload is positively
related to job performance.
Work overload is positively
related to job stress.
Work overload is negatively
related to job
embeddedness.

Job stress

Job attitude

Wan (2013)

Job embeddedness

Job attitude

Karatepe (2012)

Work engagement

Job
behavior

Altinay et al.
(2019)

Job Security

Job attitude

Turnover intention

Job attitude

Altinay et al.
(2019)
Kang & Jang
(2019)

Work overload is negatively
related to work
engagement.
Work overload is positively
related to job security.
Work overload is negatively
related to turnover
intention.
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Mediator
Emotional exhaustion negatively
mediates the relationship between
work overload and job performance.

Emotional exhaustion negatively
mediates the relationship between
work overload and job
embeddedness.

Work engagement negatively mediates
the relationship between work
overload and turnover intention.

Depletion Theory
The depletion theory posits that self-control uses a restricted pool of mental resources
that can be exhausted (Baumeister, 2002). In other words, self-regulatory operations draw upon a
resource that is later depleted (Baumeister et al.,1998). When individuals overrule their natural
reactions, they are subsequently weaker at regulating themselves or responding actively, even in
a discrete domain of activity (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). In the context of depletion theory,
depletion is referred to as a state where the vigor for mental activity is low and self-control is
weakened (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). Depletion makes a person less able and less willing to
function normally or optimally. These resources do not remain depleted endlessly. One common
way of replenishing the self’s resources is through rest and sleep (Muraven et al., 1998).
There are several causes of depletion in an individual. Customer interactions can be a
source of depletion: Karatepe et al. (2009) and Kim et al. (2009) reported a significant, positive
relationship between customers’ verbal aggression and depletion among hospitality employees.
Choi et al. (2012) corroborated that ambiguous customer expectation, disliked customers, and
customer verbal aggression are positively related to depletion among hospitality employees.
Depletion can also result from long engagement in challenging or cognitively demanding tasks
or from task coordination difficulties among team members (Finkel et al. 2006; Hagger et al.
2010). In general management literature, sleep has been considered as a common antecedent of
depletion (Barnes et al., 2015; Diestel et al., 2015; Ghumman & Barnes, 2013; Lanaj et al.,
2014). Both sleep quantity (the amount of time an individual spends in a sleeping state) and sleep
quality (difficulty of falling asleep and staying asleep) contributes to an individual’s depletion of
resources (Barnes, 2012). Moreover, emotional dissonance has also been established as a
common cause of depletion (Diestel et al., 2015; Konze et al., 2019; Rivkin et al., 2014).
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In the hospitality context, depletion has been used frequently in studying gambling
behaviors among problem gamblers and pathological gamblers (Bergen et al., 2012; Bergen et
al., 2014; Harris & Griffiths, 2017; Lalande & Ladouceur, 2012; Mishra et al., 2017). Problems
with depletion are a key cause of problem gambling behavior. By using self-report and
behavioral measures (derived from the strength model of self-control) Bergen et al. (2012)
showed that lower trait self-control can be found in problem gamblers. Moreover, compared to
lower-risk gamblers, higher-risk gamblers have relative trait self-control deficits (Bergen et al.,
2012). In addition, Lalande and Ladouceur (2012) demonstrated why pathological gamblers
spend more resources than non-pathological gamblers during a video lottery terminal gambling
session. While studying personality traits and psychographics of regular gamblers, online
gamblers, and heavy casino gamblers, Carver and McCarty (2013) found that online gamblers
have higher levels of risk-taking, desire for control, self-centeredness, and sensation-seeking
compared to casino gamblers, lottery players, and non-gamblers.
Various forms of risky and antisocial behavior tend to co-occur among depleted
individuals including gambling, improper emotion regulation, substance use, and unhealthy
menu choices (Haver et al, 2014; Hight & Park, 2018; James et al., 2016; Jeong et al., 2019;
Tang & Wu, 2010). Mishra et al. (2017) demonstrated that these behaviors have been associated
with personality traits as low self-control, and impulsivity, and sensation-seeking. Additionally, a
single underlying problem of self-control can be the cause of moderate correlations among
gambling, substance use, and crime among Canadian offenders (Lloyd et al., 2014). Low selfcontrol predicts at-risk/probable pathological gambling, frequent gambling, strong
permissiveness toward gambling, heavy use of tobacco and alcohol, and delinquent involvement
among Chinese adolescents (Cheung, 2014).
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Moreover, depletion can hurt employees’ work attitudes and behaviors, leading to
weakened organizational commitment (Walsh et al., 2016), decreased job satisfaction (Rathi &
Lee, 2016), negative customer orientation (Choi et al., 2014), and deteriorated service recovery
performance (Choi, et al., 2014). For example, depletion diminishes engagement at work (Lanaj
et al., 2014) and leads to increases in counterproductive behaviors (Mead et al., 2009; Vohs et
al., 2008). Moreover, in a social dilemma scenario, depleted employees are likely to act more
selfishly in making decisions (Osgood, 2019). When managers are depleted, they are less likely
to diligently process or endorse employees' upward voice (Li et al., 2019).
Customer Mistreatment and Employee Depletion
The customer-oriented nature of the hospitality industry often places employees in a
vulnerable low-power position and customers in a high-power position (Bishop et al., 2005). As
a result, customer mistreatment is a common occurrence in a hospitality setting. Drawing on
depletion theory (Baumeister, 2002) it can be argued that when frontline employees experience
customer mistreatment, it enforces higher demands on employees’ resources for regulating their
behaviors consistent with the organization’s customer-oriented rules. Theoretically, self-control
is believed to draw from a limited “reservoir” and when that reservoir becomes depleted, a
person becomes less capable of successful self-regulation (Baumeister et al., 1994). Such a
person would be in a state of “depletion.”, which is defined as “a temporary reduction in the
self's capacity or willingness to engage in volitional action (including controlling the
environment, controlling the self, making choices, and initiating an action) caused by the prior
exercise of volition” (Baumeister et al., 1998, p. 1253).
When hospitality employees face customer mistreatment, they must suppress displays of
their real feelings and fake emotional expressions that are not genuinely felt (Hu et al., 2017;
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Kim & Baker, 2019). For example, when customers misbehave, frontline hospitality employees
are expected to present a cheerful and friendly personality while disguising negative emotions
such as anger or unhappiness. This outward emotional display is contradictory to the employee’s
true feelings (Hu et al., 2017; Kim & Baker, 2019). Such difference in outward expression and
inward feeling drains employee’s self-regulatory resources in a continuous effort to deal with the
challenge while maintaining the expected expressions (Hu et al., 2017; Kim & Baker, 2019).
Therefore, frontline employees lose their scarce resources while dealing with difficulties arising
from customer mistreatment.
Moreover, employees’ emotional resources can only be replenished and restored when
they experience successful transactions through positive interactions with polite customers
(Baumeister, 2002) and good quality and quantity sleep (Vohs et al., 2011). When employees
face mistreating customers, it reduces the chance for them to replenish their emotional resources.
These emotionally exhausted customer interactions are likely to decrease their energies or
contribute towards customer service in order to avoid further depletion of their resources
(Baumeister, 2002). Therefore, the possible means to replenish resources is disrupted. Moreover,
when employees deal with more frequent customer mistreatment at work, they are less likely to
sleep well and recover adequately (Park & Kim, 2019). This leads to a disparity between losing
resources and regaining resources and results in further depletion. Thus, customer mistreatment
exhausts employees’ emotional resources and obstructs them from replenishing the same.
Supportively, negative customer behavior toward employees has been shown to contribute to
employee depletion (Grandey et al., 2004; Sliter et al., 2010). Therefore, I hypothesize:
H1: Customer mistreatment is positively related to employee depletion.
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Work Overload and Employee Depletion
In addition to customer mistreatment, working in the hospitality industry is characterized
by heavy workloads, long working hours, difficult working conditions, and time pressures
(Sener, 2001). Workload refers to the “degree to which one’s job requires one to work fast or
hard, the quantity of work required, and the amount of time needed to complete the work”
(Spector, 1987). Excessive workload occurs when an employee perceives that he or she has too
many tasks to fulfill in a period. Literature suggests that excessive workload is associated with a
variety of harmful psychological reactions, including depletion of resources, in several different
samples of workers (Hang-Yue, et al., 2005; Himle et al., 1991; Lee & Ashforth, 1996).
Additionally, recent research has found that extreme workload can result in hospitality workers
becoming exhausted and cynical (Kim et al., 2008).
Depletion theory suggests that depletion occurs when people encounter a situation in
which they are required to invest more cognitive resources than they receive (Gao et al., 2014;
Konze et al., 2019). This situation results in a condition where there is a net loss of resources.
Working in an organization and fulfilling daily tasks draws from an individual’s cognitive
resources and results in depletion (Trougakos et al., 2015). When employees are overloaded,
they are exhausting more resources. This is because an employee who feels overloaded will try
their best to achieve the demands of their work by putting in extra time and energy to perform
the job (Tyler & Burns, 2008). The use of this extra time and energy result in further depletion
when the employee’s time and energy supply is further drained. At the same time, work overload
stops employees from replenishing resources. They put added time to fulfill their job-roles and
are remain with scarce time to sleep and replenish their resources (Vohs et al., 2011). As
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employees expending more resources than they are gaining, work overload leads to an overall
loss of their resources. Therefore, I hypothesize:
H2: Work overload is positively related to employee depletion.
Employee Depletion and PSRB-S
Depletion refers to feelings of being over-extended and drained from one’s emotional
resources (Maslach et al., 2001). Depleted individuals have lower self-regulatory resources,
which may tempt them to ignore their internal moral compass and engage in unethical behaviors
(Chullen et al., 2010; Liang & Hsieh, 2007; Zhang et al., 2018). Individuals can engage in
unethical workplace behaviors by either acting in their self-interest or in a manner that benefits
the organization. As posited by self-regulation theory (Baumeister, 1998, 2001), when
individuals’ moral regulatory resources have been depleted, their cognitive resources are
strained, and their subsequent ability to self-regulate is obstructed. They lack the resources to
assess and regulate themselves to comply with the organizations’ mandated rules, which drive
them to engage in counterproductive work behaviors (Zhang et al., 2016). These individuals are
more likely to engage in a range of spontaneous behaviors that serve their short-term desires and
ignore their long-term duties and responsibilities towards the organization (Mitchell et al., 2019;
Osgood, 2019; Pocheptsova et al., 2009). Moreover, depleted self-regulatory resources allow
individuals to make a conscious decision to engage in unethical behavior as a coping mechanism
(Iqbal & Rasheed, 2019; Mo & Shi, 2017; Harris & Reynolds, 2003). They assume that these
behaviors will make customers happy and restrict further depletion (Chan & Wan, 2012).
As stated above, depleted employees have limited self-control and are likely to engage in
impulsive behaviors that limit further depletion and helps them replenish their resources (Zyphur
et al., 2007). This is particularly true for PSRB-S because the hospitality industry tends to hire
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employees who have a “customer comes first” or “guest is god” philosophy implanted in their
mindset (Costen & Barrash, 2006; Dashper, 2013). Moreover, the “customer comes first” or
“guest is god” philosophy is further reinforced in them through regular training and manifesting
them into the organizational culture. Since it requires self-control to understand organizational
rules and to monitor their behaviors against the rules, obeying organizational policies draws upon
their limited resources (Berkowitz, 1989; Zhang et al., 2016). To avoid further depletion of
resources, they are more likely to ignore rules (Mitchell et al., 2019; Osgood, 2019) and engage
in spontaneous behaviors (Gino et al., 2011). Therefore, the customer-oriented mindset of
hospitality employees urges them to exceed every guest's expectation by acting impulsively to
gratify the customer and replenish their resources (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002; Zapf, 2002).
For instance, employees gain resources through increased self-efficacy when customer
expectations are met and customers are satisfied (Dormann & Zapf, 2004). Despite a lack of
direct evidence on the relationship between depletion and PSRB-S, studies have shown that
employees with higher levels of depletion engage in higher levels of organizational deviance
(Belle & Cantarelli, 2017; Fehr et al., 2017; Liang et al., 2017). Therefore, I hypothesize:
H3: Employee depletion is positively related to PSRB-S.
The Mediating Role of Employee Depletion
H1 and H3 together suggest that depletion mediates the relationship between customer
mistreatment and PSRB-S. Research in hospitality suggests that when service employees
experience customer mistreatment, they engage in deviant behavior through the mediating role of
depletion. Zhang et al., (2016) established that customer-related social stressors such as
disproportionate customer expectations, customer verbal aggression, disliked customers, and
ambiguous customer expectations influence counterproductive work behavior through the
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mediating role of depletion. Han et al., (2016) studied the mediating effect of depletion in the
relationship between customer incivility towards restaurant frontline employees and their
turnover intentions. According to Yang & Lau (2019), customer incivility positively influences
depletion. Subsequently, depletion negatively influences employees’ commitment towards the
brand. In the context of this dissertation, customer mistreatment induces the depletion of
resources among frontline hospitality employees. These depleted employees’ self-control ability
is weakened and to avoid further depletion, they engage in PSRB-S. Therefore, I hypothesize:
H4: Employee depletion mediates the relationship between customer mistreatment and
PSRB-S.
Combining H2 and H3, I expect that depletion mediates the relationship between work
overload and PSRB-S. General management literature suggests that work overload is related to
various employees’ behaviors through the mediating role of depletion. Ahmad and Saud (2016)
established that work overload influence negative organization citizenship behavior through the
mediating role of depletion. Work overload is also found to be positively affecting the intention
to leave among health care employees through the mediating role of depletion (Chênevert et al.,
2019). According to De Clercq and Belausteguigoitia (2019) work overload positively influences
depletion, which in turn negatively affects employees’ creative behavior at work. Therefore, I
hypothesize:
H5: Employee depletion mediates the relationship between work overload and PSRB-S.
PSRB-S, Customer Depletion, and the Moderating Role of the Type of Customer
Unlike the antecedents of PSRB-S, outcomes of PSRB-S have rarely been studied in
general management literature or hospitality management literature. The effect of PSRB-S on
customers can be different from other employee behaviors, such as citizenship behavior, job
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engagement, and service improvisation. This is because these behaviors usually result in positive
customer outcomes such as customer loyalty (Cain et al., 2018) and customer satisfaction
(Selden & MacMillan, 2006). However, PSRB-S can cause differential effects in customers,
depending on whether customers benefit from PSRB-S. For example, when a hostess lets two old
ladies seated in a restaurant ignoring a long waiting queue, the elderly (i.e., benefiters) may be
happy at the expense of other guests (i.e., observers). These people in the queue were not happy
and wanted to register an official complaint (Ghosh & Shum, 2019). Moreover, there is a dearth
of literature on whether customers’ cognitive resources can also be affected by employees’
actions, i.e. PSRB-S. Therefore, I use customer depletion as the mediator of the relationship
between employee PSRB-S and customer outcomes (customer mistreatment and customer
satisfaction).
The way that each employee reacts and behaves during service encounters contributes to
customers’ experience (Kim et al., 2016). When employees break rules in the hospitality
establishment to serve a customer, it translates as a positive and desirable behavior to the
benefiter of PSRB-S (cf. Lai et al., 2014), who directly get their needs and requests fulfilled
when PSRB-S occurs. While benefiters appreciate consistent service in hospitality operations,
research suggests that benefiters simultaneously desire a sense of authenticity, empathy, and
spontaneity from employees (Secchi et al., 2016). This is because each guest has disparate needs
and expectations which can be attributed to the increasingly diverse gender, generation, racial,
the ethnic profile of guests (Ambardar, 2013; Gamio & Sneed, 1991; Lima & Vicente, 2017).
Indeed, it is common for hospitality employees to customize their service according to the needs
of the customer during service encounters (Hon, 2012). Therefore, even though the actual
delivery of the service may differ significantly from the set guidelines and lack uniformity in
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each service encounter, guests appreciate these unstandardized services as long as their needs are
being fulfilled (Lai et al., 2014). For example, when an employee broke organizational rules to
waive certain fees for a customer (e.g., delivery fee, service fee), it was well appreciated by the
customer (Ghosh & Shum, 2019).
When employees engage in PSRB-S, they go above and beyond and fulfill the benefiters’
needs by breaking organizational rules (Morrison, 2006). As a result, benefiters do not need to
request or ask for service exceptions, which can be exhausting (Leiter, 1991). Not only does it
save their cognitive resource usage, but also help them to replenish resource by getting their
request fulfilled, generating positive emotions, and feeling of contentment (Karatepe, 2011). As a
result, these benefiters experience low depletion of their resources. On the other hand, when
employees do not engage in PSRB-S, it implies that benefiters’ requests are being refused,
indicating that the organization does not value them. This can exhaust the benefiters’ resources
because it instills negative emotions, and the benefiters need to cope with their anger,
disappointment, and embarrassment (Xu et al., 2018). Such coping can further deplete their
resources because they need to regulate their negative emotions. Thus, I propose that PSRB-S
can reduce benefiters’ depletion.
When other customers without similar needs as the benefiter are present in the PSRB-S
scenario, they may feel disinterested in the entire incident. This is because their needs are
separate, and they are only concerned about their own needs (Robinson & Clore, 2001). Because
they do not have any special requests, they are not employing their cognitive resources to think
about whether their requests were fulfilled. In addition, when other customers receive the extraservice, observers without similar needs have no reason to feel content or satisfied. As a result,
their pool of resources neither gets replenished nor gets depleted.
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Conversely, when a customer only gets to observe employees breaking organizational
policy for other customers and they have similar needs, they may feel discontent about the
employee’s behavior if they have similar needs. For example, other customers can get angry
when a hostess ignored a long queue of waiting customers and let two old ladies seated before
anyone else (c.f. Bennett, 1998). The other customers who were refused to be seated expressed
their anger to the hostess by threatening to complain against her (Ghosh & Shum, 2019).
PSRB-S is a frustrating experience for observers with similar needs because employees
are deviating from set rules and expected behaviors (cf. Prentice et al., 2013). The observers with
similar needs can feel that it depends solely on the discretion of the employees whether guests’
demands will get fulfilled. As such, these observers become uncertain whether their own
demands can be fulfilled. Since the outcomes distributed may not be “consistent with the implicit
norms of allocation” (Colquitt, 2001, p. 386), PSRB-S can result in a high level of distributive
injustice (Liu & Li, 2015). In short, this insecurity can deplete observers’ resources because they
may feel envious of not getting the “extra-service”.
At the same time, PSRB-S instills a sense of procedural injustice (Liu & Li, 2015)
because of the lack of “justice of the processes that lead to decision outcomes” (Colquitt, 2001,
p. 386). Observers need to expand their resources to understand whether this specific rule can be
broken for other customers and whether other rules can also be broken. As a result, this
frustrating experience creates negative emotions in the observers and draw on their regulative
resources (Mackenzie & Kerr, 2013). In short, PSRB-S manifests as a lack of standardized
procedures and uncertainty on customers’ service expectations and can cause depletion in
observers.
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H6: Type of customers moderates the relationship between PSRB-S and customer
depletion such that a) the relationship is negative for benefiters, and b) the relationship is
not significant for observers without similar needs c) the relationship is positive for
observers with similar needs.
Customer Depletion and Customer Mistreatment
Research suggests that enough cognitive resources are needed to maintain positive
interpersonal relations (Baumeister et al., 1994). In interpersonal contexts, diminished selfcontrol often manifests as impulsive behaviors such as unethical and aggressive acts (DeWall et
al., 2007). Moreover, individuals are interested to avoid the exhaustion of resources (Baumeister
& Vohs, 2007). Therefore, depleted customers may be less likely to allocate resources to inhibit
uncivil behaviors as a means of preserving whatever self-control remains (cf. Van Jaarsveld et
al., 2010). Thus, when customers are depleted, prospects for incivility arise. Perpetrators
oftentimes view mistreatment as legitimate behavior (Felson & Tedeschi, 1993). Felson and
Tedeschi (1993) proposed that demonstration of power (e.g., “I’m the guest so I can be rude”) is
one of the major justifications of mistreatment. The customer-oriented nature of hospitality
organizations poses such a power gap between customers and frontline employees (Yagil, 2008)
such that, customers dominate a high-power position and frontline employees hold a low-power
position. Therefore, depleted guests with reduced self-control find frontline employees an easy
target to demonstrate mistreatment or engage in uncivil behaviors.
Furthermore, depleted customers were looking for sources to replenish their limited
supply resources. It is found that positive events have energizing effects (Zohar et al., 2003) and
provide psychological respites that can be used to replenish cognitive resources (Folkman &
Moskowitz, 2000). Receiving rewards in the form of discounts, free upgrades, complimentary
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services, etc. are positive events by customers (Mount & Mattila,2000). When they receive these
rewards, they experience a positive event that helps them replenish their limited resources.
Hospitality companies often give out these rewards when customers complain regarding service
failures, to retain these customers in the highly competitive market (Goodwin & Ross, 1989).
Depleted observers may take advantage of this system and raise complaints and mistreat
employees to fight for these rewards. Therefore, combining the fact that employees are easy
targets for customer mistreatment and the fact that customers may use mistreatment to earn
awards and replenish resources, I posit that customer depletion will increase their likelihood of
engaging in mistreatment.
H7: Customer depletion is positively related to customer mistreatment.
When benefiters do not get their needs fulfilled during a service encounter even after
insisting on the employee break rules, it generates negative emotions such as anger and
disappointment in them (Folks, 1984). Self-regulating these emotions draw on their limited pool
of cognitive resources and they experience depletion (Baumeister, 2002). Depleted customers
will try to preserve their self-control resources and be reluctant to allocate resources to control
their negative emotions (cf. Van Jaarsveld et al., 2010). Their negative emotions may manifest
upon the mistreatment of employees who are at a lower power position. On the other hand,
customers whose demands get fulfilled by the employees’ rule-breaking behavior are less likely
to be depleted. This is because they will have enough resources to manifest positive emotions in
them (Baumeister, 2002). Their natural emotions of joy and contentment were manifested in
their behavior and they were less likely to mistreating the employees, who just help them. In
short, I expect that a negative relationship between the level of PSRB-S and benefiters’
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mistreatment: benefiters are more likely to mistreat employees who do not engage in PSRB-S for
them than those who engage in PSRB-S for them.
In PSRB-S scenarios, there are other customers present in the location who are not the
benefiters but somehow overhear or overlook the benefiter and employee’s interaction (Buhalis
& Sinarta, 2019). These customers may or may not have needs that are like the benefiter. In case
they do not have similar needs, they will not have to make any requests to the server.
Subsequently, they will not have to suppress their reactions of anger or disappointment
contemplating whether the server will engage in PSRB-S for them. They are likely to remain
indifferent without having any positive or negative emotions towards employee’s PSRB-S. As a
result, these observers will not have to draw upon their self-regulating resources depleting the
limited pool. Therefore, they are most likely to remain apathetic when they interact with the
employee and will not engage in any mistreatment.
Customers who observe employees involving in PSRB-S for other customers and have
similar needs doubt whether these employees will break rules to satisfy their demands. They
utilize their resources in coping with the feeling of exasperation that the employee decides how
much they were valued by the company. These depleted customers will look for ways to preserve
their resources remains by not having to exercise self-controlling behavior. They are likely to
mistreat their service employees in this situation as they are easy targets due to the high
customer-employee power distance in hospitality organizations (Harris & Reynolds, 2003).
Therefore, combing H6 and H7, I posit that
H8a: Depletion mediates the negative indirect relationship between PSRB-S and
customer mistreatment for benefiters.
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H8b: Depletion mediates the positive indirect relationship between PSRB-S and
customer mistreatment for observers with similar needs.
Customer Depletion and Customer Satisfaction
Past empirical evidence has indicated that when employees express socially desired
emotions or behaviors during service transactions, it can result in a higher level of customer
satisfaction (Brown & Sulzer-Azaroff, 1994) and improvement in customer willingness to return
and recommend for the benefiters (Tsai, 2001). Previous studies suggest that individuals with
enough cognitive resources are in a better position to avoid losing those resources (Baumeister et
al., 2000). In other words, those with a higher pool of resources to draw from have a greater
opportunity to save resources (Baumeister, 2002). Moreover, individuals capitalize on cognitive
resources in order to gain more resources (Baumeister, 2002). Usually, they invest their adequate
resources in the manifestation of positive emotions such as feelings of joy, pride, and
contentment. According to Oliver (1977), customers’ satisfaction judgments are the result of
customers’ perceptions of the difference between their perceptions of performance and their
expectations of performance. Previous research suggests that positive emotions associated with
the service encounter play an important role in enhancing customer satisfaction (Han & Back,
2007; Hosany & Gilber, 2010). Therefore, it can be theorized that
H9: Customer depletion is negatively related to customer satisfaction.
When an employee engages in PSRB-S in a hospitality organization, some customers
directly benefit due to employees’ disobedience to organizational policies. These customers are
less depleted because they do not have to exhaust their resources in persuading the employee to
break rules and not having to self-regulate their negative emotions. They invest their resources in
the manifestation of positive emotions, e.g., instilling feelings of contentment. Consequently,
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when they judge the level of service received versus the one, they expected, their positive
feelings lead to higher satisfaction of services they receive.
When an observer with similar needs watches an employee engaging in PSRB-S for
another customer, it leads them to a state of depletion. Firstly, they feel unsure whether their
demands will get fulfilled as it solely depends on the decision of the employee. Secondly, they
feel envious of their fellow customers for whom the employee engaged in PSRB-S. These
feelings draw upon their limited pool of resources and they lack resources to manifest negative
emotions of anger or frustration. While observing PSRB-S may increase their service
expectation, the depletion lowers the evaluation of actual service received. As a result, they may
feel the level of service expected is lower than the level of service received. These observers
have a lower level of satisfaction with the services that they receive.
Therefore, combing H6 and H9, I posit that
H10a: Benefiters’ depletion mediates the positive indirect relationship between PSRB-S
and customer satisfaction.
H10b: Observers’ depletion mediates the negative indirect relationship between PSRB-S
and customer satisfaction when observers have similar needs.
Summary of Hypotheses
The dissertation proposes to test the theoretical model in Fig. 1 using two studies. The
following hypotheses are developed to test the model. I examine the relationships between
hospitality industry characteristics (customer mistreatment and work overload), employee
depletion, PSRB-S, customer depletion, and customer outcomes (customer mistreatment and
customer satisfaction). The following summarizes the hypotheses.
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H1: Customer mistreatment is positively related to employee depletion.
H2: Work overload is positively related to employee depletion.
H3: Employee depletion is positively related to PSRB-S.
H4: Employee depletion mediates the relationship between customer mistreatment and
PSRB-S.
H5: Employee depletion mediates the relationship between work overload and PSRB-S.
H6: Type of customers moderates the relationship between PSRB-S and customer
depletion such that a) the relationship is negative for benefiters, and b) the relationship is
not significant for observers without similar needs c) the relationship is positive for
observers with similar needs.
H7: Customer depletion is positively related to customer mistreatment.
H8a: Depletion mediates the negative indirect relationship between PSRB-S and
customer mistreatment for benefiters.
H8b: Depletion mediates the positive indirect relationship between PSRB-S and customer
mistreatment for observers with similar needs.
H9: Customer depletion is negatively related to customer satisfaction.
H10a: Benefiters’ depletion mediates the positive indirect relationship between PSRB-S
and customer satisfaction.
H10b: Observer’s (with similar needs) depletion mediates the negative indirect
relationship between PSRB-S and customer satisfaction.
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Chapter 3
Study 1 - Method
Participants and Procedures
In order to test the employee perspective section of the model (H1 – H5), I adopted a
quantitative research design and use a self-administered online survey method. Data collection
focused on frontline customer-contact employees within the food and beverage (F&B) service
sector of the hospitality industry. Frontline employees are chosen as a sample because these
employees are most likely to experience customer mistreatment (Boukis et al., 2020). F&B
sector is particularly appropriate for this study because customer-employee encounters in this
sector are diverse and unpredictable, comparatively prolonged, and sufficiently intimate (Harris
& Ogbonna 2002). Mturk was used to recruit participants in the exchange for financial
compensation ($2). According to Gastonis & Sampson (1989), a sample size of 265 is needed to
detect three small size relationships (effect size = .2) with a power of .80 at a p-value of .05.
Qualifications
After the consent process (where the purpose of the study were explained and
confidentiality and anonymity were assured), participants answered eight qualification questions
including 1) “How old are you”, 2) “Which industry are you working in (1 = Construction, 2 =
Hospitality, Restaurant, and Tourism, 3 = Entertainment, 4 = Manufacturing, 5 = Information
Technology, 6 = Healthcare, 7 = Other)”, 3) “What best describes your job position? (1 = Front
of the house, 2 = Back of the house, 3 = Other)”, 4) “What was your job level? (1 = Intern, 2 =
Entry-level, 3 = Manager, 4 = Senior Manager, 5 = Director, 6 = Vice president/Senior Vice
President, 7 = C level executive, 8 = other)”, 5) “Are you working today (1 = Yes and my shift
has ended, 2 = Yes and my shift has not started, 3 = No), and 6) “Are you working tomorrow (1
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= Yes, 2 = No). Only participants who are 18 years or above, working in an entry-level, in front
of the house position in the hospitality industry full-time were allowed to participate in the study.
Additionally, participant’s work-shift must end before midnight on the day of the first survey
distribution and they must be scheduled to work the next day.
Measures
To avoid common source bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003), I used a two-wave time-lagged
survey. Participants were assessed on the job characteristics, including customer-mistreatment
and work overload at Time 1. One day later (Time 2), participants rated their depletion and
PSRB-S. I chose a time lag of one day because research has demonstrated that stressors tend to
influence employee outcomes within a shorter rather than a longer period (Meier &
Spector, 2013). Depletion was measured at the beginning of Time 2, to ensure that the work
stressors are the cause of depletion. This helped to avoid participants’ fatigue that they did not
have to answer too many survey questions in one survey. I used well-established and validated
scales for this study. The full list of the measures is available in appendix A.
Customer Mistreatment. Customer mistreatment was measured in Wang et al’s (2011)
18-item scale using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, and 5 = strongly agree).
Participants reviewed this instruction: “The following statements describe many situations that
may occur in your interaction with customers. Please think over your work and indicate the
frequency that your customers treated you in the following ways. Sample items include
“Demanded special treatment,” “Did not understand that you had to comply with certain rules,”
and “Used condescending language to you.”
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Work overload. Work overload was measured on Price’s (2001) four-item scale using a
5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, and 5 = strongly agree). Sample items include “I have
to work very hard in my job,” and “I have to work very hard in my job.”
Depletion. Depletion was measured on Ciarocco, Twenge, Muraven & Tice’s (2010) 4item scale using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, and 5 = strongly agree) at the Time
2 survey. Items included asking how one feels today… “I felt mentally exhausted,” “It takes a
lot of effort for me to concentrate on something,” “I felt worn out” and “My mental energy ran
low.”
PSRB-S. Participants reported the extent to which they engage in PSRB-S using the fiveitem scale developed by Dahling et al. (2012) using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree,
and 5 = strongly agree). Sample items include “I break organizational rules to provide better
customer service” and “I give good service to clients or customers by ignoring organizational
policies that interfere with my job.”
Attention check. The survey implemented one attention-check question as a way to
ensure a high level of respondent’s attention and awareness in the survey (Hauser & Schwarz,
2015). The question read as “Select somewhat agree in this question (1 = strongly disagree, 2 =
somewhat disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = somewhat agree and 5 = strongly agree).”
Participant’s failure to pass the attention check question was considered as an invalid response
and was not be included in the analysis.
Control Variables. I controlled for employee’s age, gender, race, tenure in the current
job, overall tenure in the hospitality industry, insomnia, and personality dispositions. First, as
millennials often disagree more with their employers’ views and industry realities, they feel more
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depleted (Barron, et al., 2007). Therefore, age, measured in a single item of “how old are you (in
years)”, was controlled. Second, previous research on customer mistreatment has indicated that
women might report experiencing more mistreatment than men (Andersson & Pearson, 1999).
Therefore, gender was controlled. Participants were asked to report their gender by picking either
option of male or female. Third, Shum et al. (2019) showed that people of color are more likely
to be discriminated against and mistreated in the hospitality workplace. Therefore, white vs.
color was controlled. Participants were asked to report their race in the following question:
“What is your race (1 = non-Hispanic white, 2 = Latino or Hispanic American, 3 = Black or
African American, 4 = native American, 5 = Asian American, 6 = Middle-eastern or Arab
American, 7 = Other).” Fourth, as research has shown that depletion tends to increase through
experience with the job, possibly as a result of monotony and lack of challenges (Stevens, 2007).
Therefore, tenure in the current job and overall tenure in the hospitality industry were also
controlled. Participants were asked to report their tenure in the job and overall tenure of the
industry using two continuous scales of years and months. As the quality and quantity of sleep
experienced by the employee can influence their level of depletion (Lanaj et al., 2014), insomnia
was measured and controlled in Time 2. Insomnia Severity Index (ISI) was used to measure the
severity of sleep onset, sleep maintenance, and early morning awakening problems, sleep
dissatisfaction, interference of sleep difficulties with daytime functioning, noticeability of sleep
problems by others, and distress caused by the sleep difficulties. A 5-point Likert scale was used
to rate each item (e.g., 0 = no problem; 4 = very severe problem), yielding a total score ranging
from 0 to 28. The total score was interpreted as follows: the absence of insomnia (0–7); subthreshold insomnia (8–14); moderate insomnia (15–21); and severe insomnia (22–28).
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Employees’ personality dispositions such as positive or negative affect may influence
their depletion (Wright & Cropanzano, 1998). Therefore, positive, or negative affect was
measured on Watson, et al.’s (1988) 20-item PANAS scale, and its effect was controlled. The
scale consists of several words that describe different feelings and emotions that one generally
feels.
Analytical Strategy
To test the theoretical model, Model 4 in Hayes (2013) PROCESS macro was used. The
mediation model examines the relationship between the independent variables (in this case, work
overload and customer mistreatment) and the dependent variable (in this case, PSRB-S) via
the mediator (in this case, employee depletion). The strengths of Hayes (2013) PROCESS macro
are that regardless of how many equations are needed, it is a very simple and user-friendly
modeling system. Moreover, the inference is based on bootstrapping methods. Bootstrapping is a
non-parametric method based on resampling with a replacement which is done many times, e.g.,
5000 times. From each of these samples, the indirect effect is computed, and a sampling
distribution can be empirically generated (Kenny, 2018). Since the indirect effect is not normally
distributed, bootstrapping distribution tests the indirect effect by comparing whether the 95%
confidence interval of the indirect effect includes zero.
The assumptions associated with a Hayes (2013) PROCESS macro are linearity (the
relationship between IV and the mean of DV is linear); homoscedasticity (the variance of
residual is the same for any value of IV); independence (observations are independent of each
other); and normality (for any fixed value of IV, DV is normally distributed). Weaknesses of
Hayes (2013) PROCESS macro are that it offers no omnibus measure of model fit. Since the
focus of this study is to test the hypotheses and the direction of the relationship, and not a model
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comparison, a model fit is not needed. Moreover, it is susceptible to bias in the estimation of
effects due to random measurement error. However, using an average of all items provided a
conservative estimation.
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Study 1 - Results
Sample Information
Study 1 tested the mediating role of depletion on the relationship between customer
mistreatment/work overload and PSBS. We invited hospitality employees via Amazon M-Turk
to participate in the survey in exchange for a small compensation ($1) when they complete the
Day 1 survey and addition of ($2) when they complete Day 2 survey. After the qualification
questions that ensured participants aged 18 years or above and were working in the US
hospitality industry in a full-time, frontline customer-contacting position, participants were asked
about their age, gender, and race on Day 1. Next, they reported their customer mistreatment and
work overload. Participants who completed the Day 1 survey, were invited to participate in the
Day 2 survey. After excluding incomplete responses, the final sample comprised 482 hospitality
employees (completion rate = 71.83%). Table 7 shows the sample characteristics. Participants
had an average age of 35.62 years (SD = 10.32) and 36.9 % of the participants were female. The
majority of the participants (48.8%) were white/Caucasian and African American (45.9%).
Participants worked in a variety of hospitality segments (restaurants, hotel/ lodging, etc.) with an
average industry experience of 3.59 years (SD = 1.23).

Table 7
Study 1 Demographic Characteristics
Frequency
M = 35.62 (SD = 10.32)
16
179
172
75
40

Age (in years)
18-20
21-30
31-40
41-50
>51
Gender
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Percentage
3.3%
37.1%
35.7%
15.6%
8.3%

Male
Female

304
178

63.1%
36.9%

235
221
16
4
8
0
2

48.8%
45.9%
3.3%
0.8%
1.7%
0%
0.4%

10
99
108
163
64
38

2.1%
20.5%
22.4%
33.8%
13.3%
7.9%

55
170
71
50
121
9
6

11.4%
35.3%
14.7%
10.4%
25.1%
1.9%
1.2%

Race
White
Black or African American
Asian
Latino or Hispanic
American Indian or Alaska Native
Middle Eastern
Other
Industry Experience (in years)
less than or equal to 1 year
1–3 years
3–5 years
5–10 years
10–20 years
>20 years
Hospitality industry segment
Food and beverage
Travel & Tourism
Lodging
Recreation
Meeting & Events
Airline/Cruise
Other

M = 3.59 (SD = 1.23)

7

Table 8 shows the means, standard deviations, and intervariable correlations of studied
variables. Customer mistreatment was related to positively depletion (r = .56, p < .01). Work
overload is positively related to depletion (r = .56, p < .01). Moreover, depletion was positively
related to PSRB-S (r = .65, p < .01).
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Table 8
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

1. Age (in years)

M
SD
35.03 11.89

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

2. Gender (Male vs.
Female)
3. Race (White vs.
Color)
4. Industry
experience (in years)
5. Positive Affect

0.36

0.48

0.03

0.48

0.5

-0.07

.09*

3.59

1.23

.12**

-.09*

-.16**

3.82

0.86

.32**

-0.04

-.15**

.09*

(.89)

6. Negative Affect

3.12

1.26

.25**

-0.07

-.19**

.16**

.42**

(.96)

7. Insomnia

2.43

0.97

.21**

-.12**

-.22**

.12**

.45**

.80**

(.85)

8. Work Overload

3.85

0.85

.29**

0.00

-.11*

.14**

.51**

.64**

.65**

(.73)

9. Customer
Mistreatment
10. Depletion

3.69

0.93

.32**

-0.01

-.14**

.14**

.54**

.74**

.75**

.80**

(.95)

3.84

0.89

0.06

-0.05

-.19**

.11*

.19**

.50**

.52**

.56**

.56**

(.82)

11. PSRB-S

3.65

1.06

.12**

-0.07

-.23**

.15**

.31**

.59**

.66**

.46**

.62**

.65**

8

N = 482, p < .1, * p < .05, ** p <.01
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11

(.91)

Hypotheses Testing
Table 9 shows the path analysis results, which were analyzed using Hayes (2013)
PROCESS, Model 4. Variables such as age, race, tenure at current job, overall tenure in the
hospitality industry, mood, and insomnia in Day 1 were controlled for. Supporting H1, customer
mistreatment (Day 1) was positively related to next day employee depletion (β = .19, p < .01).
H2 which states work overload is positively related to employee depletion was also supported (β
= .45, p < .01). Supporting H3, depletion is positively related to PSRB-S (β = .15, p < .01). The
significance of the indirect effects is tested using the non-parametric bootstrapping technique to
re-create the confident interval (CI) of the coefficients. H4 which suggests “Employee depletion
mediates the relationship between customer mistreatment and PSRB-S” was supported (indirect
effect = .03, 90% CI = [.003, .08]). H5 which suggests “Employee depletion mediates the
relationship between work overload and PSRB-S” was also supported (indirect effect = .07, 90%
CI = [.001, .15]).

Table 9
Path Analysis Results
Predictors \ Outcomes

Depletion

Intercepts

1.04

PSRB-S
**

-.06

Age

.00

.00

Gender

.01

.00

Race

-.07

Tenure in the current job

.00

Overall Tenure in the hospitality industry

.00

Positive Affect

-.11

Negative Affect

-.01

Insomnia

.35
65

-.05
†

.00
.00

**

.12
.07

**

.47

**
†
**

Depletion

.15

Customer Mistreatment

.19

Work Overload

.45

R-sq

.57

F

60.11

**

.45

**

-.12

**
**
*

.66
**

77.96

**

N = 482, † p <.1, * p < .05, **; p < .01
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Summary
This chapter describes the results for Study 1, which tested the effect of customer
mistreatment and work overload on PSRB-S via the mediating role of employee depletion. As
summarized in Table 10, all H1 to H5 are supported. Thus, Study 1 provides support for H1-H5.

Table 10
Study 1 Results Summary
Beta/ indirect
effects

Hypotheses
H1. Customer mistreatment is positively related to

employee depletion.
H2. Work overload is positively related to employee
depletion.
H3. Employee depletion is positively related to
PSRB-S.
H4. Employee depletion mediates the relationship
between customer mistreatment and PSRB-S.
H5. Employee depletion mediates the relationship
between work overload and PSRB-S.
10
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.19
.45
.15
.03
.07

p/ CI

p < .01
p < .01
p < .01
[.00, .08]
[.00, .15]

Supported
Supported
Supported
Supported
Supported

Study 1: Discussion
The purpose of Study 1 of the dissertation was to examine how the effect of customermistreatment and excessive workload of the job deplete hospitality employees’ limited pool of
mental resources. Subsequently, whether this state of depletion influences employees to defy
organizational rules and engage in PSRB-S to provide delightful guest service was also tested.
Overall, this study tested whether employee depletion mediates the relationship between
customer-mistreatment and PSRB-S, and that between work overload and PSRB-S. Results of
the study suggest that customer mistreatment and work overload is positively related to
employee depletion. Moreover, employee depletion is found to be positively related to PSRB-S.
Lastly, it is evident that employee depletion mediates the relationship between customer
mistreatment and PSRB-S as well as the relationship between work overload and PSRB-S.
Study 1: Theoretical implication
In addressing the research questions, this study makes some significant theoretical
contributions. First, this research contributes to the depletion theory by establishing the
mechanism of employee PSRB-S. Previous literature used ethical climate theory (Baskin, et al.,
2016; Vardaman, et al., 2014), deonance theory (Ambrose, et al., 2015), job characteristics
theory (Youli, et al., 2014), and attribution theory (Bryant, et al., 2010) to examine antecedents
of PSRB-S. This study extends the literature of depletion theory by establishing it as the
mediator between customer mistreatment/work overload and PSRB-S.
Second, this research enriches PSRB-S literature by extending antecedents that are
pertinent to the unique nature of the hospitality industry. Previous literature established
personality traits (Dahling, et. al, 2012), organizational climate (Kaufman, 2013), leadership
style (Youli, et al., 2014) as generic antecedents of PSRB-S. This establishes the two antecedents
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that are highly relevant to the hospitality industry: customer mistreatment is related to the
customer-encounter of the job, and work overload is related to the long hour nature of hospitality
jobs. Although job demand is an established antecedent (Dahling, et. al, 2012) of PSRB-S, work
overload is different from job demands because job demands are all aspects of a job that require
continuous physical and/or psychological effort whereas work overload is the job characteristics
that features with a continuous depletion of an individual’s cognitive resources to fulfill job
requirements (Peterson, et al., 1995).
Lastly, considering the vulnerability of hospitality employees to regular customermistreatment, this research examines the outcome of customer mistreatment on employees’
PSRB-S. Previous studies suggested that employee well-being (Arnold & Walsh, 2015);
emotional exhaustion (Baranik, et al., 2017); and job performance (Liu, et al., 2014) as
consequences of customer-mistreatment. Since customers and employees interact in real-time in
hospitality, it is important to investigate the immediate effect of customer-mistreatment i.e.,
PSRB-S. By doing so, this study explains how customers contribute to the service they receive.
Moreover, a recent study suggests that employees return good for evil i.e. employees
encountering customer incivility provide extra-role customer through the mediating role of work
engagement (Zhu et al., 2019). However, this paper establishes that when employees encounter
customer mistreatment, they try to disengage from the process to avoid depletion of their
resources and perform PSRB-S. They return good for evil only to detach themselves from the
evil.
Study 1: Limitations
The research has several methodological strengths. First, data in the main study was
collected in two-time-point. Although we can only provide indirect evidence of causality, the
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time-lagged design reduces the concerns of common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
However, this study uses self-reported measures of customer-mistreatment. Although this helps
us to test our theoretical model by ensuring that employees witnessed mistreating customers, it
was difficult for participants to understand the customers’ behavioral tone (Lee & Pee, 2013).
Participants might either overestimate or underestimate a customers’ behavior based on their
sensitivity and mood. I recommend future studies to take a field observation approach to
understand the effect of customer mistreatment on employee PSRB-S.
Secondly, work overload was measured on a self-rated measurement scale. The scale is a
subjective measure of employees’ perceived workload. It is not capable of monitoring
employees’ workload during their operation phase dynamically. We recommend future
researchers employ physiological measurement approaches such as electro-cardiac activity,
respiration, skin-based measures, blood pressure, ocular measures, and electrical brain activity to
measure workload among employees (Fried et al., 1984, Ganster & Schaubroeck, 1991). These
measures can record the employee's mental data continuously with less interruption on the work
activities.
Thirdly, this study may be limited by the problem of generalizability. The study samples
from a population of entry-level customer-contacting hospitality employees who are living in the
US. Therefore, the results of the study cannot be generalized upon hospitality employees
working in a supervisory role or above. Moreover, the sample of the study is non-representative
of the front-line hospitality workers living outside of the US, so the results cannot be generalized
upon foreign workers outside of the US. Future research must be conducted by recruiting
hospitality employees from all strata of the organization who work in a customer-contacting
position, and in foreign locations.
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Chapter 4
Study 2 - Method
Participants and Procedures
A scenario-based experiment was used to test the customer perspective section of the
theoretical model (H6 - H10). Hospitality consumers were recruited from Amazon M-Turk in
exchange for monetary compensation ($2). After the consent process (which were gathered
before participants can begin reading scenarios, where the purpose of the study was explained
and confidentiality and anonymity were assured), participants answered two qualification
questions, including 1) “What is your age” and 2) “When was the last time you dined in a casual
dining restaurant (years and months). Only participants who are 18 years or more in age and
have dined in a restaurant within the past six months are eligible to participate in the study.
The research used a 3 (the type of PSRB-S: provided extra-service vs prioritized guest vs
waived service charge) × 3 (the type of customer: benefiter vs observer without similar needs vs
observer with similar needs) × 2 (level of PSRB-S: high vs low) between subject factorial
design. Participants were randomly assigned to 18 experiment groups and were asked to read one
of the 18 scenarios. Random assignment eliminates systematic differences between participants
by condition and ensures that the experiment has internal validity (Campbell & Stanley, 1973).
All 18 scenarios described a restaurant situation and participants were asked to imagine
themselves as a customer in the restaurant. These scenarios involve a customer request their
servers to break an organizational rule for them, followed by a description of whether the
employees enact the prosocial rule-breaking behaviors. Appendix B lists the scenarios. After
reading the scenario, participants reported their depletion, tendency to engage in customer
mistreatment, and satisfaction. This study follows Cohen's (1992) recommendation of 35
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participants per experiment group, which is sufficient to detect a medium‐sized effect with a
power of 0.80 at the 0.05 significance level. Considered there are 18 experiment groups, I
targeted to sample 630 participants.
Manipulations and Measures
Types of PSRB-S
Three different types of PSRB-S are developed based upon Ghosh & Shum’s (2019)
study on hospitality employees’ rule-breaking behavior. In a restaurant setting, the three types of
PSRB-S can be distinctly differentiated through three scenarios. Participants read a situation
related to one type of PSRB-S where customers (participants or someone else) ask if their server
can arrange for a cab (type I: provide extra-service), or ask if they can be seated before other
guests (type II: prioritize guest), or ask if the server can accept an expired coupon (type III:
waived service charge). Type I PSRB-S scenario is developed from the researcher’s personal
experience and is in-line with Ghosh and Shum’s (2019) idea of “provide extra-service” which is
defined as going an extra-mile and providing services beyond employees’ conventional duties
and responsibilities. Type II PSRB-S scenario is developed from an example form of prioritizing
guests from Ghosh and Shum’s (2019) study, which can be categorized as prioritizing a certain
guest over other guests while breaking the organizational norm. Type III PSRB-S scenario is
inspired by Curtis's (2013) study on restaurant employees’ PSB. It corresponds to Ghosh and
Shum’s (2019) definition of “waived service charge” which is defined as providing certain
monetary rebates to the customer in terms of discount, reimbursement, or refund by defying
organizational policies. Two manipulation check items were asked after the scenario to ensure
participants read and understand the scenario. The first item is, “what is the employee requested
to do (1 = serve drinks without any order of food, 2 = get some guests seated first, 3 = accept an
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expired coupon).” The second item ask “Which of the following best describe the customers’
request (1 = the customers want the employee to go an extra mile and provide services beyond
employees’ conventional duties and responsibilities, 2 = the customer wants the employees to
prioritize themselves over other guests while breaking the organizational norm, 3 = the customer
wants the employee to provide certain monetary rebate to the customer in terms of discount,
reimbursement or refund by defying organizational policies).
Benefiters vs. Observers. The moderating role of the type of customers (benefiter vs
observer without similar needs, vs. observer with similar needs) in the relationship between
PSRB-S and customer outcomes can be tested by utilizing 3 sets of scenarios (each with 6
variations). In the benefiter scenario, participants play the role of a benefiters where they are the
customers as if the server can book a cab or ask if they can be seated before a long queue of
waiting for guests or ask an employee to accept their expired coupon. In observers without
similar needs, participants play the role of observers where they overhear the benefiters, but they
do not have similar needs. In the observers with similar needs scenarios, participants play the
role of observers where they overhear the benefiters, and they have a similar need. Two
manipulation check items were inserted after the scenario for the ‘type of customer’ variable.
First, participants were asked “What is your role in the scenario, (1 = customer requesting an
employee to break a rule; 2 = customer who is observing another customer interacting with an
employee; 3 = the employee who is serving the customers).” Second, participants were asked
“how are you experiencing the scenario, (1 = as a customer asking the employee to break a rule
for yourself; 2 = as a customer overhearing another customer with a similar need, asking the
employee to break a rule; 3 = as a customer overhearing another customer asking the employee
to break a rule.”
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Level of PSRB-S. The level of PSRB-S was manipulated by the employee response:
whether the employee breaks (or not break) an organizational rule on behalf of a customer by
providing additional service (in the case of PSRB-S type I, adapted from Morrison, 2006) or
serving the customer faster (in the case of PSRB-S type II, adapted from Ghosh & Shum, 2019),
or accepting an expired coupon (in the case of PSRB-S type III, adapted from Curtis, 2013).
PSRB-S manipulation was checked with the aid of five of the questions of PSRB-S adapted from
Dahling et al.'s (2012) PSRB-S scale. The questions were changed in a way to reflect a customer
rating of employee’s PSRB-S. Participants rated the five questions on a 5-point Likert scale (1 =
strongly disagree, and 5 = strongly agree). Sample questions include: “the employee gave good
service to customers by ignoring organizational policies that interfere with their job”, “the
employee broke rules that stood in the way of good customer service” and “the employee broke
organizational rules to provide better customer service.”
Depletion. After reading the scenario, participants report the level of depletion using
Ciarocco et al. (2010) depletion 4-item scale using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree,
and 5 = strongly agree). Items included asking how one felt after the interactions with the
server… “You felt mentally exhausted,” “It takes a lot of effort for you to concentrate on
something,” “You felt worn out” and “Your mental energy ran low.”
Customer mistreatment. Customer-mistreatment was measured using Wang et. al’s
(2011) 18-item scale using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, and 5 = strongly agree).
Sample items include “I will demand special treatment from the employee,” “I will yell at the
employee” and “I will use condescending language to the employee.”
Customer satisfaction. customer satisfaction was assessed using Finn's (2005) four-item
scale using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, and 5 = strongly agree). Sample items
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include “the service was satisfying to me”, “the service was as good as I expected”, “I felt
comfortable with the service” and “the service was worth the time I spent.”
Attention check. The survey implemented one attention check question as a way to
increase the respondent’s attention and awareness mid-survey (Hauser & Schwarz, 2015). The
question read as “Select somewhat agree for this question (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat
disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = somewhat agree and 5 = strongly agree).”
Participant’s failure to pass the attention check question was considered as an invalid response
and were not included in the analysis.
Analytical Strategy
To provide a conservative test of the hypotheses, I conducted nine (3 types × 3 outcomes)
separate ANOVA to test the effect of PSRB-S level on depletion, customer mistreatment, and
customer satisfaction for each type of PSRB-S. Next, three ANOVA were used to test the
interactive effect of the type of customer and level of PSRB-S on depletion for each of the types
of PSRB-S. Specifically, three 3 (the type of customer: benefiter vs observer without similar
needs vs observer with similar needs) × 2 (level of PSRB-S: high vs low) analyses of variance
were performed on depletion for each type of PSRB-S. The ANOVA test assumes that the
dependent variable should be normally distributed within groups, there are linear relationships
among all pairs of dependent variables, all pairs of covariates, and all dependent variablecovariate pairs in each cell. Moreover, the dependent variables exhibit equal levels of variance
across the range of predictor variables.
ANOVA has its strengths in experimental situations where at least some of the
independent variables are manipulated. First, by measuring several dependent variables in a
single experiment, there is a better chance of discovering which factor is truly important.
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However, there are certain cautions as well. There can be some ambiguity about which
independent variable affects each dependent variable. Thus, the observer must make many
potentially subjective assumptions. Moreover, one degree of freedom is lost for each dependent
variable that is added. The gain of power obtained from decreased SS error may be offset by the
loss in these degrees of freedom (French et al., 2018).
I tested the indirect effects using Haye's (2012) Process Macro (Model 7) in SPSS. The
assumptions associated with a Hayes (2013) PROCESS macro are linearity (the relationship
between IV and the mean of DV is linear); homoscedasticity (the variance of residual is the same
for any value of IV); independence (observations are independent of each other); and normality
(for any fixed value of IV, DV is normally distributed). Weaknesses of Hayes (2013) PROCESS
macro are that it offers no omnibus measure of model fit.
I added multiple control variables while testing the proposed model. First, the lower the
customer's age, the greater is the likelihood of misbehavior (Daunt & Harris, 2011). Second,
male customers are more likely to engage in customer misbehavior than female customers
(Daunt & Harris, 2011). Third, customers of multiple races are found to exhibit discriminatory
behavior based upon the employee’s race (Lynn et al., 2008). Therefore, all analyses included
customer age, gender, race as control variables. The dining frequency of the customer has a
significant effect on their satisfaction (Liang & Zhang, 2011). As the frequency of customers
dining at a restaurant has changed drastically due to the pandemic, the number of times per
month the customer dined in restaurants before COVID and after COVID was measured and
controlled. To check the robustness of the results, each analysis is further tested in two ways: one
with observations that passed all the manipulation checks (i.e., all correct) and one with
observations that either passed or failed comprehension check questions (i.e., all data).
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Study 2 - Results
A 3 (type of PSRB-S: provided extra-service vs prioritized guest vs waived service
charge) × 3 (the type of customer: benefiter vs observer without similar needs vs observer with
similar needs) × 2 (level of PSRB-S: high vs low) between-subject factorial scenario-based
experiments were used to test the theoretical model. Hospitality consumers who are 18 years or
more in age and have dined in a restaurant within the past six months were recruited from
Amazon M-Turk in exchange for monetary compensation ($2).
A manipulation check was run to test whether the PSRB-S types differ in terms of PSRBS level. The results of a mean-comparison of PSRB-S by PRSR-B type (F = .26, ns) show that
the PSRB-S types do not differ in terms of PSRB-S level. Moreover, the PSRB-S types differ
significantly from each other theoretically (Ghosh & Shum, 2019). Therefore, for ease of each
scenario were analyzed separately and titled the following sections as Type A, Type B, and Type
C. Each one involved a 3 (the type of customer: benefiter vs observer without similar needs vs
observer with similar needs) × 2 (level of PSRB-S: high vs low) between subject factorial
design. Participants were randomly assigned to read one of the 6 scenarios. Overall, 1822
participants tried to take the survey, out of which 858 were retained after eliminating missing
data and participants who failed attention checks (Completion rate = 47.09%). To ensure
participants are paying attention to and understand the manipulation, I only retained the data that
pass attention checks in the main analysis (Hauser & Schwarz, 2016). A robustness analysis was
conducted with all data. After excluding missing data and participants who fail the attention
checks, 283 participants (Completion rate = 71.83%) were retained in the first experiment
scenario. 291 participants (Completion rate = 89.26%) and 283 participants (Completion rate =
87.62%) were retained in the scenario second and third scenario, respectively.
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Table 11
Demographic Characteristics

Age (in years)
18-20
21-30
31-40
41-50
>51

Frequency
M = 37.51 (SD = 11.43)
22
280
291
137
133

Percentage

2
561
298

0.2%
65.0%
34.5%

398
424
33
36
12
11

43.17%
45.99%
3.58%
3.90%
1.30%
1.19%

8

0.87%

5
26
69
363
142
254

0.6%
3.0%
8.0%
42.1%
16.5%
29.4%

53
321
334
89
49
13

6.1%
37.4%
38.7%
10.3%
5.7%
1.5%

2.5%
32.4%
33.7%
15.9%
15.4%

Gender
Non-binary
Male
Female
Race
White
Black or African American
Asian
Latino or Hispanic
American Indian or Alaska Native
Middle Eastern
Native Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander
Highest level of education
less than high school
High school graduate
Some college
College Degree
Undergraduate degree
Graduate degree
Household income from the previous year before taxes
Less than $20,000
$20,000 to $ 49,999
$50,000 to $79,999
$80,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$150,000 or more

11
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Type A: Provide Extra-service
A one-way ANOVA by level of PSRB-S (high-low) revealed a non-significant direct
effect of PSRB-S level on depletion (F = .52, ns), customer mistreatment (F = .18, ns), and
customer satisfaction (F = 4.07, ns). Interestingly, a one-way ANOVA by type of customer
(benefiter, an observer with similar need, observer without similar need) revealed a significant
direct effect on depletion (F = 2.03, p < .1) and non-significant direct effect on customer
mistreatment (F = 1.84, ns). However, there was a significant effect of type of customer
(benefiter, observer with similar need, observer without similar need) on customer satisfaction (F
= 3.60, p < .05). Finally, ANOVA results do not support the interactive effect of level of PSRBS and type of customers (F = .85, ns). Thus, H6, which states that “Type of customers moderates
the relationship between PSRB-S and customer depletion such that a) the relationship is negative
for benefiters, and b) the relationship is not significant for observers without similar needs c) the
relationship is positive for observers with similar needs” was not supported for PSRB-S Type-A.

Table 12
ANOVA Results (Main Results, Type A)
Conditions
Level when PSRB-S was low
Level when PSRB-S was high
F
Level in the case of benefiters
Level in the case of observers with similar needs
Level in the case of observers without similar
needs

Depletion
3.01
2.76
.52
3.35
2.38

Customer
Mistreatment
2.65
2.79
.18
3.21
2.42

Customer
Satisfaction
3.91
4.22
4.07
3.94
4.55

2.83

2.57

3.94
*

F
Level in the case of benefiters and when PSRB-S
was low
Level in the case of observers with similar needs
and when PSRB-S was low

2.03
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†

1.84

3.60

3.34

-

-

2.50

-

-

*

Level in the case of observers without similar
needs and when PSRB-S was low
Level in the case of benefiters and when PSRB-S
was high
Level in the case of observers with similar needs
and when PSRB-S was high
Level in the case of observers without similar
needs and when PSRB-S was high
F

2.95

-

-

3.36

-

-

2.33

-

-

2.69
.85

-

-

12

N = 70, † p < .1 * p < .05 ** p < .01

The results of the indirect effect of PSRB-S on customer mistreatment and customer
satisfaction are summarized in Table 13. Supporting H7, which suggests “Customer depletion is
positively related to customer mistreatment”. Specifically, depletion had a positive and
significant effect on customer mistreatment (β = .74, p < .01). However, H9, which states that
“customer depletion is negatively related to customer satisfaction” was not supported as
depletion did not have a significant effect on customer satisfaction (β = -.05, ns).
The significance of the indirect effects is tested using the non-parametric bootstrapping
technique to re-create the confident interval (CI) of the coefficients. H8a which suggests
“Depletion mediates the negative indirect relationship between PSRB-S and customer
mistreatment for benefiters” was not supported (indirect effect = -.01, 90% CI = [-1.06, 1.01]).
Also, H8b which suggests “Depletion mediates the positive indirect relationship between PSRBS and customer mistreatment for observers with similar needs” was not supported (indirect effect
= -.01, 90% CI = [-1.35, 1.27]). H10a which suggests that “Benefiters’ depletion mediates the
positive indirect relationship between PSRB-S and customer satisfaction” was not supported
(indirect effect = .00, 90% CI = [-.12, .16]). Also, H10b which suggests “Observer’s (with
similar needs) depletion mediates the negative indirect relationship between PSRB-S and
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customer satisfaction” was not supported (indirect effect = -.00, 90% CI = [-.15, .22]). Table 13
shows the results of a conditional process analysis for PSRB-S Type-A.

Table 13
Path Analysis (Main results, Type A)
Predictors \ Outcomes

Depletion
**

Customer
Mistreatment

Customer
Satisfaction

.50

4.45
-.01

**

Intercepts

3.47

Age

-.02

.00

.01

.00

Gender
Race

-.58

Before COVID dining average
After COVID dining average
PSRB-S
Benefiter vs. Observer
The observer with similar need vs.
Observer without similar need
PSRB-S* Benefiter vs. Observer
PSRB-S* Observer with similar need
vs. Observer without similar need

-.57

.01
.12

.01
†

-.02
*

.36

.20

--

--

-.52

--

--

.25

--

--

.26

--

.24

F

.01

.03

.74

1.83

30.86

.27

-**

.78
†

†

-.35

-.27

Depletion
R2

.00
**

-.05
.11

**

1.07

13

N = 70, † p <.1, * p < .05, **; p < .01

Although there was no significant interaction effect between PSRB-S and the type of
customers, we plot the interaction results for the sake of fully understanding the results. Figure 2
shows the non-significant moderation effect of PSRB-S and type of customer on depletion.
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Figure 2
Moderation Plot (Main results, Type A)

Depletion
3.9
3.8
3.7
3.6
3.5
3.4
3.3
Observers without similar
needs

Benefiter
Low PSRB-S

Observers with similar needs

High PSRB-S

2

Type B: Prioritize Guest
A one-way ANOVA by level of PSRB-S (high-low) revealed that PSRB-S level had a
non-significant direct effect on depletion (F = .04, ns), customer mistreatment (F = 1.35, ns), and
customer satisfaction (F = .15, ns). A one-way ANOVA by type of customer (benefiter, an
observer with a similar need, an observer without similar need) revealed a non-significant direct
effect on depletion (F = .31, ns), on customer mistreatment (F = .77, ns), and customer
satisfaction (F = .43, ns). Finally, ANOVA results do not support the interactive effect of level of
PSRB-S and type of customers (F = .57, ns). Thus, H6, which states that “Type of customers
moderates the relationship between PSRB-S and customer depletion such that a) the relationship
is negative for benefiters, and b) the relationship is not significant for observers without similar
needs c) the relationship is positive for observers with similar needs” was not supported for
PSRB-S Type B. Table 14 shows the ANOVA results.
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Table 14
ANOVA Results (Main results, Type B)
Conditions

Depletion

Customer
Mistreatment

Customer
Satisfaction

Level when PSRB-S was low

2.97

2.49

3.78

Level when PSRB-S was high

2.92

2.83

3.69

.04

1.35

.15

2.80

2.44

3.67

2.96

2.94

4.00

3.05

2.76

3.69

.31

.77

.43

2.23

-

-

2.64

-

-

2.69

-

-

2.70

-

-

3.15

-

-

2.81

-

-

.57

-

-

F
Level in the case of benefiters
Level in the case of observers with
similar needs
Level in the case of observers without
similar needs
F
Level in the case of benefiters and when
PSRB-S was low
Level in the case of observers with
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
low
Level in the case of observers without
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
low
Level in the case of benefiters and when
PSRB-S was high
Level in the case of observers with
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
high
Level in the case of observers without
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
high
F
14

†

*

**

N = 80, p <.1, p < .05, ; p < .01

The results of the indirect effect of PSRB-S on customer mistreatment and customer
satisfaction are summarized in Table 15. Supporting H7, which suggests “Customer depletion is
positively related to customer mistreatment”. Specifically, depletion had a positive and
significant effect on customer mistreatment (β = .70, p < .01). However, H9, which states that
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“customer depletion is negatively related to customer satisfaction” was not supported as
depletion did not have a significant effect on customer satisfaction (β = .06, ns).
The significance of the indirect effects is tested using the non-parametric bootstrapping
technique to re-create the confident interval (CI) of the coefficients. H8a which suggests
“Depletion mediates the negative indirect relationship between PSRB-S and customer
mistreatment for benefiters” was not supported (indirect effect = -.08, 90% CI = [-.68, .66]).
Also, H8b which suggests “Depletion mediates the positive indirect relationship between PSRBS and customer mistreatment for observers with similar needs” was not supported (indirect effect
= .26, 90% CI = [-.79, 1.40]). H10a which suggests that “Benefiters’ depletion mediates the
positive indirect relationship between PSRB-S and customer satisfaction” was not supported
(indirect effect = -.01, 90% CI = [-.09, .18]). Also, H10b which suggests “Observer’s (with
similar needs) depletion mediates the negative indirect relationship between PSRB-S and
customer satisfaction” was not supported (indirect effect = -.02, 90% CI = [-.18, .27]). Table 15
shows the results of a conditional process analysis.

Table 15
Path Analysis (Main Results, Type B)
Predictors \ Outcomes

Depletion

Intercepts

3.46

Age

-.01

Gender

**

.01

Race

-.75

*

Customer
Mistreatment

Customer
Satisfaction

.71

4.13

-.00

-.00

-.00

-.01

-.22

-.24
-.05

**

Before COVID dining average

.04

-.01

After COVID dining average

.05

.02

PSRB-S

-.26

83

.35

.02
†

-.16

†

Benefiter vs. Observer
The observer with similar need vs. Observer
without similar need

-.13
-.65

PSRB-S* Benefiter vs. Observer
PSRB-S* Observer with similar need vs.
Observer without similar need

.15
.63

Depletion

.70

R-sq

.19

F

1.69

**

.55
†

12.73

.06
.07

**

.81

15

N = 80, † p <.1, * p < .05, **; p < .01

Although there was no significant interaction effect between PSRB-S and the type of
customers, we plot the interaction results for the sake of fully understanding the results. Figure 3
shows the non-significant moderation effect of PSRB-S and type of customer on depletion.

Figure 3
Moderation Plot (Main Results, Type B)

Depletion
3.9
3.8
3.7
3.6
3.5
3.4

3.3
Observers without similar
needs

Benefiter
Low PSRB-S

Observers with similar needs

High PSRB-S

3
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Type C: Waived Service Charge
A one-way ANOVA by level of PSRB-S (high-low) revealed a non-significant direct
effect on depletion (F = .69, ns), and customer mistreatment (F = .14, ns). Interestingly, there is a
significant effect on customer satisfaction (F = 5.13, p > .05). Moreover, an one-way ANOVA
by type of customer (benefiter, observer with similar need, observer without similar need)
revealed a significant direct effect on depletion (F = 3.56, p < .05), customer mistreatment (F =
3.31, , p < .05), and a non-significant effect on customer satisfaction (F = .75, ns). Finally, an
ANOVA results did support the interactive effect of level of PSRB-S and type of customers (F =
1.70, p < .1). Thus, H6, which states that “Type of customers moderates the relationship between
PSRB-S and customer depletion such that a) the relationship is negative for benefiters, and b) the
relationship is not significant for observers without similar needs c) the relationship is positive
for observers with similar needs” was supported for PSRB-S Type C. Table 16 shows the
ANOVA results.

Table 16
ANOVA Results (Main Results, Type C)
Conditions

Depletion

Customer
Mistreatment

Customer
Satisfaction

Level when PSRB-S was low

2.58

2.36

3.85

Level when PSRB-S was high

2.34

2.25

4.29

.69

.14

5.13

2.24

2.01

3.93

3.21

2.99

4.26

2.31

2.26

*

F
Level in the case of benefiters
Level in the case of observers with
similar needs
Level in the case of observers without
similar needs
F
Level in the case of benefiters and when
PSRB-S was low

3.56
2.33
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*

3.31
-

4.11
*

.75
-

Level in the case of observers with
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
low
Level in the case of observers without
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
low
Level in the case of benefiters and when
PSRB-S was high
Level in the case of observers with
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
high
Level in the case of observers without
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
high
F

3.59

-

-

2.37

-

-

2.16

-

-

2.86

-

-

2.25

-

-

-

-

1.70

†

16

N = 86, † p <.1, * p < .05, **; p < .01

The results of the indirect effect of PSRB-S on customer mistreatment and customer
satisfaction are summarized in Table 17. Supporting H7, which suggests “Customer depletion is
positively related to customer mistreatment”. Specifically, depletion had a positive and
significant effect on customer mistreatment (β = .74, p < .01). However, H9, which states that
“customer depletion is negatively related to customer satisfaction” was supported as depletion
did not have a significant effect on customer satisfaction (β = -.15, p < .1).
The significance of the indirect effects is tested using the non-parametric bootstrapping
technique to re-create the confident interval (CI) of the coefficients. H8a which suggests
“Depletion mediates the negative indirect relationship between PSRB-S and customer
mistreatment for benefiters” was not supported (indirect effect = -.01, 90% CI = [-.66, .68]).
Also, H8b which suggests “Depletion mediates the positive indirect relationship between PSRBS and customer mistreatment for observers with similar needs” was not supported (indirect effect
= -.17, 90% CI = [-1.25, .90]). H10a which suggests that “Benefiters’ depletion mediates the
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positive indirect relationship between PSRB-S and customer satisfaction” was not supported
(indirect effect = .00, 90% CI = [-.11, .25]). Also, H10b which suggests “Observer’s (with
similar needs) depletion mediates the negative indirect relationship between PSRB-S and
customer satisfaction” was not supported (indirect effect = -.03, 90% CI = [-.23, .34]). Table 17
shows the results of a conditional process analysis.

Table 17
Path Analysis (Main results, Type C)
Predictors \ Outcomes

Customer
Mistreatment

Depletion
**

Intercepts

2.59

.64

Age

-.01

-.01

Gender

-.02

.14

Race

-.39

-.28

Before COVID dining average

-.02

-.04

After COVID dining average

.15

PSRB-S

.17

Benefiter vs. Observer
The observer with similar need vs. Observer
without similar need

.23

**

.09

Customer
Satisfaction
†

**

4.15
.00
-.28

†
†
**

*

-.41
.02

†

.06
**

.19

.58

-

-

.90

-

-

-.18

-

-

-.40

-

†

PSRB-S* Benefiter vs. Observer
PSRB-S* Observer with similar need vs.
Observer without similar need
Depletion

.74

R-sq

.25

F

2.52

**

.74
**

31.37

†

-.15
.17

**

*

2.27

17

N = 86, † p <.1, * p < .05, **; p < .01
There is a significant interaction effect between PSRB-S and the type of customers. So,
we plot the interaction results for the sake of fully understanding the results. Figure 4 shows for
observers with similar needs, the interaction effect of PSRB-S, and the type of customers on
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depletion are negative. Meaning, observers with similar needs have lower depletion when they
witness an employee executing PSRB-S for others. Conversely, benefiters have higher depletion
when an employee engages in PSRB-S for them.

Figure 4
Moderation Plot (Main Results, Type C)

Depletion
4.2

4
3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2
3
Observers without similar
needs

Benefiter
Low PSRB-S

Observers with similar needs

High PSRB-S

4

Short Summary of Study 2 Main Results
Analysis of main data from Study 2 reveals that For Type A and Type B the moderating
role of the type of customer (benefiter, observer with similar need, observer without similar
need) on the relationship between PSRB-S and depletion (H6) was not significant. The direct
effect of depletion on customer mistreatment (H7) was significant. However, the direct effect of
depletion on customer satisfaction (H9) was not significant. Moreover, the mediating role of
depletion on the indirect relationship between PSRB-S and customer mistreatment; and PSRB-S
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and customer satisfaction were insignificant. For Type C, the moderating role of the type of
customer (benefiter, observer with similar need, observer without similar need) on the
relationship between PSRB-S and depletion (H6) was significant. Moreover, the direct effect of
depletion on customer mistreatment (H7) and the direct effect of depletion on customer
satisfaction (H9) was significant. However, the mediating role of depletion on the indirect
relationship between PSRB-S and customer mistreatment; and PSRB-S and customer satisfaction
were non-significant.
Supplementary Analysis: Analyses with all Data
A supplemental analysis was run with all samples that did and did not pass manipulation
checks. The sample size for Type A, Type B, and Type C were 283, 291, and 284, respectively. I
again controlled for employee age, gender, race, number of times per month the customer dined
in restaurants before COVID, and after COVID. I tested the indirect effects using Haye's (2012)
Process Macro (Model 7) in SPSS. Results were consistent with the main results.
Supplementary Analysis 1 for Type A: Provide Extra-service
A one-way ANOVA by level of PSRB-S (high-low) revealed a non-significant direct
effect on depletion (F = .20, ns), customer mistreatment (F = .19, ns), and customer satisfaction
(F = .24, ns). Interestingly, a one-way ANOVA by type of customer (benefiter, observer with
similar need, observer without similar need) revealed a significant direct effect on depletion (F =
3.11, p < .05), on customer mistreatment (F = 4.16, p < .05) and customer satisfaction (F = 3.32,
p < .05). Finally, an ANOVA results do support the interactive effect of level of PSRB-S and
type of customers (F = 1.81, p < .1) on depletion. Thus, H6, which states that “Type of
customers moderates the relationship between PSRB-S and customer depletion such that a) the
relationship is negative for benefiters, and b) the relationship is not significant for observers
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without similar needs c) the relationship is positive for observers with similar needs” was
supported for PSRB-S Type A. Table 18 shows the ANOVA results.

Table 18
ANOVA Results (Supplementary Results 1, Types A)
Conditions

Depletion

Customer
Mistreatment

Customer
Satisfaction

Level when PSRB-S was low

3.64

3.49

4.06

Level when PSRB-S was high

3.57

3.55

4.10

.20

.19

.24

3.83

3.72

4.14

3.58

3.58

4.17

3.42

3.27

F
Level in the case of benefiters
Level in the case of observers with
similar needs
Level in the case of observers without
similar needs
F
Level in the case of benefiters and when
PSRB-S was low
Level in the case of observers with
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
low
Level in the case of observers without
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
low
Level in the case of benefiters and when
PSRB-S was high
Level in the case of observers with
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
high
Level in the case of observers without
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
high
F

3.11

*

4.16

3.93
*

3.32

3.79

-

-

3.77

-

-

3.37

-

-

3.87

-

-

3.40

-

-

-

-

-

-

3.47
1.81

18

N = 283, † p <.1, * p < .05, **; p < .01
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†

*

The results of the indirect effect of PSRB-S on customer mistreatment and customer
satisfaction are summarized in Table 19. Supporting H7, which suggests “Customer depletion is
positively related to customer mistreatment”. Specifically, depletion had a positive and
significant effect on customer mistreatment (β = .78, p < .01). However, H9, which states that
“customer depletion is negatively related to customer satisfaction” was not supported as
depletion had a significant but reverse effect on customer satisfaction (β = .05, ns).
The significance of the indirect effects is tested using the non-parametric bootstrapping
technique to re-create the confident interval (CI) of the coefficients. H8a which suggests
“Depletion mediates the negative indirect relationship between PSRB-S and customer
mistreatment for benefiters” was not supported (indirect effect = .02, 90% CI = [-.30, .36]). Also,
H8b which suggests “Depletion mediates the positive indirect relationship between PSRB-S and
customer mistreatment for observers with similar needs” was not supported (indirect effect = .21, 90% CI = [-.57, .16]). H10a which suggests that “Benefiters’ depletion mediates the positive
indirect relationship between PSRB-S and customer satisfaction” was not supported (indirect
effect = .00, 90% CI = [-.03, .03]). Also, H10b which suggests “Observer’s (with similar needs)
depletion mediates the negative indirect relationship between PSRB-S and customer satisfaction”
was not supported (indirect effect = -.01, 90% CI = [-.06, .02]). Table 19 shows the results of a
conditional process analysis.

Table 19
Path Analysis (Supplementary Results 1, Types A)
Predictors \ Outcomes

Customer
Mistreatment

Depletion

Intercepts

3.51

Age

.00
91

**

.61
.00

Customer
Satisfaction
**
†

**

3.97
.00

Gender

.02

Race

-.50

Before COVID dining average

*
**

.00

After COVID dining average

.06

.00
-.28

.00
**

.00
**

**

-.30
.00

.01

.00
†

PSRB-S

.17

.11

Benefiter vs. Observer
The observer with similar need vs. Observer
without similar need

.35

-

-

.31

-

-

-.15

-

-

PSRB-S* Benefiter vs. Observer
PSRB-S* Observer with similar need vs.
Observer without similar need

.04

†

-.43

Depletion

.78

R-sq

.15

F

4.63

-

**

.74
**

111.17

.05
.07

**

**

2.81

19

N = 283, † p <.1, * p < .05, **; p < .01

There was a marginally significant interaction effect between PSRB-S and the type of
customers, and I plotted the interaction results for the sake of fully understanding the results.
Figure 5 shows the significant moderation effect of PSRB-S and type of customer on depletion.
Specifically, for observers with similar needs, the interactive effect of PSRB-S and the type of
customers on depletion is negative. Moreover, for benefiters, the interactive effect of PSRB-S
and the type of customers on depletion is positive.
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Figure 5
Moderation Plot (Supplementary Results 1, Types A)
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Supplementary Analysis 1 for type B: Prioritize Guest
A one-way ANOVA by level of PSRB-S (high-low) revealed a non-significant direct
effect on depletion (F = .12, ns), customer mistreatment (F = .79, ns), and customer satisfaction
(F = .52, ns). Moreover, a one-way ANOVA by type of customer (benefiter, an observer with a
similar need, an observer without similar need) revealed a non-significant direct effect on
depletion (F = 1.25, ns), on customer mistreatment (F = .89, ns), and customer satisfaction (F =
.67, ns). Finally, an ANOVA results do support the interactive effect of level of PSRB-S and
type of customers (F = .54, ns). Thus, H6, which states that “Type of customers moderates the
relationship between PSRB-S and customer depletion such that a) the relationship is negative for
benefiters, and b) the relationship is not significant for observers without similar needs c) the
relationship is positive for observers with similar needs” was not supported for PSRB-S Type B.
Table 20 shows the ANOVA results.
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Table 20
ANOVA Results (Supplementary Results 1, Types B)

Conditions

Depletion

Customer
Mistreatment

Customer
Satisfactio
n

Level when PSRB-S was low

3.57

3.33

3.97

Level when PSRB-S was high

3.52

3.45

3.89

.12

.79

.52

Level in the case of benefiters
Level in the case of observers with
similar needs
Level in the case of observers
without similar needs

3.69

3.52

4.01

3.48

3.32

3.86

3.46

3.33

3.91

F
Level in the case of benefiters and
when PSRB-S was low
Level in the case of observers with
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
low
Level in the case of observers
without similar needs and when
PSRB-S was low
Level in the case of benefiters and
when PSRB-S was high
Level in the case of observers with
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
high
Level in the case of observers
without similar needs and when
PSRB-S was high

1.25

.89

.67

3.73

-

-

3.46

-

-

3.51

-

-

3.67

-

-

3.50

-

-

3.42

-

-

.54

-

-

F

F
20

N = 291, † p <.1, * p < .05, **; p < .01

The results of the indirect effect of PSRB-S on customer mistreatment and customer
satisfaction are summarized in Table 21. Supporting H7, which suggests “Customer depletion is
positively related to customer mistreatment”. Specifically, depletion had a positive and
significant effect on customer mistreatment (β = .77, p < .01). However, H9, which states that
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“customer depletion is negatively related to customer satisfaction” was not supported as
depletion had a significant but reverse effect on customer satisfaction (β = .21, p < .01).
The significance of the indirect effects is tested using the non-parametric bootstrapping
technique to re-create the confident interval (CI) of the coefficients. H8a which suggests
“Depletion mediates the negative indirect relationship between PSRB-S and customer
mistreatment for benefiters” was not supported (indirect effect = -.09, 90% CI = [-.38, .20]).
Also, H8b which suggests “Depletion mediates the positive indirect relationship between PSRBS and customer mistreatment for observers with similar needs” was not supported (indirect effect
= -.05, 90% CI = [-.38, .30]). H10a which suggests that “Benefiters’ depletion mediates the
positive indirect relationship between PSRB-S and customer satisfaction” was not supported
(indirect effect = -.03, 90% CI = [-.10, .06]). Also, H10b which suggests “Observer’s (with
similar needs) depletion mediates the negative indirect relationship between PSRB-S and
customer satisfaction” was not supported (indirect effect = -.01, 90% CI = [-.13, .07]). Table 21
shows the results of a conditional process analysis.

Table 21
Path Analysis (Supplementary Results 1, Types B).

Predictors \ Outcomes

Customer
Mistreatment

Depletion

Intercepts

3.49

Age

**

.00

Gender

.02

Race

-.86

Before COVID dining average

.01

After COVID dining average

.03

PSRB-S

-.09
95

.54

Customer
Satisfaction
**

.00
†
**
†
*

.00

.00
-.22

-.01
**

.00
.03
.13

**

3.35

*

-.24
.01

**
†

.01
-.09

Benefiter vs. Observer
The observer with similar need vs. Observer
without similar need
PSRB-S* Benefiter vs. Observer
PSRB-S* Observer with similar need vs.
Observer without similar need

.26

-

-

-.03

-

-

.02

-

-

-.23

-

Depletion

.77

R-sq

.22

F

7.73

**

.68
**

85.58

**

.21
.13

**

**

6.06

21

N = 291, † p <.1, * p < .05, **; p < .01

Although there was no significant interaction effect between PSRB-S and the type of
customers, we plot the interaction results for the sake of fully understanding the results. Figure 6
shows the non-significant moderation effect of PSRB-S and type of customer on depletion.

Figure 6
Moderation Plot (Supplementary Results 1, Types B)
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Supplementary Analysis 1 for Type C: Waived Service Charge
A one-way ANOVA by level of PSRB-S (high-low) revealed a non-significant direct
effect on depletion (F = .31, ns), and customer mistreatment (F = .12, ns). Interestingly, there is a
significant effect on customer satisfaction (F = 4.86, p > .05). Moreover, a one-way ANOVA by
type of customer (benefiter, an observer with a similar need, an observer without similar need)
revealed a non-significant direct effect on depletion (F = 1.81, ns), customer mistreatment (F =
1.94, ns), and on customer satisfaction (F = .38, ns). Finally, ANOVA results did not support the
interactive effect of level of PSRB-S and type of customers (F = .87, ns). Thus, H6, which states
that “Type of customers moderates the relationship between PSRB-S and customer depletion
such that a) the relationship is negative for benefiters, and b) the relationship is not significant
for observers without similar needs c) the relationship is positive for observers with similar
needs” was not supported for PSRB-S Type A. Table 22 shows the ANOVA results.

Table 22
ANOVA Results (Supplementary Results 1, Types C).

Conditions

Depletion

Customer
Mistreatment

Customer
Satisfaction

Level when PSRB-S was low

3.29

3.22

4.02

Level when PSRB-S was high

3.23

3.16

4.20

.31

.12

4.86

Level in the case of benefiters
Level in the case of observers with
similar needs
Level in the case of observers without
similar needs

3.30

3.20

4.08

3.41

3.37

4.09

3.07

3.00

4.16

F
Level in the case of benefiters and when
PSRB-S was low

1.81

1.94

.38

3.37

-

-

*

F
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Level in the case of observers with
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
low
Level in the case of observers without
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
low
Level in the case of benefiters and when
PSRB-S was high
Level in the case of observers with
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
high
Level in the case of observers without
similar needs and when PSRB-S was
high
F

3.49

-

-

3.03

-

-

3.23

-

-

3.33

-

-

3.12

-

-

.87

-

-

22

N = 284, † p <.1, * p < .05, **; p < .01

The results of the indirect effect of PSRB-S on customer mistreatment and customer
satisfaction are summarized in Table 23. Supporting H7, which suggests “Customer depletion is
positively related to customer mistreatment”. Specifically, depletion had a positive and
significant effect on customer mistreatment (β = .83, p < .01). However, H9, which states that
“customer depletion is negatively related to customer satisfaction” was not supported as
depletion had a significant but reverse effect on customer satisfaction (β = .01, p < .01).
The significance of the indirect effects is tested using the non-parametric bootstrapping
technique to re-create the confident interval (CI) of the coefficients. H8a which suggests
“Depletion mediates the negative indirect relationship between PSRB-S and customer
mistreatment for benefiters” was not supported (indirect effect = -.18, 90% CI = [-.57, .19]).
Also, H8b which suggests “Depletion mediates the positive indirect relationship between PSRBS and customer mistreatment for observers with similar needs” was not supported (indirect effect
= -.03, 90% CI = [-.41, .35]). H10a which suggests that “Benefiters’ depletion mediates the
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positive indirect relationship between PSRB-S and customer satisfaction” was not supported
(indirect effect = .00, 90% CI = [-.03, .03]). Also, H10b which suggests “Observer’s (with
similar needs) depletion mediates the negative indirect relationship between PSRB-S and
customer satisfaction” was not supported (indirect effect = -.00, 90% CI = [-.03, .02]). Table 23
shows the results of the conditional process.

Table 23
Path Analysis (Supplementary Results 1, Types C)
Predictors \ Outcomes

Customer
Mistreatment

Depletion

Intercepts

3.42

Age

-.01

Gender

-.06

Race

-.77

Before COVID dining average

**
†

.10

PSRB-S

.04

Benefiter vs. Observer
The observer with similar need vs. Observer
without similar need

.31

**

.00
-.23
.02

†

-.03
**

.00
**

**

3.78
.01

.07
**

.00

After COVID dining average

.52

Customer
Satisfaction

†

-.14
.00

†

.02
**

.00

.18

†

.42

PSRB-S* Benefiter vs. Observer
PSRB-S* Observer with similar need vs.
Observer without similar need

-.27
-.08

Depletion

.83

R-sq

.23

F

7.96

**

.77
**

129.23

**

.01
.05

**

*

2.02

23

N = 284, † p <.1, * p < .05, **; p < .01

Although there was no significant interaction effect between PSRB-S and the type of
customers, we plot the interaction results for the sake of fully understanding the results. Figure 7
shows the non-significant moderation effect of PSRB-S and type of customer on depletion.
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Figure 7
Moderation Plot (Supplementary Results 1, Types C)
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Table 24
Study 2 Results Summary
Hypotheses

Hypothesized model with depletion as the mediator
H6. Type of customers moderates the relationship
between PSRB-S and customer depletion such that a)
the relationship is negative for benefiters, and b) the
relationship is not significant for observers without
similar needs c) the relationship is positive for
observers with similar needs.
H7. Customer depletion is positively related to
customer mistreatment.
H8a. Depletion mediates the negative indirect
relationship between PSRB-S and customer
mistreatment for benefiters.
H8b. Depletion mediates the positive indirect
relationship between PSRB-S and customer
mistreatment for observers with similar needs.
H9. Customer depletion is negatively related to
customer satisfaction.
H10a. Benefiters’ depletion mediates the positive
indirect relationship between PSRB-S and customer
satisfaction.
H10b. Observer’s (with similar needs) depletion
mediates the negative indirect relationship between
PSRB-S and customer satisfaction.

Main results (with observations
that passed attention checks)
Type A
Type B
Type C

Supplementary results (with all
data)
Type A
Type B
Type C

Not
supported

Not
supported

Supported

Supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

Not
supported
Not
supported

Not
supported
Not
supported

Supported
Not
supported

Not
supported
Not
supported

Not
supported
Not
supported

Not
supported
Not
supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

Not
supported

24
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Study 2: Discussion
The purpose of Study 2 was to examine the effect of employee PSRB-S on customer
outcomes including customer mistreatment and customer satisfaction through the mediating role
of customer depletion. The moderating role of the type of customer (benefiter vs. vs. observers
without similar needs vs. observer with similar needs) is also investigated. This study employed
an experimental approach where PSRB-S type (provided extra-service vs prioritized guest vs
waived service charge), PSRB-S level (high vs. low), and customer’s role (benefiter vs. observer
with similar needs vs. observer without similar needs) was manipulated by reading scenarios at
the beginning of the survey. Based upon the and customers’ role and PSRB-S level, participants
reported their level of depletion, likeliness to mistreat, and be satisfied at the end of the survey.
PSRB-S type A (provided extra-service) has the least number of participants 70 (25%) that
passed all attention (i.e., comprehension) checks. The low passing rate may be because PSRB-S
type A (provided extra-service) scenarios were based on a rule that is not commonly practiced in
the US. Therefore, participants may have faced difficulty in accurately comprehending the
scenario.
The mediating role of depletion in the relationship between PSRB-S and customer
mistreatment/customer satisfaction was not supported for all PSRB-S types. In short, Study 2
results fail to provide support to the theoretical model illustrates in Figure 1. There can be
multiple reasons for this non-significant result. This may be because the relationship works in a
different mechanism other than the mediating role of customer depletion. According to equity
theory, customers were satisfied when the outcome-to-input ratio of the value invested by an
individual is greater than that of others (Adams, 1963). Therefore, customers’ perception of
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justice may mediate the relationship between PSRB-S and customer mistreatment/customer
satisfaction.
The racial characteristics of the participants suggest that 45.99% of them are African
American and 43.17% are White American. Even though I controlled the effect of race to test the
proposed model, African American and White American customers are found to exhibit distinct
behavior towards restaurant servers (Noll & Arnold, 2004). Therefore, it may be possible that
participants’ demographics had a direct role in the dependent variable (customer satisfaction or
customer mistreatment) without any mediating effect. Moreover, due to the pandemic, people are
extensively stressed out in general. They are stressing out by worrying about their own and their
family’s health, job, education, housing is leaving them depleted. Thus, it is likely that the
depletion reported by participants in the survey was exaggerated and was not essentially caused
by PSRB-S manipulation in the scenarios.
Furthermore, I used a scenario-based survey rather than a field study and manipulated the
role of customers. As a result, the responses to questions might be based on the participant's
rational evaluation of the scenario from the perspective of the benefiters or observers (Jonas,
2001). Therefore, the subject did not emotionally empathize with the PSRB-S situation and did
not report their behavioral intentions effectively. Lastly, the study used fictional scenarios to
manipulate the rules that customers requested employees to break. This method is limited by the
fact that the participants did not know the acceptability for this kind of request in the
organization in real-life situations. That is, they were not able to assess the strictness of the rules
manipulated in the scenarios. Particularly, the specific rule used in Type-A scenarios is quite
exceptional and hard to find in the real world. Therefore, it is plausible that participants
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misconstrued the rule that I aimed to manipulate and did not report their behavioral intentions
reasonably.
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Chapter 5
Discussion
This dissertation establishes the antecedents of PSRB-S from an employee perspective. It
confirms how the effect of customer-mistreatment and excessive workload of the job deplete
employees’ limited pool of mental resources. Subsequently, this state of depletion influences
employees to engage in PSRB-S. Thus, employee depletion mediates the relationship between
customer-mistreatment and PSRB-S, and that between work overload and PSRB-S. In terms of
outcomes, this dissertation investigates the consequences of PSRB-S from three different
customer perspectives through the mediating role of customer depletion. The results of the
dissertation did not find any evidence of a significant relationship between employee PSRB-S
and customer mistreatment/satisfaction. There was no support for the mediating role of customer
depletion in the relationship either. Overall, this dissertation suggests that the customer
prioritizing nature of hospitality results in an interrelationship between customer mistreatment
and employee PSRB-S. It shows the effect of the workload of employees and customermistreatment on PSRB-S.
The dissertation enriches PSRB-S literature by extending antecedents that are pertinent to
the unique nature of the hospitality industry. It explains how customers contribute to the service
they receive. Moreover, this study extends the literature on depletion by verifying the mechanism
of employee PSRB-S occurring from customer mistreatment and work overload. In its attempt to
investigate the outcomes of PSRB-S, this dissertation paves way for some very interesting future
research directions, specifically to investigate whether customers’ perception of justice acts as a
mediates the relationship between employee PSRB-S and customer outcomes (mistreatment or
satisfaction).
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Practical Implications
From a practical standpoint, this study makes a valuable contribution to the field of
hospitality management. The dissertation suggests that customer mistreatment is an endemic that
hospitality employees face regularly (Prosser, 2018) and it often compels them to engage in
PSRB-S through the mediating effect of depletion. Even though customers act unethically by
mistreating employees, complying with such behavior by breaking rules may weaken the
integrity and ethics within the firm’s cultural climate (Berry and Seiders, 2008). Moreover, social
learning theory suggests that engaging in PSRB-S in response to an opportunistic customer’s
misbehavior may induce more of the same behavior from that customer and others (Reynolds
and Harris, 2005). Thus, management should formulate and implement a zero-tolerance policy
for customer mistreatment. Leadership should stress to all internal constituencies that they must
internalize this policy. Employees should be instructed to immediately report to their supervisors
if customers misbehave with them and the supervisors must confront these customers directly.
Supervisors should take regular rounds in the service area to see if any customer is mistreating
the employees. Ease of access to management by customers and employees could reduce many
potentially challenging situations. Moreover, to reduce employees’ PSRB-S reactions to
customer mistreatment, employees should be provided with ongoing training in dealing with
customers who might mistreat employees (e.g., problem-solving techniques). Managers could,
for instance, conduct debriefing sessions with front-line workers where employees are
encouraged to openly share their experiences and their successes and failures with misbehaving
customers, they have encountered. By doing so depleted employees were able to replenish their
drained resources through the manifestation of positive emotions such as feelings of relief and
contentment.
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Secondly, this study establishes that excessive workload induces depletion among
hospitality employees which in turn affects their propensity to engage in PSRB-S. While PSRBS is executed to help the customer, it is nevertheless a violation of organizational policies.
Infringement of organizational rules by one employee can rapidly disrupt the equilibrium of
discipline and consistency in the work environment. Nonetheless, managers can control PSRB-S
among employees by mitigating the stress-effect of excessive workload on employees. Bliese
and Castro (2000) suggest that managerial support can have a stress-buffering effect on
employees. Training that concentrates on supportive leadership must be implemented to enable
managers to prepare an extensive program for employees to obtain a high level of support.
Through efforts, such as verbal/non-verbal communication, solving problems, providing
information and latest technology as well as physical assistance, managers can help conserve
employees’ cognitive resources and control PSRB-S from occurring.
Thirdly, to address the problem of work overload which influences employee PSRB-S,
managers must do a job analysis of front-line employees regularly. Managers should sit with the
employees and create a list of all their tasks and projects and help them prioritize. If needed,
managers should strike some items off the list as well, especially if they do not fall within the
employee’s job description. They must take responsibility for delegating them elsewhere or
putting them on hold. This way, employees can refrain from stressing about work overload and
conserve their cognitive resources and will not find a need to engage in PSRB-S.
Future research
Given the utmost importance of the unique aspects of the hospitality industry on PSRB-S
and the role of PSRB-S in enhancing customer outcomes in the hospitality industry, this
dissertation contributes to extant research. It demonstrates the link between customer
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mistreatment/work overload and PSRB-S through employee depletion. Future research can build
on this model to investigate whether other unique aspects of hospitality such as working in shifts
or intangible service influences employees’ PSRB-S. These are some crucial features of the
industry and it is helpful to know how they influence employee behaviors. It can be expected that
due to the stressful nature of shiftwork and the intangibility of hospitality services, employees
are usually depleted. Employee depletion furthermore causes them to engage in PSRB-S.
Future scholars can investigate pertinent organizational characteristics such as
organizational culture, organizational structure, leadership style, coworker support, employee
empowerment, etc. as antecedents of PSRB-S. We are aware that different organizational
characteristics trigger both positive and negative impacts on employee behavior. Learning which
characteristic influences what effect employee PSRB-S, will help to control this kind of
behavior. Moreover, it will be intriguing to examine how COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in
employees' increased or decreased PSRB-S behaviors. The strict rules imposed on customers
due to the pandemic, combined with the “customer is king” philosophy of the industry have
placed employees in a perplexing condition. Owing to their health concerns, it is expected that
employees will refrain to engage in PSRB-S when customers request them to compromise on
COVID-rules.
Researchers can think of examining whether some of the distinct aspects of hospitality
trigger other forms of prosocial rule-breaking (PSRB-C, PSRB-E) in employees based on this
model. PSRB-S is not the only form of prosocial rule-breaking exhibited by hospitality
employees, almost 30% of them engage in PSRB-C and PSRB-E (Ghosh & Shum, 2019).
Therefore, it will be worthwhile to investigate whether certain distinct hospitality aspects and
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organizational characteristics trigger PSRB-C and PSRB-E, which is a common occurrence in
the industry.
Lastly, future researchers can examine outcomes of PSRB-S on different customers
leading to different customer outcomes. They must probe other mediating mechanisms of PSRBS that may lead to distinct customer outcomes. Even though depletion did not have a significant
mediating effect, other mediators such as justice, conservation of resources, emotional labor, etc.
may lead to customer outcomes such as service quality, customer loyalty, or repurchase
intention.
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Appendix A: Study 1 - Informed Consent

Informed Consent
Department of Hospitality Administration

Title of Study: Prosocial rule-breaking to help customers among hospitality employees
Investigator(s): Dr. Cass Shum, Ankita Ghosh, Wen Jiang
For questions or concerns about the study, you may contact Dr. Cass Shum at 702-895-4912 or
Ankita Ghosh at 702-895-5438.
For questions regarding the rights of research subjects, any complaints or comments regarding
the manner in which the study is being conducted, contact the UNLV Office of Research
Integrity – Human Subjects at 702-895-2794, toll free at 888-581-2794 or via email at
IRB@unlv.edu.

The purpose of the study:
The purpose of this study is to examine the effect of unique aspects of the hospitality industry i.e.
customer mistreatment and work-overload on employees’ prosocial rule-breaking to help
customers through the mediating role of employee depletion.
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Procedures:
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you were asked to do the following things:
Survey 1: You were asked to complete some qualifying questions in advance to make sure that
you fit the target sample. Qualifying questions include, “How old are you? Which industry are
you working in? Which industry are you working in? How many coworkers you have in the team
that work under the same supervisors as you do. Are you working today? Are you working
tomorrow? What was your job level? What best describes your job position?”
If you qualify to participate, you were surveyed on your demographic information (e.g., gender,
race or ethnicity) and your dispositional characteristics (positive and negative affects), job
characteristics (abusive supervision, coworker support, work overload) and your experience with
customer injustice and mistreatment. Sample questions include: “Customers can get people to
listen to what they say”, “I am on my guard against others”, “My coworkers really cared about
my well-being” You were asked to rate your own characteristics and experiences on a 5-point
Likert scale.
Survey 2: If you successfully complete the first survey, you were asked to complete a second
survey the next day. You were asked to complete a qualifying question – “Did you complete the
survey on "Take a survey on your experience of customer mistreatment and work-overload
(around 15 -20 minutes) (Day 1)" yesterday?” – in advance to make sure that you fit the target
sample.
If you qualify to participate, you were asked to complete survey on your turnover intentions, job
performance behaviors, and rule-breaking behavior. Moreover, you will also be asked about your
ego-depletion and sleeping behavior. Sample questions include: “How satisfied/dissatisfied are
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you with your current sleep pattern”, “I break rules that stand in the way of good customer
service” and “I am being friendly and helpful to customers.”
Benefits of participation:
There may not be direct benefits to you as a participant in this study. However, we hope to learn
more about the effect of customer mistreatment and work-overload on employees’ prosocial rulebreaking to help customers.
Risks of Participation:
There are risks involved in all research studies. This study includes only minimal risks. You may
feel uncomfortable when answering some of the questions. You may choose not to answer any
question and may also discontinue participation at any time.
Cost/ Compensation:
There will not be financial cost to you to participate in this study. You will receive a small
financial reward ($1) to compensate for your participation in Survey 1. You will receive an
addition $2 when you complete Survey 2. There are some attention check questions in the
surveys that you have to answer correctly to get compensation. You will also need to complete
the whole survey to get the full compensation.
Participants:
Participants must fulfill the following criteria:
1. Participants must be at least 18 years of age.
2. Participants must be working entry-level, frontline customer-contacting position in the
hospitality industry.
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3. Participants must be working for full-time i.e., 35-40 hours a week.
4. Participant must be working on the days which survey 1 and survey 2 are distributed.
Confidentiality
All information gathered in this study were kept as confidential as possible. No reference were
made in written or oral materials that could link you to this study. All recordings were stored in a
locked facility at UNLV for 5 years after completion of the study. After the storage time, the
information gathered were destroyed.
Voluntary participation
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate in this study or in any
part of this study without any consequences to you.
For questions or concerns about the study, you may contact Ankita Ghosh at 702-895-5438. For
questions regarding the rights of research subjects, any complaints or comments regarding the
manner in which the study is being conducted you may contact the UNLV Office of Research
Integrity – Human Subjects at 702-895-2794, toll free at 877-895-2794, or via email at
IRB@unlv.edu.
******************************************************************************
*************
Participant consent:
I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study. I have been able to ask
questions about the research study. I am at least 18 years of age. A copy of this form has been
given to me.
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Appendix B: Study 1 - Recruitment Materials
Take a survey on your experience of customer mistreatment and work-overload [Day 1]
(around 15 -20 minutes)
This is an academic research to examine the effect of unique aspects of the hospitality industry
i.e., customer mistreatment and work-overload on employees’ prosocial rule-breaking to help
customers through the mediating role of employee depletion.
You must be an adult aged 18 years, working fulltime at entry-level, frontline customercontacting position in the hospitality industry with work shifts scheduled for both today and
tomorrow to participate in this survey.
The survey will take around 15-20 minutes and include the following sections:
•

Section 0: Filter questions for the survey

•

Section 1. How do you feel in general?

•

Section 2. How was your sleep last night?

•

Section 3. Your work experience today related to
o A. your interactions with your customers,
o B. your work, and
o C. your work behaviors.

•

Section 4. About your team and relationship with coworkers in general

•

Section 5. About your supervisor in general and specific interaction today

•

Section 6. Your general information

Select the link below to complete the survey. At the end of the survey, you will receive a code to
paste into the box below to receive credit for taking our survey.
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Make sure to leave this window open as you complete the survey. When you are finished, you
will return to this page to paste the code into the box.
This is an academic research, and we are limited in our funding. You will receive a small
financial compensation ($1) for your participation in this survey. There are some attention check
questions in the survey that you must answer correctly in order to receive the compensation. You
are required to complete the entire survey to receive full compensation.
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Recruitment materials (Survey 2)
Take a survey on your experience of customer mistreatment and work-overload [Day 2]
(around 15-20 minutes)
This is an academic research to examine the effect of unique aspects of the hospitality industry
i.e., customer mistreatment and work-overload on employees’ prosocial rule-breaking to help
customers through the mediating role of employee depletion.
You must be an adult aged 18 years, working fulltime at entry-level, frontline customercontacting position in the hospitality industry with work shifts scheduled for both today and
tomorrow to participate in this survey. Additionally, you must have successfully completed the
first survey (i.e., “Take a survey on your experience of customer mistreatment and workoverload [Day 1]”) yesterday to be eligible to participate in this survey.
The survey contains four sections and will take around 15-20 minutes.
•

Section 1. How was your sleep yesterday?

•

Section 2. Your work experience today

•

-

A. your interactions with your customers today,

-

B. your work today, and

-

C. your work behaviors today.

-

D. Your interactions with your supervisor today

Section 3. Your job searches

Select the link below to complete the survey. At the end of the survey, you will receive a code to
paste into the box below to receive credit for taking our survey.
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Make sure to leave this window open as you complete the survey. When you are finished, you
will return to this page to paste the code into the box.
This is an academic research, and we are limited in our funding. You will receive a small
financial compensation ($2) for your participation in this survey. There are some attention check
questions in the survey that you must answer correctly in order to receive the compensation. You
are required to complete the entire survey to receive full compensation.
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Appendix C: Study 1 - IRB Exempt Notice

UNLV Social/Behavioral IRB - Exempt Review
Exempt Notice
DATE:

May 8, 2020

TO:
FROM:

Wai San (Cass) Shum
Office of Research Integrity - Human Subjects

PROTOCOL TITLE:

[1602977-1] Hospitality Antecedents to Prosocial rule-breaking to help
customers among hospitality employees.

ACTION:
EXEMPT DATE:
REVIEW CATEGORY:

DETERMINATION OF EXEMPT STATUS
May 8, 2020
Exemption category #2i

NEXT REPORT DUE: May 7, 2023
COMPENSATION: Qualtrics, $2-$3 per survey (two surveys total)
Thank you for your submission of New Project materials for this protocol. This memorandum is notification
that the protocol referenced above has been reviewed as indicated in Federal regulatory statutes
45CFR46.101(b) and deemed exempt.
We will retain a copy of this correspondence with our records.
PLEASE NOTE:
Upon final determination of exempt status, the research team is responsible for conducting the research
as stated in the exempt application reviewed by the ORI - HS and/or the IRB which shall include using the
most recently submitted Informed Consent/Assent Forms (Information Sheet) and recruitment materials.
If your project involves paying research participants, it is recommended to contact the ORI Program
Coordinator at (702) 895-2794 to ensure compliance with the Policy for Incentives for Human Research
Subjects.
Any changes to the application may cause this protocol to require a different level of IRB review. Should
any changes need to be made, please submit a Modification Form. When the above-referenced protocol
has been completed, please submit a Continuing Review/Progress Completion report to notify ORI HS of its closure.
If you have questions, please contact the Office of Research Integrity - Human Subjects at IRB@unlv.edu
or call 702-895-2794. Please include your protocol title and IRBNet ID in all correspondence.

Office of Research Integrity - Human Subjects
4505 Maryland Parkway . Box 451047 . Las Vegas, Nevada 89154-1047
-1-
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Appendix D: Study 1 – Survey Questionnaire
Filter questions
1. How old are you? (0 – 100 years).
2. Which industry are you working in? (1 = Construction, 2 = Hospitality, Restaurant, and
Tourism, 3 = Entertainment, 4 = Manufacturing, 5 = Information Technology, 6 =
Healthcare, 7 = Other)
3. Which sector of hospitality industry are you working in? (1 = F&B, 2 = Travel & Tourism,
3 = Lodging, 4 = Recreation, 5 = Meeting and events, 6 = airline/ cruise, 7 = Other)
4. What position are you currently working in? (1 = Frontline, 2 = Supervisor, 3 = Manager)
5. What is your job status? (1 = Full-time, 2 = Half-time)
6. Are you working tomorrow? (1 = Yes, 2 = No)
7. Will your work-shift end before 11:59 pm today? (1 = Yes, 2 = No)
8. What best describes your job position? (1 = customer-contact, 2 = back of the house, 3 =
other)
Other questions
9. What is your gender? (0 = Male, 1 = Female)
10. What is your race or ethnicity? (1 = non-Hispanic white, 2 = Latino or Hispanic American,
3 = Black or African American, 4 = native American, 5 = Asian American, 6 = Middle
eastern or Arab American, 8 = Other) (click all that applies)
11. What type of restaurant do you work in? (1 = Ethnic, 2 = Fast Food, 3 = Fast Casual, 4 =
Casual dining, 5 = Family style, 6 = Fine dining, 7 = other)
12. What is your total work experience in hospitality industry? (years and months)
13. Regarding the customer-contacting position you currently hold:
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a. What is the job position title ____________________?
b. What is your work experience in that job (years and months)?
c. How many hours do you work in that job? (1 to 168 hours)
Brief Mood Introspection Scale
Instruction: Indicate the response on the scale below that indicates how well each adjective or
phrase describes your present mood. (1 = definitely do not feel, 2 = do not feel, 3 = slightly feel,
4 = definitely feel)
1. Lively
2. Drowsy
3. Happy
4. Grouchy
5. Sad
6. Peppy
7. Tired
8. Nervous
9. Caring
10. Calm
11. Content
12. Loving
13. Gloomy
14. Fed up
15. Jittery
16. Active
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Insomnia Severity Index
Instruction:
Please rate the current (i.e., last 2 weeks) severity of your insomnia problem(s).
1. Difficulty falling asleep (0 = None, 1 = Mild, 2 = Moderate, 3 = Severe, 4 = Very
Severe).
2. Difficulty staying asleep (0 = None, 1 = Mild, 2 = Moderate, 3 = Severe, 4 = Very
Severe).
3. Problems waking up too early (0 = None, 1 = Mild, 2 = Moderate, 3 = Severe, 4 =
Very Severe).
4. How satisfied/dissatisfied are you with your current sleep pattern? (0 = very satisfied,
1 = satisfied, 2 = moderately satisfied, 3 = dissatisfied, 4 = very dissatisfied).
5. How noticeable to others do you think your sleep problem is in terms of impairing the
quality of your life? (0 = not at all noticeable, 1 = a little, 2 = somewhat, 3 = much, 4
= very much noticeable).
6. How worried/distressed are you about your current sleep problem? (0 = not at all
worried, 1 = a little, 2 = somewhat, 3 = much, 4 = very much worried).
7. To what extent do you consider your sleep problem to interfere with your daily
functioning (e.g., daytime fatigue, mood, ability to function at work/daily chores,
concentration, memory, mood, etc.) currently? (0 = not at all interfering, 1 = a little, 2
= somewhat, 3 = much, 4 = very much interfering).
PANAS Scale- Watson, et al. (1988)
Instruction:
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Please indicate the degree to which you generally feel this way, that is how you feel on
average (1 = very slightly or not at all, 2 = a little, 3 = moderately, 4 = quite a bit, 5 =
extremely):
1. Interested
2. Distressed
3. Excited
4. Upset
5. Strong
6. Guilty
7. Scared
8. Hostile
9. Enthusiastic
10. Proud
11. Irritable
12. Alert
13. Ashamed
14. Inspired
15. Nervous
16. Determined
17. Attentive
18. Jittery
19. Active
20. Afraid
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Customer mistreatment- Wang, Liao, Zhan, & Shi’s (2011)
Instruction:
The following statements describe many situations that may occur in your interaction
with customers. Please think over your work today and indicate the frequency that your
customers treated you in the following ways during the past one month. Please indicate the
degree to which you agree with the following statements related to customer mistreatment (1 =
strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree):
1. Demanded special treatment.
2. Thought they were more important than others.
3. Asked you to do things they could do by themselves.
4. Vented their bad mood out on you.
5. Did not understand that you had to comply with certain rules.
6. Complained without reason.
7. Made exorbitant demands.
8. Were impatient.
9. Yelled at you.
10. Spoke aggressively to you.
11. Got angry at you even over minor matters.
12. Argued with you the whole time throughout the call.
13. Refused to listen to you.
14. Cut you off mid-sentence.
15. Made demands that you could not deliver.
16. Insisted on demands that are irrelevant to your service.
123

17. Doubted your ability.
18. Used condescending language to you.
Attention Check
Select somewhat agree for this question (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3
= neither agree nor disagree, 4 = somewhat agree and 5 = strongly agree).
Work Overload – Price (2001)
Instruction:
Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements related to
your work overload (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 =
agree, 5 = strongly agree):
1. I do not have enough time to get everything done in my job.
2. My workload is heavy on my job.
3. I have to work very hard at my job.
4. I have to work very fast on my job.
Depletion - Ciarocco, Twenge, Muraven & Tice (2010)
Instruction:
“At the end of the day, you felt …” (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither
agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree):
1. You felt mentally exhausted.
2. It takes a lot of effort for you to concentrate on something.
3. You felt worn out.
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4. Your mental energy ran low.
PSRB-S – Dahling et al. (2012)
Instruction:
Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements related to
PSRB-S (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 =
strongly agree):
1. I break rules that stand in the way of good customer service.
2. I give good service to clients or customers by ignoring organizational policies that
interfere with my job.
3. I break organizational rules to provide better customer service.
4. I bend organizational rules so that I can best assist customers.
5. I assist customers by breaking organizational rules that make good customer service
difficult to provide.
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Appendix E: Study 2 – Informed Consent

Exempt Research Study
Information Sheet
Department of Hospitality Management

Title of Study: Outcomes of prosocial rule-breaking to help customers among hospitality
employees
Investigator(s): Dr. Cass Shum, Ankita Ghosh
For questions or concerns about the study, you may contact Ankita Ghosh at 702-895-5438.
For questions regarding the rights of research subjects, any complaints, or comments regarding
the manner in which the study is being conducted, contact the UNLV Office of Research
Integrity – Human Subjects at 702-895-2794, toll free at 1-888-581-2794. or via email at
IRB@unlv.edu.
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The purpose of the study:
The purpose of this study is to examine the effect of employee PSRB-S on customer outcomes
including customer mistreatment and customer satisfaction through the mediating role of
customer depletion.
Procedures:
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will 1) complete some questions on your
demographics; 2) Read a scenario from the point of view of a customer dining at a restaurant; 3)
complete a survey in which you will answer the questions related to the scenario. The whole
study will take around 15 minutes. There are no right or wrong answers; thus, you need not stress
about finding a correct answer.
Benefits of participation:
There may not be direct benefits to you as a participant in this study. However, we hope to learn
more about the effect of employees’ prosocial rule-breaking to help customers on the customers.
Cost/ Compensation:
There are risks involved in all research studies. This study includes only minimal risks. You may
feel uncomfortable when answering some of the questions. You may choose not to answer any
question and may also discontinue participation at any time. There will not be financial cost to
you to participate in this study. You will receive a small financial reward ($1) to compensate for
your participation in this survey. There are some attention check questions in the survey that you
have to answer correctly to get compensation. You will also need to complete the whole survey
to get the full compensation.
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Participants:
Participants must fulfill the following criteria:
1.

Participants must be at least 18 years of age.

2.

Participants must have dined in a casual dining restaurant in the past six months.

Confidentiality
All information gathered in this study were kept as confidential as possible. No reference were
made in written or oral materials that could link you to this study. All recordings were stored in a
locked facility at UNLV for 5 years after completion of the study. After the storage time, the
information gathered were destroyed.
Voluntary participation
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate in this study or in any
part of this study without any consequences to you.
******************************************************************************
*************
Participant consent:
I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study. I have been able to ask
questions about the research study. I am at least 18 years of age. A copy of this form has been
given to me.
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Appendix F: Study 2 – Recruitment Materials
Read a scenario and answer questions (around 15 minutes)
This is an academic research to examine the effect of examine the effect of employees’ prosocial
rule-breaking to help customers on customer’s outcomes including customer mistreatment and
customer satisfaction.
You must be an adult age 18 or above who have dined in a dine-in restaurant within past six
months to be eligible to participate in this survey.
The survey contains four sections and will take around 15 minutes.
Section 1: Filter questions for the survey
Section 2: Survey questions on your demographics
Section 3: Scenario study where you read and respond to the scenarios
Section 4: Post scenario survey where you respond to survey questions based on the scenario
Select the link below to complete the survey. At the end of the survey, you will receive a code to
paste into the box below to receive credit for taking our survey.
Make sure to leave this window open as you complete the survey. When you are finished, you
will return to this page to paste the code into the box.
This is an academic research, and we are limited in our funding. You will receive a small
financial compensation ($1) for your participation in this survey. There are some attention check
questions in the survey that you must answer correctly in order to receive the compensation. You
are required to complete the entire survey to receive full compensation.
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Appendix G: Study 2 – IRB Exempt Notice

UNLV Social/Behavioral IRB - Exempt Review
Exempt Notice
DATE:

May 18, 2020

TO:
FROM:

Wai San (Cass) Shum
Office of Research Integrity - Human Subjects

PROTOCOL TITLE:

[1606059-1] Outcomes of prosocial rule-breaking to help customers among
hospitality employees

ACTION:
EXEMPT DATE:
REVIEW CATEGORY:

DETERMINATION OF EXEMPT STATUS
May 18, 2020
Exemption category #2i

NEXT REPORT DUE: May 17, 2023
Compensation: $1 MTurk
Thank you for your submission of New Project materials for this protocol. This memorandum is notification
that the protocol referenced above has been reviewed as indicated in Federal regulatory statutes
45CFR46.101(b) and deemed exempt.
We will retain a copy of this correspondence with our records.
PLEASE NOTE:
Upon final determination of exempt status, the research team is responsible for conducting the research
as stated in the exempt application reviewed by the ORI - HS and/or the IRB which shall include using the
most recently submitted Informed Consent/Assent Forms (Information Sheet) and recruitment materials.
If your project involves paying research participants, it is recommended to contact the ORI Program
Coordinator at (702) 895-2794 to ensure compliance with the Policy for Incentives for Human Research
Subjects.
Any changes to the application may cause this protocol to require a different level of IRB review. Should
any changes need to be made, please submit a Modification Form. When the above-referenced protocol
has been completed, please submit a Continuing Review/Progress Completion report to notify ORI HS of its closure.
If you have questions, please contact the Office of Research Integrity - Human Subjects at IRB@unlv.edu
or call 702-895-2794. Please include your protocol title and IRBNet ID in all correspondence.

Office of Research Integrity - Human Subjects
4505 Maryland Parkway . Box 451047 . Las Vegas, Nevada 89154-1047
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Appendix H: Study 2 – Survey Questionnaire
Filter questions
1. What is your age? (0 – 100 years).
2. When was the last time you dined in a casual dining restaurant? (years and months)
Demographic questions
1. What is your gender? (0 = Male, 1 = Female)
2. What is your race or ethnicity? (1 = non-Hispanic white, 2 = Latino or Hispanic American,
3 = Black or African American, 4 = native American, 5 = Asian American, 6 = Middle
Eastern or Arab American, 8 = Other) (click all that applies)
PSRB-S scenarios – participants were randomly assigned to read one of the 18 scenarios
Type I: Provide extra service

Benefiter

similar needs

Observers with
similar needs

Observer without

High PSRB-S

Scenario A1

Scenario A3

Scenario A5

Low PSRB-S

Scenario A2

Scenario A4

Scenario A6

Scenario A1
You just arrive at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant with your friend. The hostess
seats you at a corner booth in the bar area and hands you the menus. The local time is 5:30 pm
and “happy hour” is still on. Drinks are served at a 50% discount during “happy hour” in the bar
area. In a couple of minutes, the server approaches your table to take your order. Your server
asks “So, what can I get you to drink, tonight”. You settle on your usual – a premium draft beer.
Your friend orders a Belgian wheat beer. Your server writes down your order and asks, “what
can I get you to eat? The fish tacos are the chef’s special this month.” Your server then picks up
a flyer that displays the special. There is a footnote on the displays that states “In compliance
with county regulation, orders for alcoholic beverages must be accompanied with food
items.”
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It is dinner time. However, you and your friend just ate some fish tacos at a food truck, so you do
not want any food. You quickly reply, “You know what….. we are not hungry at this moment.
We just came here for a couple of drinks and to talk for a while. Can we just stick to the drinks?”
The server replies, “the rule is…you must order food with drinks in this county.” The server
continues, “If you are not hungry, I can work something out….. I will get you one order of fish
taco. It is really good, and you can share it. Although the rule requires each individual to order at
least one food item, we can bend the rule a little for you.”
Scenario A2
You just arrive at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant with your friend. The hostess
seats you at a corner booth in the bar area and hands you the menus. The local time is 5:30 pm
and “happy hour” is still on. Drinks are served at a 50% discount during “happy hour” in the bar
area. In a couple of minutes, the server approaches your table to take your order. Your server
asks “So, what can I get you to drink, tonight”. You settle on your usual – a premium draft beer.
Your friend orders a Belgian wheat beer. Your server writes down your order and asks, “what
can I get you to eat? The fish tacos are the chef’s special this month.” Your server then picks up
a flyer that displays the special. There is a footnote on the displays that states “In compliance
with county regulation, orders for alcoholic beverages must be accompanied with food
items.”
It is dinner time. However, you and your friend just ate some fish tacos at a food truck, so you do
not want any food. You quickly reply, “You know what….. we are not hungry at this moment.
We just came here for a couple of drinks and to talk for a while. Can we just stick to the drinks?”
The server replies, “the rule is…you must order food with drinks in this county.” The server
continues, “I wish I could help you, but I were in great trouble if I serve you drinks without any
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food. I apologize for this inconvenience, but I cannot help you here. You can order two orders of
the fish taco. They are really good.”
Scenario A3
You just arrive at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant with your friend. The hostess
seats you at a corner booth in the bar area and hands you the menus. The local time is 5:30 pm
and “happy hour” is still on. Drinks are served at a 50% discount during “happy hour” in the bar
area. In a couple of minutes, the server approaches your table to take your order. Your server
asks “So, what can I get you to drink, tonight”. You settle on your usual – a premium draft beer.
Your friend orders a Belgian wheat beer. Your server writes down your order and asks, “what
can I get you to eat? The fish tacos are the chef’s special this month.” Your server then picks up
a flyer that displays the special. There is a footnote on the displays that states “In compliance
with county regulation, orders for alcoholic beverages must be accompanied with food
items.”
Both of you are hungry as it is dinner time. You quickly reply, “the chef’s special looks good,
I’ll have that one.” The server then turns towards your friend who orders another order of fish
taco. The server then moves on to the get order at your adjacent booth. You overhear their
conversation with your server. The guests said, “You know what….. we are not hungry at this
moment. We just came here for a couple of drinks and to talk for a while. Can we just stick to the
drinks?” The server replies, “the rule is…you must order food with drinks in this county.” The
server continues, “If you are not hungry, I can work something out….. I will get you one order of
fish taco. It is really good, and you can share it. Although the rule needs each individual to order
at least one food item, we can bend the rule a little for you.”
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Scenario A4
You just arrive at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant with your friend. The hostess
seats you at a corner booth in the bar area and hands you the menus. The local time is 5:30 pm
and “happy hour” is still on. Drinks are served at a 50% discount during “happy hour” in the bar
area. In a couple of minutes, the server approaches your table to take your order. Your server
asks “So, what can I get you to drink, tonight”. You settle on your usual – a premium draft beer.
Your friend orders a Belgian wheat beer. Your server writes down your order and asks, “what
can I get you to eat? The fish tacos are the chef’s special this month.” Your server then picks up
a flyer that displays the special. There is a footnote on the displays that states “In compliance
with county regulation, orders for alcoholic beverages must be accompanied with food
items.”
Both of you are hungry as it is dinner time. You quickly reply, “the chef’s special looks good,
I’ll have that one.” The server then turns towards your friend who orders another order of fish
taco. The server then moves on to the get order at your adjacent booth. You overhear their
conversation with your server. The guests said, “You know what….. we are not hungry at this
moment. We just came here for a couple of drinks and to talk for a while. Can we just stick to the
drinks?” The server replies, “the rule is…you must order food with drinks in this county.” The
server continues, “I wish I could help you, but I were in great trouble if I serve you drinks
without any food. I apologize for this inconvenience, but I cannot help you here. You can order
two orders of the fish taco. They are really good.”
Scenario A5

134

You just arrive at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant with your friend. The hostess
seats you at a corner booth in the bar area and hands you the menus. The local time is 5:30 pm
and “happy hour” is still on. Drinks are served at a 50% discount during “happy hour” in the bar
area. In a couple of minutes, the server approaches your table to take your order. Your server
asks “So, what can I get you to drink, tonight”. You settle on your usual – a premium draft beer.
Your friend orders a Belgian wheat beer. Your server writes down your order and asks, “what
can I get you to eat? The fish tacos are the chef’s special this month.” Your server then picks up
a flyer that displays the special. There is a footnote on the displays that states “In compliance
with county regulation, orders for alcoholic beverages must be accompanied with food
items.”
It is dinner time. However, you and your friend just ate some tacos at a food truck, so you are not
hungry. However, because you saw the footnote, you reply, “the chef’s special looks good, I’ll
have that one.” The server then turns towards your friend who orders another order of fish taco.
The server then moves on to the get order at your adjacent booth. You overhear their
conversation with your server. The guests said, “You know what….. we are not hungry at this
moment. We just came here for a couple of drinks and to talk for a while. Can we just stick to the
drinks?” The server replies “the rule is…you must order food with drinks in this county.” The
server continues, “If you are not hungry, I can work something out….. I will get you one order of
fish taco. It is really good, and you can share it. Although the rule needs each individual to order
at least one food item, we can bend the rule a little for you.”
Scenario A6
You just arrive at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant with your friend. The hostess
seats you at a corner booth in the bar area and hands you the menus. The local time is 5:30 pm
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and “happy hour” is still on. Drinks are served at a 50% discount during “happy hour” in the bar
area. In a couple of minutes, the server approaches your table to take your order. Your server
asks “So, what can I get you to drink, tonight”. You settle on your usual – a premium draft beer.
Your friend orders a Belgian wheat beer. Your server writes down your order and asks, “what
can I get you to eat? The fish tacos are the chef’s special this month.” Your server then picks up
a flyer that displays the special. There is a footnote on the displays that states “In compliance
with county regulation, orders for alcoholic beverages must be accompanied with food
items.”
It is dinner time. However, you and your friend just ate some tacos at a food truck, so you are not
hungry. However, because you saw the footnote, you reply, “the chef’s special looks good, I’ll
have that one.” The server then turns towards your friend who orders another order of fish taco.
The server then moves on to the get order at your adjacent booth. You overhear their
conversation with your server. The guests said, “You know what….. we are not hungry at this
moment. We just came here for a couple of drinks and to talk for a while. Can we just stick to the
drinks?” The server replies “the rule is…you must order food with drinks in this county.” The
server continues, “I wish I could help you, but I were in great trouble if I serve you drinks
without any food. I apologize for this inconvenience, but I cannot help you here. You can order
two orders of the fish taco. They are really good.”
Type II: Prioritize guest

Benefiter

High PSRB-S

Scenario B1

Observer
without similar
needs
Scenario B3

Low PSRB-S

Scenario B2

Scenario B4

Scenario B1
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Observers
with similar
needs
Scenario B5
Scenario B6

You just arrived with your friend at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant for dinner
and need a table for two. It is dinner time, and the restaurant are busy, as expected. There is a
long queue of customers already. The hostess announces, “There were a wait of 25-30 minutes
for a table.” There is a sign on the reception desk that states, “For your optimal dining
experience, we use an optimal seating system designed to improve efficiency and customer
satisfaction.”
You wait in the line and register your party of two. There is another party that arrives just after
you. They requested for a table for four. After approximately 25 minutes, you can see a corner
table that seats four was cleared. You are in a rush because you are going to a movie and are very
hungry. You know that your party is next to be seated for a table for two and the party arrive just
after you is next to be seated for a table for four. You make a request to the hostess, “I know that
we are next to be seated, I hope that you are going to seat us in the empty table for four that just
became available?” The hostess replies politely, “We have a very stringent policy in place that
requires us to optimize seating. We can only seat three to four people at a table for four. You are
next to be seated at a table for two, which will only be another 5 minutes.” She continues to say,
“You know, I think I can work something out. I can bend the rule and will tell my manager that
you are waiting for 2 more guests if he asks.” The hostess escorts your party of two to the table
for four.
Scenario B2
You just arrived with your friend at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant for dinner
and need a table for two. It is dinner time, and the restaurant are busy, as expected. There is a
long queue of customers already. The hostess announces, “There were a wait of 25-30 minutes
for a table.” There is a sign on the reception desk that states, “For your optimal dining
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experience, we use an optimal seating system designed to improve efficiency and customer
satisfaction.”
You wait in the line and register your party of two. There is another party that arrives just after
you. They requested for a table for four. After approximately 25 minutes, you can see a corner
table that seats four was cleared. You are in a rush because you are going to a movie and are very
hungry. You know that your party is next to be seated for a table for two and the party arrive just
after you is next to be seated for a table for four. You make a request to the hostess, “I know that
we are next to be seated, I hope that you are going to seat us in the empty table for four that just
became available?” The hostess replies politely, “We have a very stringent policy in place that
requires us to optimize seating. We can only seat three to four people at a table for four. You are
next to be seated at a table for two, which will only be another 5 minutes.” She continues to say,
“I wish I could help but I were in great trouble if I seat you in that larger table. It extends our
table turn times and affects the guest experience. I apologize for this inconvenience, but I cannot
let you seat in that table.” The hostess escorts the other party of four to the table for four to be
seated.
Scenario B3
You just arrived with your friend at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant for dinner
and need a table for four. It is dinner time, and the restaurant are busy, as expected. There is a
long queue of customers already. The hostess announces, “There were a wait of 25-30 minutes
for a table.” There is a sign on the reception desk that states, “For your optimal dining
experience, we use an optimal seating system designed to improve efficiency and customer
satisfaction.”
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There is another party that arrives just before you. They requested for a table for two. You wait
in the line and register your party of four. After approximately 25 minutes, you can see a corner
table of four was cleared. You are not hungry, and you are not in a rush. You know that your
party is next to be seated for a table for four and the party who arrived just before you are next to
be seated for a table for two. They request the hostess, “Can you help us seat in that empty table
for four?” The hostess replies politely, “We have a very stringent policy in place that requires us
to optimize seating. We can only seat three to four people at a table for four. You are second to
be seated at a table for two, which will only be another 5 minutes.” She continues to say, “You
know, I think I can work something out. I can bend the rule and will tell my manager that you are
waiting for 2 more guests if he asks.” The hostess escorts this party of two to the corner table to
be seated.
Scenario B4
You just arrived with your friend at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant for dinner
and need a table for four. It is dinner time, and the restaurant are busy, as expected. There is a
long queue of customers already. The hostess announces, “There were a wait of 25-30 minutes
for a table.” There is a sign on the reception desk that states, “For your optimal dining
experience, we use an optimal seating system designed to improve efficiency and customer
satisfaction.”
There is another party that arrives just before you. They requested for a table for two. You wait
in the line and register your party of four. After approximately 25 minutes, you can see a corner
table of four was cleared. You are not hungry, and you are not in a rush. You know that your
party is next to be seated for a table for four and the party who arrived just before you are next to
be seated for a table for two. They request the hostess, “Can you help us seat in that empty table
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for four?” The hostess replies politely, “We have a very stringent policy in place that requires us
to optimize seating. We can only seat three to four people at a table for four. You are second to
be seated at a table for two, which will only be another 5 minutes.” She continues to say, “I wish
I could help but I were in great trouble if I seat you in that larger table. It extends our table turn
times and affects the guest experience. I apologize for this inconvenience, but I cannot let you
seat in that table.” The hostess escorts your party of four to the corner table to be seated.
Scenario B5
You just arrived with your friend at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant for dinner
and need a table for two. It is dinner time, and the restaurant is busy, as expected. There is a long
queue of customers already. The hostess announces, “There were a wait of 25-30 minutes for a
table.” There is a sign on the reception desk that states, “For your optimal dining experience,
we use an optimal seating system designed to improve efficiency and customer
satisfaction.”
There is another party that arrives just before you. They requested for a table for four. You wait
in the line and register your party of two. After approximately 25 minutes, you can see a corner
table of four was cleared. You are in a rush because you are going to a movie and are very
hungry. You know that your party is next to be seated for a table for four and the party who
arrived just before you are next to be seated for a table for two. They request the hostess, “Can
you help us seat in that empty table for four?” The hostess replies politely, “We have a very
stringent policy in place that requires us to optimize seating. We can only seat three to four
people at a table for four. You are next to be seated at a table for two, which will only be another
5 minutes.” She continues to say, “You know, I think I can work something out. I can bend the
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rule and will tell my manager that you are waiting for 2 more guests if he asks.” The hostess
escorts this party of two to the corner table to be seated.
Scenario B6
You just arrived with your friend at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant for dinner
and need a table for two. It is dinner time, and the restaurant are busy, as expected. There is a
long queue of customers already. The hostess announces, “There were a wait of 25-30 minutes
for a table.” There is a sign on the reception desk that states, “For your optimal dining
experience, we use an optimal seating system designed to improve efficiency and customer
satisfaction.”
There is another party that arrives just before you. They requested for a table for four. You wait
in the line and register your party of two. After approximately 25 minutes, you can see a corner
table of four was cleared. You are in a rush because you are going to a movie and are very
hungry. You know that your party is next to be seated for a table for four and the party who
arrived just before you are next to be seated for a table for two. They request the hostess, “Can
you help us seat in that empty table for four?” The hostess replies politely, “We have a very
stringent policy in place that requires us to optimize seating. We can only seat three to four
people at a table for four. You are next to be seated at a table for two, which will only be another
5 minutes.” She continues to say, “I wish I could help but I were in great trouble if I seat you in
that larger table. It extends our table turn times and affects the guest experience. I apologize for
this inconvenience, but I cannot let you seat in that table.” The hostess escorts the party of four to
the corner table to be seated.
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Type III: Waived service charge

Benefiter

High PSRB-S

Scenario C1

Observer
without similar
needs
Scenario C3

Low PSRB-S

Scenario C2

Scenario C4

Observers with
similar needs

Scenario C6

Scenario C5

Scenario C1
You are having dinner at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant with your friend. You
take a look at the menu and see on the first page that there is a sample coupon with a footnote
next to it. It states “Please show your coupon to your server at the time of checkout.
Damaged, adapted, or expired coupons will not be accepted”. After reading the menu, both
you and your friend order the chef’s special fish tacos.
After finishing your meal, you are about to ask for the check. You have a dining coupon that you
received as a part of their promotional offer. This coupon can be redeemed for a discount of 25%
on your total check amount. Then, you look for your server. Your server approaches your table
and asks, “would you like to get desserts?” While taking out the coupon from your wallet you
reply, “I think we are good, just get us the check. Also, I would like to redeem this 25% discount
coupon.” The server bends to take a closer look at the coupon. Upon looking carefully at the
coupon, the server says, “Looks like this coupon has expired. We have a stringent policy in place
regarding coupons. The restaurant does not allow us to accept expired coupons.” Your server
continues to say, “I can work something out. Although the rule does not allow us to accept
expired coupons, we can bend the rule a little for you. I will accept the expired coupon and give
you the discount.” The server takes the coupon. The server returns with the discount on the check
after a few minutes.
Scenario C2
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You are having dinner at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant with your friend. You
take a look at the menu and see on the first page that there is a sample coupon with a footnote
next to it. It states “Please show your coupon to your server at the time of checkout.
Damaged, adapted, or expired coupons will not be accepted”. After reading the menu, both
you and your friend order the chef’s special fish tacos.
After finishing your meal, you are about to ask for the check. You have a dining coupon that you
received as a part of their promotional offer. This coupon can be redeemed for a discount of 25%
on your total check amount. Then, you look for your server. Your server approaches your table
and asks, “would you like to get desserts?” While taking out the coupon from your wallet you
reply, “I think we are good, just get us the check. Also, I would like to redeem this 25% discount
coupon.” The server bends to take a closer look at the coupon. Upon looking carefully at the
coupon, the server says, “Looks like this coupon has expired. We have a stringent policy in place
regarding coupons. The restaurant does not allow us to accept expired coupons.” Your server
continues to say, “I wish I could help but I were in great trouble if I accept an expired coupon. I
apologize for this inconvenience, but I cannot accept this coupon.” The server does not take the
coupon. The server leaves and returns with a no discount check after a few minutes.
Scenario C3
You are having dinner at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant with your friend. You
take a look at the menu and see on the first page that there is a sample coupon with a footnote
next to it. It states “Please show your coupon to your server at the time of checkout.
Damaged, adapted, or expired coupons will not be accepted”. After reading the menu, both
you and your friend order the chef’s special fish tacos.
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After finishing your meal, you are about to ask for the check. You check your wallet and confirm
that you do not have a coupon. Then, you look for your server. You found that your server is
having a conservation with the customer dining in the next table which you can overhear. The
server approaches the table and asks, “would you like to get desserts?” While taking out the
coupon from the wallet the customer replies, “I think we are good, just get us the check. Also, I
would like to redeem this 25% discount coupon.” The server bends to take a closer look at the
coupon. Upon looking carefully at the coupon, the server says, “Looks like this coupon has
expired. We have a stringent policy in place regarding coupons. The restaurant does not allow us
to accept expired coupons.” Your server continues to say, “I can work something out. Although
the rule does not allow us to accept expired coupons, we can bend the rule a little for you. I will
accept the expired coupon and give you the discount.” The server takes the coupon. The server
leaves and returns with a check after a few minutes.
Scenario C4
You are having dinner at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant with your friend. You
take a look at the menu and see on the first page that there is a sample coupon with a footnote
next to it. It states “Please show your coupon to your server at the time of checkout.
Damaged, adapted, or expired coupons will not be accepted”. After reading the menu, both
you and your friend order the chef’s special fish tacos.
After finishing your meal, you are about to ask for the check. You check your wallet and confirm
that you don’t have a coupon. Then, you look for your server. You found that your server is
having a conservation with the customer dining in the next table which you can overhear. The
server approaches the table and asks, “would you like to get desserts?” While taking out the
coupon from the wallet the customer replies, “I think we are good, just get us the check. Also, I
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would like to redeem this 25% discount coupon.” The server bends to take a closer look at the
coupon. Upon looking carefully at the coupon, the server says, “Looks like this coupon has
expired. We have a stringent policy in place regarding coupons. The restaurant does not allow us
to accept expired coupons.” Your server continues to say, “I wish I could help but I were in great
trouble if I accept an expired coupon. I apologize for this inconvenience, but I cannot accept this
coupon.” The server does not take the coupon. The server leaves and returns with a check after a
few minutes.
Scenario C5
You are having dinner at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant with your friend. You
take a look at the menu and see on the first page that there is a sample coupon with a footnote
next to it. It states “Please show your coupon to your server at the time of checkout.
Damaged, adapted, or expired coupons will not be accepted”. After reading the menu, both
you and your friend order the chef’s special fish tacos.
After finishing your meal, you are about to ask for the check. You knew you have an expired
coupon, but you have left it at home because it was expired. Then, you look for your server. You
observe your server having a conservation with the customer dining in the next table which you
can overhear. The server approaches the table and asks, “would you like to get desserts?” While
taking out the coupon from the wallet the customer replies, “I think we are good, just get us the
check. Also, I would like to redeem this 25% discount coupon.” The server bends to take a closer
look at the coupon. Upon looking carefully at the coupon, the server says, “Looks like this
coupon has expired. We have a stringent policy in place regarding coupons. The restaurant does
not allow us to accept expired coupons.” Your server continues to say, “I can work something
out. Although the rule does not allow us to accept expired coupons, we can bend the rule a little
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for you. I will accept the expired coupon and give you the discount.” The server takes the
coupon.” The server takes the coupon. The server leaves and returns with a check after a few
minutes.
Scenario C6
You are having dinner at a nationally recognized casual dining restaurant with your friend. You
take a look at the menu and see on the first page that there is a sample coupon with a footnote
next to it. It states “Please show your coupon to your server at the time of checkout.
Damaged, adapted, or expired coupons will not be accepted”. After reading the menu, both
you and your friend order the chef’s special fish tacos.
After finishing your meal, you are about to ask for the check. You knew you have an expired
coupon, but you have left it at home because it was expired. Then, you look for your server. You
found that your server is having a conservation with the customer dining in the next table which
you can overhear. The server approaches the table and asks, “would you like to get desserts?”
While taking out the coupon from the wallet the customer replies, “I think we are good, just get
us the check. Also, I would like to redeem this 25% discount coupon.” The server bends to take a
closer look at the coupon. Upon looking carefully at the coupon, the server says, “Looks like this
coupon has expired. We have a stringent policy in place regarding coupons. The restaurant does
not allow us to accept expired coupons.” Your server continues to say, “I wish I could help but I
were in great trouble if I accept an expired coupon. I apologize for this inconvenience, but I
cannot accept this coupon.” The server does not take the coupon. The server leaves and returns
with a check after a few minutes.
Manipulation check questions
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1. What is the employee requested to do? (1 = book a cab, 2 = get some guests seated
first, 3 = accept an expired coupon)
2. Which of the following best describe the customers’ request (1 = the customers want
the employee to go an extra mile and provide services beyond employees’
conventional duties and responsibilities, 2 = the customer wants the employees to
prioritize themselves over other guests while breaking the organizational norm, 3 =
the customer wants the employee to provide certain monetary rebate to the customer
in terms of discount, reimbursement, or refund by defying organizational policies)?
3. What is your role in the scenario? (1 = customer requesting an employee to break a
rule; 2 = customer who is observing another customer interacting with an employee;
3 = the employee who is serving the customers).
4. How are you experiencing the scenario, (1 = as a needy customer asking the
employee to break a rule for yourself; 2 = as a needy customer overhearing another
customer with a similar need, asking the employee to break a rule; 3 = as a usual
customer overhearing a needy customer asking the employee to break rule).
5. Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements related
to employee-customer interaction (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither
agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree): Participants will rate the five
questions on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, and 5 = strongly agree).
a. The employee broke rules that stood in the way of good customer service.
b. The employee gave good service to customers by ignoring organizational policies
that interfere with their job.
c. The employee broke organizational rules to provide better customer service.
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d. The employee bends organizational rules so that I can best assist customers.
e. The employee assisted customers by breaking organizational rules that make
good customer service difficult to provide.
Attention Check
Select somewhat agree for this question (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3
= neither agree nor disagree, 4 = somewhat agree and 5 = strongly agree).
Depletion - Ciarocco, Twenge, Muraven & Tice (2010)
Instruction:
“After your interactions with the server, you felt …” (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree,
3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree):
1. You felt mentally exhausted.
2. It takes a lot of effort for you to concentrate on something.
3. You felt worn out.
4. Your mental energy ran low.
Customer mistreatment- Wang, Liao, Zhan, & Shi’s (2011)
Instruction:
The following statements describe many behaviors that customers may have during their
interaction with employees. Based on the scenario you read, please indicate the likelihood that
you will treat the employee who serves you in the following ways. Please indicate the degree to
which you agree with the following statements related to customer mistreatment (1 = very
unlikely, 2 = unlikely, 3 = neutral, 4 = likely, 5 = very likely):
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I will
1. Demand special treatment.
2. Think I am more important than others.
3. Ask the employee to do things I can do by myself.
4. Vent my bad mood out on the employee.
5. Not understand that I have to comply with certain rules.
6. Complain without reason.
7. Make exorbitant demands.
8. Be impatient.
9. Yell at them.
10. Speak aggressively to the employee.
11. Get angry at the employee even over minor matters.
12. Argue with the employee the whole time throughout the call.
13. Refuse to listen to the employee.
14. Cut the employee off mid-sentence.
15. Make demands that the employee cannot deliver.
16. Insist on demands that are irrelevant to the employee’s service.
17. Doubt the employee’s ability.
18. Use condescending language to the employee.
Customer satisfaction - Finn (2005)
Instruction:
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Based on the scenario you read, please indicate the degree to which you agree with the
following statements related to customer satisfaction (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 =
neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree):
1. The service was satisfying for me.
2. The service was as good as I expected.
3. I felt comfortable with the service.
4. The service was worth the time I spent.

150

References
Akgunduz, Y. (2015). The influence of self-esteem and role stress on job performance in hotel
businesses. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 27(6),
1082-1099.
Altinay, L., Dai, Y. D., Chang, J., Lee, C. H., Zhuang, W. L., & Liu, Y. C. (2019). How to
facilitate hotel employees’ work engagement: The roles of leader-member exchange, role
overload and job security. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality
Management, 31(3), 1525-1542.
Ambrose, M. L., Taylor, R., & Hess Jr, R. L. (2015). Can I help you? Employee prosocial rule
breaking as a response to organizational mistreatment of customers. Mistreatment in
Organizations (Research in Occupational Stress and Well Being), 13, 1-31.
Anderson, E. W. (1994). Cross-category variation in customer satisfaction and retention.
Marketing Letters, 5(1), 19-30.
Anderson, E. W. (1998). Customer satisfaction and word of mouth. Journal of Service
Research, 1(1), 5-17.
Appelbaum, S. H., Iaconi, G. D., & Matousek, A. (2007). Positive and negative deviant
workplace behaviors: causes, impacts, and solutions. Corporate Governance: The
International Journal of Business in Society, 7(5), 586-598.
Arasli, H., Hejraty Namin, B., & Abubakar, A. M. (2018). Workplace incivility as a moderator
of the relationships between polychronicity and job outcomes. International Journal of
Contemporary Hospitality Management, 30(3), 1245-1272.

151

Arnold, K. A., & Walsh, M. M. (2015). Customer incivility and employee well-being: testing the
moderating effects of meaning, perspective taking and transformational leadership. Work
& Stress, 29(4), 362-378.
Aslan, A., & Kozak, M. (2012). Customer deviance in resort hotels: The case of Turkey. Journal
of Hospitality Marketing & Management, 21(6), 679-701.
Baranik, L. E., Wang, M., Gong, Y., & Shi, J. (2017). Customer mistreatment, employee health,
and job performance: Cognitive rumination and social sharing as mediating
mechanisms. Journal of Management, 43(4), 1261-1282.
Barling, J., & Macintyre, A. T. (1993). Daily work role stressors, mood and emotional
exhaustion. Work & Stress, 7(4), 315-325.
Barnes, C. M. (2012). Working in our sleep: Sleep and self-regulation in organizations.
Organizational Psychology Review, 2(3), 234-257.
Barnes, C. M., Lucianetti, L., Bhave, D. P., & Christian, M. S. (2015). “You wouldn’t like me
when I’m sleepy”: Leaders’ sleep, daily abusive supervision, and work unit
engagement. Academy of Management Journal, 58(5), 1419-1437.
Baskin, M. E. B., Vardaman, J. M., & Hancock, J. I. (2016). The role of ethical climate and
moral disengagement in well-intended employee rule breaking. Journal of Behavioral
and Applied Management, 16(2), 71-90.
Baumeister, R. F., Bratslavsky, E., Muraven, M., & Tice, D. M. (1998). Ego depletion: Is the
active self a limited resource? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74(5),
1252-1265.

152

Baumeister, R. F. (2002). Ego depletion and self-control failure: An energy model of the self's
executive function. Self and Identity, 1(2), 129-136.
Bavik, A., & Bavik, Y. L. (2015). Effect of employee incivility on customer retaliation through
psychological contract breach: The moderating role of moral identity. International
journal of Hospitality Management, 50, 66-76.
Bearden, W. O., & Teel, J. E. (1983). Selected determinants of consumer satisfaction and
complaint reports. Journal of Marketing Research, 20(1), 21-28.
Bedi, A., & Schat, A. C. (2007). Customer aggression: A theoretical and meta analytic review.
In ASAC (pp. 115-127). Ottawa, Canada.
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.389.7138&rep=rep1&type=pdf
Bennett, R. (1998). Queues, customer characteristics and policies for managing waiting‐lines in
supermarkets. International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 26(2), 78–87.
Bergen, A. E., Newby-Clark, I. R., & Brown, A. (2012). Low trait self-control in problem
gamblers: Evidence from self-report and behavioral measures. Journal of Gambling
Studies, 28(4), 637-648.
Bergen, A. E., Newby-Clark, I. R., & Brown, A. (2014). Gambling increases self-control
strength in problem gamblers. Journal of Gambling Studies, 30(1), 153-162.
Berry, L. L., & Seiders, K. (2008). Serving unfair customers. Business Horizons, 51(1), 29-37.
Bishop, V., Korczynski, M., & Cohen, L. (2005). The invisibility of violence: constructing
violence out of the job centre workplace in the UK. Work, Employment and
Society, 19(3), 583-602.

153

Bliese, P. D., & Castro, C. A. (2000). Role clarity, work overload and organizational support:
Multilevel evidence of the importance of support. Work & Stress, 14(1), 65-73.
Bolino, M. C., & Turnley, W. H. (2005). The personal costs of citizenship behavior: the
relationship between individual initiative and role overload, job stress, and work-family
conflict. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(4), 740-748.
Bowen, D. E., & Waldman, D. A. (1999). Customer-driven employee performance. The
Changing Nature of Performance, 154, 191-195.
Brown, S. P., Jones, E., & Leigh, T. W. (2005). The attenuating effect of role overload on
relationships linking self-efficacy and goal level to work performance. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 90(5), 972.
Bryant, P. C., Davis, C. A., Hancock, J. I., & Vardaman, J. M. (2010). When rule makers
become rule breakers: Employee level outcomes of managerial pro-social rule
breaking. Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal, 22(2), 101-112.
Buhalis, D., & Sinarta, Y. (2019). Real-time co-creation and nowness service: lessons from
tourism and hospitality. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 36(5), 563-582.
Buick, I., & Thomas, M. (2001). Why do middle managers in hotels burn out? International
Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 13(6), 304-309.
Carver, A. B., & McCarty, J. A. (2013). Personality and psychographics of three types of
gamblers in the United States. International Gambling Studies, 13(3), 338-355.
Chiu, S. F., Yeh, S. P., & Huang, T. C. (2015). Role stressors and employee deviance: the
moderating effect of social support. Personnel Review, 44(2), 308-324.

154

Cho, M., Bonn, M. A., Han, S. J., & Lee, K. H. (2016). Workplace incivility and its effect upon
restaurant frontline service employee emotions and service performance. International
Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 28(12), 2888-2912.
Choi, B., & Choi, B. J. (2014). The effects of perceived service recovery justice on customer
affection, loyalty, and word-of-mouth. European Journal of Marketing, 48(1/2), 108-131.
Choi, C. H., Kim, T. T., Lee, G., & Lee, S. K. (2014). Testing the stressor–strain–outcome model
of customer-related social stressors in predicting emotional exhaustion, customer
orientation and service recovery performance. International Journal of Hospitality
Management, 36, 272-285.
Chullen, C. L., Dunford, B. B., Angermeier, I., Boss, R. W., & Boss, A. D. (2010). Minimizing
deviant behavior in healthcare organizations: The effects of supportive leadership and job
design. Journal of Healthcare Management, 55(6), 381-397.
Clark, J., Crandall, P., & Reynolds, J. (2019). Exploring the influence of food safety climate
indicators on handwashing practices of restaurant food handlers. International Journal of
Hospitality Management, 77, 187-194.
Cleveland, J. N., O'Neill, J. W., Himelright, J. L., Harrison, M. M., Crouter, A. C., & Drago, R.
(2007). Work and family issues in the hospitality industry: Perspectives of entrants,
managers, and spouses. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 31(3), 275-298.
Costen, W. M., & Barrash, D. I. (2006). ACE-ing the hiring process: A customer service
orientation model. Journal of Human Resources in Hospitality & Tourism, 5(1), 35-49.

155

Curtis, C. (2010). An investigation of prosocial rule breaking within the casual restaurant
industry (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from STARS (4191).
Curtis, C.R., 2013. restaurant industry perspectives on pro-social rule breaking: intent versus
action. FIU Hospitality Review, 31(1).
Dahling, J. J., Chau, S. L., Mayer, D. M., & Gregory, J. B. (2012). Breaking rules for the right
reasons? An investigation of pro‐social rule breaking. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 33(1), 21-42.
Daunt, K. L., & Harris, L. C. (2011). Customers acting badly: Evidence from the hospitality
industry. Journal of Business Research, 64(10), 1034-1042.
Diestel, S., Rivkin, W., & Schmidt, K. H. (2015). Sleep quality and self-control capacity as
protective resources in the daily emotional labor process: Results from two diary
studies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100(3), 809-827.
Duxbury, L., Higgins, C., & Halinski, M. (2015). Identifying the antecedents of work-role
overload in police organizations. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 42(4), 361-381.
Eatough, E. M., Chang, C. H., Miloslavic, S. A., & Johnson, R. E. (2011). Relationships of role
stressors with organizational citizenship behavior: a meta-analysis. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 96(3), 619-632.
Ferenczuk, K. (2018, April 30). Personalisation in the hospitality industry.
https://insights.ehotelier.com/insights/2018/04/30/personalisation-hospitality-industry/

156

Finkel, E. J., Campbell, W. K., Brunell, A. B., Dalton, A. N., Scarbeck, S. J., & Chartrand, T. L.
(2006). High-maintenance interaction: Inefficient social coordination impairs selfregulation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 91(3), 456-457.
Finn, A. (2005). Reassessing the foundations of customer delight. Journal of Service
Research, 8(2), 103-116.
Fleming, C. J. (2019). Prosocial rule breaking at the street level: the roles of leaders, peers, and
bureaucracy. Public Management Review, 22(8), 1-26.
Fried, Y., Rowland, K. M., & Ferris, G. R. (1984). The physiological measurement of work
stress: A critique. Personnel Psychology, 37(4), 583-615.
Fullerton, R. A., & Punj, G. (2004). Repercussions of promoting an ideology of consumption:
consumer misbehavior. Journal of Business Research, 57(11), 1239-1249.
Gallo, C. (2015, April 10). How the apple store creates irresistible customer experiences.
https://www.forbes.com/sites/carminegallo/2015/04/10/how-the-apple-store-createsirresistible-customer-experiences/#69b3e5a917a8
Ganster, D. C., & Schaubroeck, J. (1991). Work stress and employee health. Journal of
Management, 17(2), 235-271.
Gatsonis, C., & Sampson, A. R. (1989). Multiple correlation: exact power and sample size
calculations. Psychological Bulletin, 106(3), 516-524.
Gettman, H. J., & Gelfand, M. J. (2007). When the customer shouldn't be king: Antecedents and
consequences of sexual harassment by clients and customers. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 92(3), 757-770.

157

Ghosh, A., & Shum, C. (2019). Why do employees break rules? Understanding organizational
rule-breaking behaviors in hospitality. International Journal of Hospitality
Management, 81, 1-10.
Ghumman, S., & Barnes, C. M. (2013). Sleep and prejudice: A resource recovery
approach. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 43, E166-E178.
Godwin, B., Patterson, P., & Johnson, L. (1999). Consumer coping strategies with dissatisfactory
service encounters: A preliminary investigation. Journal of Consumer Satisfaction,
Dissatisfaction and Complaining Behavior, 12-21.
Grandey, A. A., Dickter, D. N., & Sin, H. P. (2004). The customer is not always right: Customer
aggression and emotion regulation of service employees. Journal of Organizational
Behavior: The International Journal of Industrial, Occupational and Organizational
Psychology and Behavior, 25(3), 397-418.
Groth, M., & Grandey, A. (2012). From bad to worse: Negative exchange spirals in employee–
customer service interactions. Organizational Psychology Review, 2(3), 208-233.
Gustafsson, A., Johnson, M. D., & Roos, I. (2005). The effects of customer satisfaction,
relationship commitment dimensions, and triggers on customer retention. Journal of
Marketing, 69(4), 210-218.
Hagger, M. S., Wood, C., Stiff, C., & Chatzisarantis, N. L. (2010). Ego depletion and the
strength model of self-control: a meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 136(4), 495-525.

158

Han, S. J., Bonn, M. A., & Cho, M. (2016). The relationship between customer incivility,
restaurant frontline service employee burnout and turnover intention. International
Journal of Hospitality Management, 52, 97-106.
Handy, J. (2006). Sexual harassment in small‐town New Zealand: a qualitative study of three
contrasting organizations. Gender, Work & Organization, 13(1), 1-24.
Hang-Yue, N., Foley, S., & Loi, R. (2005). Work role stressors and turnover intentions: A study
of professional clergy in Hong Kong. The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 16(11), 2133-2146.
Harris, L. C., & Reynolds, K. L. (2003). The consequences of dysfunctional customer
behavior. Journal of Service Research, 6(2), 144-161.
Harris, L. C., & Reynolds, K. L. (2004). Jaycustomer behavior: an exploration of types and
motives in the hospitality industry. Journal of Services Marketing, 18(5), 339-357.
Harris, A., & Griffiths, M. D. (2017). A critical review of the harm-minimisation tools available
for electronic gambling. Journal of Gambling Studies, 33(1), 187-221.
Hauser, D. J., & Schwarz, N. (2015). It’sa trap! Instructional manipulation checks prompt
systematic thinking on “tricky” tasks. Sage Open, 5(2), 1-6.
Hauser, D. J., & Schwarz, N. (2016). Attentive Turkers: MTurk participants perform better on
online attention checks than do subject pool participants. Behavior Research Methods,
48(1), 400-407.
Hayton, E. (2019, February 27). 8 Causes of employee turnover in hospitality.
https://harver.com/blog/causes-of-employee-turnover-in-hospitality/

159

Hecht, L. M. (2001). Role conflict and role overload: Different concepts, different
consequences. Sociological Inquiry, 71(1), 111-121.
Hennig-Thurau, T. (2004). Customer orientation of service employees: Its impact on customer
satisfaction, commitment, and retention. International Journal of Service Industry
Management, 15(5), 460-478.
Herchen, J. L. (2015). Unethical prosocial behavior: Theory development and experimental
findings. University of North Texas.
Hight, S. K., & Park, J. Y. (2018). Substance use for restaurant servers: Causes and
effects. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 68, 68-79.
Himle, D. P., Jayaratne, S., & Thyness, P. (1989). The effects of emotional support on burnout,
work stress and mental health among Norwegian and American social workers. Journal
of Social Service Research, 13(1), 27-45.
Ho, L. H., Feng, S. Y., & Yen, T. M. (2014). A new methodology for customer satisfaction
analysis: Taguchi’s signal-to-noise ratio approach. Journal of Service Science and
Management, 7(03), 235-244.
Homburg, C., Hoyer, W. D., & Koschate, N. (2005). Customers’ reactions to price increases: do
customer satisfaction and perceived motive fairness matter? Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 33(1), 36-49.
Hur, W. M., Moon, T. W., & Han, S. J. (2015). The effect of customer incivility on service
employees’ customer orientation through double mediation of surface acting and
emotional exhaustion. Journal of Service Theory and Practice, 25(4), 394-413.

160

Inness, M., LeBlanc, M. M., & Barling, J. (2008). Psychosocial predictors of supervisor-, peer-,
subordinate-, and service-provider-targeted aggression. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 93(6), 1401-1411.
Iverson, R. D., & Deery, M. (1997). Turnover culture in the hospitality industry. Human
Resource Management Journal, 7(4), 71-82.
Iverson, R. D., & Maguire, C. (2000). The relationship between job and life satisfaction:
Evidence from a remote mining community. Human Relations, 53(6), 807-839.
James, R. J., O’Malley, C., & Tunney, R. J. (2016). Why are some games more addictive than
others: The effects of timing and payoff on perseverance in a slot machine game.
Frontiers in Psychology, 7, 1-11.
Jeong, E., Jang, S., Behnke, C., Anderson, J., & Day, J. (2019). A scale for restaurant customers’
healthy menu choices: individual and environmental factors. International Journal of
Contemporary Hospitality Management, 31(1), 217-246.
Jonas, W. (2001). A scenario for design. Design Issues, 17(2), 64-80.
Kang, J., & Jang, J. (2019). What do employees perceive as hindrance or challenge stressors in
the hotel industry? The role that hope plays. Journal of Human Resources in Hospitality
& Tourism, 1-24.
Karatepe, O. M. (2012). Perceived organizational support, career satisfaction, and performance
outcomes: a study of hotel employees in Cameroon. International Journal of
Contemporary Hospitality Management, 24(5), 735-752.

161

Kaufman, J. A. (2013). Organizational culture as a function of institutional type in higher
education (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from Cornerstone (86).
Kim, H. J., Shin, K. H., & Swanger, N. (2009). Burnout and engagement: A comparative
analysis using the Big Five personality dimensions. International Journal of Hospitality
Management, 28(1), 96-104.
Kim, G., Ro, H., Hutchinson, J., & Kwun, D. J. (2014). The effect of jay-customer behaviors on
employee job stress and job satisfaction. International Journal of Hospitality & Tourism
Administration, 15(4), 394-416.
Konze, A. K., Rivkin, W., & Schmidt, K. H. (2019). Can faith move mountains? How implicit
theories about willpower moderate the adverse effect of daily emotional dissonance on
ego-depletion at work and its spillover to the home-domain. European Journal of Work
and Organizational Psychology, 28(2), 137-149.
Ladouceur, R., Blaszczynski, A., & Lalande, D. R. (2012). Pre-commitment in gambling: a
review of the empirical evidence. International Gambling Studies, 12(2), 215-230.
Lanaj, K., Johnson, R. E., & Barnes, C. M. (2014). Beginning the workday yet already depleted?
Consequences of late-night smartphone use and sleep. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 124(1), 11-23.
Lang, D., & Markowitz, M. (1986). Coping, individual differences, and strain: A longitudinal
study of short‐term role overload. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 7(3), 195-206.

162

LeBlanc, M. M., & Barling, J. (2005). Understanding the many faces of workplace violence. In
S. Fox & P. E. Spector (Eds.), Counterproductive work behavior: Investigations of actors
and targets (pp. 41– 63). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.
Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. (2002). Organizational citizenship behavior and workplace deviance: The
role of affect and cognitions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1), 131-142.
Lee, J., & Pee, L. G. (2013). Reading consumer reviews to confirm my expectations: The
accelerated impact of confirmation under extreme review tones. Reading, 6, 18-2013.
Li, J., Barnes, C. M., Yam, K. C., Guarana, C. L., & Wang, L. (2019). Do not like it when you
need it the most: Examining the effect of manager ego depletion on managerial voice
endorsement. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 40(8), 869-882.
Liang, R. D., & Zhang, J. S. (2011). The effect of service interaction orientation on customer
satisfaction and behavioral intention: The moderating effect of dining frequency.
Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 24, 1026-1035.
Liao, H., & Chuang, A. (2004). A multilevel investigation of factors influencing employee
service performance and customer outcomes. Academy of Management Journal, 47(1),
41-58.
Liang, C. J., & Wen-Hung, W. (2004). Attributes, benefits, customer satisfaction and behavioral
loyalty-an integrative research of financial services industry in Taiwan. Journal of
Services Research, 4(1), 57-91.
Liu, X., & Li, J., (2015). Dual effects of managerial pro-social rule breaking on employee
behavior in the Chinese context. Revista de Cercetare si Interventie Sociala, 51, 187-201.

163

Liu, X. Y., Kwan, H. K., & Chiu, R. K. (2014). Customer sexual harassment and frontline
employees’ service performance in China. Human Relations, 67(3), 333-356.
Lloyd, C. D., Chadwick, N., & Serin, R. C. (2014). Associations between gambling, substance
misuse and recidivism among Canadian offenders: a multifaceted exploration of poor
impulse control traits and behaviours. International Gambling Studies, 14(2), 279-300.
Lombarts, A. (2018). The hospitality model revisited: Developing a hospitality model for today
and tomorrow. Hospitality & Society, 8(3), 297-311.
Loveman, G. W. (1998). Employee satisfaction, customer loyalty, and financial performance: an
empirical examination of the service profit chain in retail banking. Journal of Service
research, 1(1), 18-31.
Lynn, M., Sturman, M., Ganley, C., Adams, E., Douglas, M., & McNeil, J. (2008). Consumer
racial discrimination in tipping: A replication and extension. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology, 38(4), 1045-1060.
Martin, K. D., & Cullen, J. B. (2006). Continuities and extensions of ethical climate theory: A
meta-analytic review. Journal of Business Ethics, 69(2), 175-194.
Matthews, R. A., Winkel, D. E., & Wayne, J. H. (2014). A longitudinal examination of role
overload and work–family conflict: The mediating role of interdomain transitions.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 35(1), 72-91.
McCollough, M. A. (2000). The effect of perceived justice and attributions regarding service
failure and recovery on post-recovery customer satisfaction and service quality
attitudes. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 24(4), 423-447.

164

Mittal, V., & Kamakura, W. A. (2001). Satisfaction, repurchase intent, and repurchase behavior:
Investigating the moderating effect of customer characteristics. Journal of Marketing
Research, 38(1), 131-142.
Mishra, S., Lalumiere, M. L., & Williams, R. J. (2017). Gambling, risk-taking, and antisocial
behavior: A replication study supporting the generality of deviance. Journal of Gambling
Studies, 33(1), 15-36.
Moorman, C., & Miner, A. S. (1998). Organizational improvisation and organizational
memory. Academy of Management Review, 23(4), 698-723.
Morrison, E. W. (2006). Doing the job well: An investigation of pro-social rule breaking.
Journal of Management, 32(1), 5-28.
Muraven, M., Tice, D. M., & Baumeister, R. F. (1998). Self-control as a limited resource:
regulatory depletion patterns. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74(3), 774789.
Muraven, M., & Baumeister, R. F. (2000). Self-regulation and depletion of limited resources:
Does self-control resemble a muscle? Psychological Bulletin, 126(2), 247.
Noll, E. D., & Arnold, S. (2004). Racial differences in restaurant tipping: Evidence from the
field. Cornell Hotel and Restaurant Administration Quarterly, 45(1), 23-29.
Oh, H. (1999). Service quality, customer satisfaction, and customer value: A holistic
perspective. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 18(1), 67-82.
Oliver, R. L. (2000). Customer satisfaction with service. Handbook of services marketing and
management, 247-254.

165

O'Reilly III, C. A. (1982). Variations in decision makers' use of information sources: The impact
of quality and accessibility of information. Academy of Management Journal, 25(4), 756771.
Örtqvist, D., & Wincent, J. (2006). Prominent consequences of role stress: A meta-analytic
review. International Journal of Stress Management, 13(4), 399-422.
Parboteeah, K. P., & Kapp, E. A. (2008). Ethical climates and workplace safety behaviors: An
empirical investigation. Journal of Business Ethics, 80(3), 515-529.
Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V. A., & Berry, L. L. (1985). A conceptual model of service quality
and its implications for future research. Journal of Marketing, 49(4), 41-50.
Patterson, P. G., Cowley, E., & Prasongsukarn, K. (2006). Service failure recovery: The
moderating impact of individual-level cultural value orientation on perceptions of
justice. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 23(3), 263-277.
Peterson, M. F., Smith, P. B., Akande, A., Ayestaran, S., Bochner, S., Callan, V., & Hofmann, K.
(1995). Role conflict, ambiguity, and overload: A 21-nation study. Academy of
Management Journal, 38(2), 429-452.
Pocheptsova, A., Amir, O., Dhar, R., & Baumeister, R. F. (2009). Deciding without resources:
Resource depletion and choice in context. Journal of Marketing Research, 46(3), 344355.
Prosser, C. (2018, December 10). Survey finds fast-food workers spat on, abused and threatened.
Retrieved from https://www.abc.net.au

166

Quigley, B. M., Leonard, K. E., & Collins, R. L. (2003). Characteristics of violent bars and bar
patrons. Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 64(6), 765-772.
Ranaweera, C., & Prabhu, J. (2003). On the relative importance of customer satisfaction and trust
as determinants of customer retention and positive word of mouth. Journal of Targeting,
Measurement and Analysis for Marketing, 12(1), 82-90.
Rathi, N., & Lee, K. (2016). Emotional exhaustion and work attitudes: Moderating effect of
personality among frontline hospitality employees. Journal of Human Resources in
Hospitality & Tourism, 15(3), 231-251.
Reynolds, K. L., & Harris, L. C. (2009). Dysfunctional customer behavior severity: An empirical
examination. Journal of Retailing, 85(3), 321-335.
Richman, A. (2006). Everyone wants an engaged workforce how can you create it. Workspan,
49(1), 36-39.
Riemann, D., Feige, B., Hornyak, M., Koch, S., Hohagen, F., & Voderholzer, U. (2002). The
tryptophan depletion test: impact on sleep in primary insomnia—a pilot study. Psychiatry
Research, 109(2), 129-135.
Robinson, S. L., & Bennett, R. J. (1995). A typology of deviant workplace behaviors: A
multidimensional scaling study. Academy of Management Journal, 38(2), 555-572.
Robinson, M. D., & Clore, G. L. (2001). Simulation, scenarios, and emotional appraisal: Testing
the convergence of real and imagined reactions to emotional stimuli. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 27(11), 1520-1532.

167

Rodell, J. B., & Judge, T. A. (2009). Can “good” stressors spark “bad” behaviors? The mediating
role of emotions in links of challenge and hindrance stressors with citizenship and
counterproductive behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(6), 1438-1451.
Rivkin, W., Diestel, S., & Schmidt, K. H. (2014). The positive relationship between servant
leadership and employees' psychological health: A multi-method approach. German
Journal of Human Resource Management, 28(1-2), 52-72.
Scalora, M. J., Washington, D. O. N., Casady, T., & Newell, S. P. (2003). Nonfatal workplace
violence risk factors: Data from a police contact sample. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 18(3), 310-327.
Secchi, E. (2012). Essays on Service Improvisation Competence: Empirical Evidence from The
Hospitality Industry (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from TigerPrints (999).
Secchi, E., Roth, A., Verma, R. (2016). The role of service improvisation in improving hotel
customer satisfaction. Cornell Hospitality Report, 16(1), 3–10.
Shum, C., Gatling, A., & Garlington, J. (2020). All people are created equal? Racial
discrimination and its impact on hospitality career satisfaction. International Journal of
Hospitality Management, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2019.102407
Shum, C., Ghosh, A., & Gatling, A. (2019). Prosocial rule-breaking to help coworker: Nature,
causes, and effect on service performance. International Journal of Hospitality
Management, 79, 100-109.
Siu, N., Zhang, T., & Yau, C. (2013). The roles of justice and customer satisfaction in customer
retention: A lesson from service recovery. Journal of Business ethics, 114(4), 675-686.

168

Skarlicki, D. P., Van Jaarsveld, D. D., & Walker, D. D. (2008). Getting even for customer
mistreatment: The role of moral identity in the relationship between customer
interpersonal injustice and employee sabotage. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(6),
1335-1347.
Sliter, M., Jex, S., Wolford, K., & McInnerney, J. (2010). How rude! Emotional labor as a
mediator between customer incivility and employee outcomes. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 15(4), 468-481.
Sliter, M. T., Pui, S. Y., Sliter, K. A., & Jex, S. M. (2011). The differential effects of
interpersonal conflict from customers and coworkers: Trait anger as a moderator. Journal
of Occupational Health Psychology, 16(4), 1-17.
Sliter, M., & Jones, M. (2016). A qualitative and quantitative examination of the antecedents of
customer incivility. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 21(2), 208-219.
Stroop, J. R. (1935). Studies of interference in serial verbal reactions. Journal of Experimental
Psychology, 18(6), 15-23.
Sulek, J. M., & Hensley, R. L. (2004). The relative importance of food, atmosphere, and fairness
of wait: The case of a full-service restaurant. Cornell Hotel and Restaurant
Administration Quarterly, 45(3), 235-247.
Susskind, A. M., Borchgrevink, C. P., Kacmar, K. M., & Brymer, R. A. (2000). Customer
service employees’ behavioral intentions and attitudes: An examination of construct
validity and a path model. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 19(1), 5377.

169

Szymanski, D. M., & Henard, D. H. (2001). Customer satisfaction: A meta-analysis of the
empirical evidence. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 29(1), 16-35.
Taylor, E. C., Bernerth, J. B., & Maurer, J. D. (2017). Running on empty: The effects of
aggregate travel stress on team performance. Journal of Business and Psychology, 32(5),
513-531.
Teng, C. C., & Barrows, C. W. (2009). Service orientation: antecedents, outcomes, and
implications for hospitality research and practice. The Service Industries Journal, 29(10),
1413-1435.
Torres, E. N., van Niekerk, M., & Orlowski, M. (2017). Customer and employee incivility and
its causal effects in the hospitality industry. Journal of Hospitality Marketing &
Management, 26(1), 48-66.
Tsaur, S. H., & Tang, Y. Y. (2012). Job stress and well-being of female employees in hospitality:
The role of regulatory leisure coping styles. International Journal of Hospitality
Management, 31(4), 1038-1044.
Vardaman, J. M., Gondo, M. B., & Allen, D. G. (2014). Ethical climate and pro-social rule
breaking in the workplace. Human Resource Management Review, 24(1), 108-118.
Van Dyne, L., Graham, J. W., & Dienesch, R. M. (1994). Organizational citizenship behavior:
Construct redefinition, measurement, and validation. Academy of Management
Journal, 37(4), 765-802.

170

Van Jaarsveld, D. D., Walker, D. D., & Skarlicki, D. P. (2010). The role of job demands and
emotional exhaustion in the relationship between customer and employee
incivility. Journal of Management, 36(6), 1486-1504.
Vohs, K. D., Glass, B. D., Maddox, W. T., & Markman, A. B. (2011). Ego depletion is not just
fatigue: Evidence from a total sleep deprivation experiment. Social Psychological and
Personality Science, 2(2), 166-173.
Walsh, G., Dahling, J. J., Schaarschmidt, M., & Brach, S. (2016). Surface-acting outcomes
among service employees with two jobs: Investigating moderation and mediation
effects. Journal of Service Management, 27(4), 534-562.
Wan, P. Y. K. (2013). Work stress among casino industry supervisors in Macao
casinos. International Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Administration, 14(2), 179-201.
Wang, M., Liao, H., Zhan, Y., & Shi, J. (2011). Daily customer mistreatment and employee
sabotage against customers: Examining emotion and resource perspectives. Academy of
Management Journal, 54(2), 312-334.
Wen, J., Li, Y., & Hou, P. (2016). Customer mistreatment behavior and hotel employee
organizational citizenship behavior: The mediating role of perceived organizational
support. Nankai Business Review International, 7(3), 322-344.
Wright, T. A., & Cropanzano, R. (1998). Emotional exhaustion as a predictor of job performance
and voluntary turnover. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83(3), 486-493.
Yagil, D. (2008). When the customer is wrong: A review of research on aggression and sexual
harassment in service encounters. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 13(2), 141-152.

171

Yi, Y., & Gong, T. (2008). If employees “go the extra mile,” do customers reciprocate with
similar behavior?. Psychology & Marketing, 25(10), 961-986.
Yip, B., Rowlinson, S., & Siu, O. L. (2008). Coping strategies as moderators in the relationship
between role overload and burnout. Construction Management and Economics, 26(8),
871-882.
Youli, H., Xixi, L., & Xi, W. (2014). The effects of transformational leadership on employee's
pro-social rule breaking. Canadian Social Science, 10(1), 128.
Yue, Y., Wang, K. L., & Groth, M. (2017). Feeling bad and doing good: The effect of customer
mistreatment on service employee's daily display of helping behaviors. Personnel
Psychology, 70(4), 769-808.
Zhang, C., Mayer, D. M., & Hwang, E. (2018). More is less: Learning but not relaxing buffers
deviance under job stressors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 103(2), 123.
Zhu, J. N., Lam, L. W., & Lai, J. Y. (2019). Returning good for evil: A study of customer
incivility and extra-role customer service. International Journal of Hospitality
Management, 81, 65-72.
Zyphur, M. J., Warren, C. R., Landis, R. S., & Thoresen, C. J. (2007). Self-regulation and
performance in high-fidelity simulations: An extension of ego-depletion research. Human
performance, 20(2), 103-118.

172

Curriculum Vitae
_____________________________Ankita Ghosh, Ph.D._____________________________
William F. Harrah College of Hospitality
University of Nevada – Las Vegas
4505 S. Maryland Parkway
Box 456017
Las Vegas 89154-6017
Phone: 702-895-5438
Email: aghosh8@kent.edu

Education

University of Nevada, Las Vegas
Ph.D., Hospitality Administration, 2020

Kent State University
M.S., Hospitality and Tourism Management, 2017

Indira Gandhi National Open University
B.S., Hospitality Administration, 2014

173

