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Abstract 

This article studies the impact of emotional dissonance experienced in interactions with the 

CEO on affective organizational commitment in family firm top management teams. We 

argue that this relationship will be mediated by the level of satisfaction with the CEO. 

Additionally, we propose that CEO ownership will have a moderating effect. Using a 

multiple-respondent dataset of 212 top managers from 45 family firms, we find that emotional 

dissonance leads to less satisfaction with the CEO, influencing the level of affective 

organizational commitment. This relationship is even stronger if the CEO has a high degree of 

ownership power.  

Keywords: family firms, emotional dissonance, affective organizational commitment, 

CEO satisfaction, CEO power  
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Introduction 

A behavioral outcome that has received much attention in organizational behavior 

literature is affective organizational commitment, defined as “an affective or emotional 

attachment to the organization, such that the strongly committed individual identifies with, is 

involved in, and enjoys membership in the organization” (Allen & Meyer, 1990, p. 2). High 

levels of affective organizational commitment have been associated with several positive 

work-related consequences such as substantial decreases in turnover intentions, reductions in 

absenteeism, and better job performance (Meyer & Maltin, 2010; Meyer et al., 2002). As the 

top management team (hereafter TMT), referring to the CEO and the managers directly 

reporting to the CEO (Boeker, 1997), forms a firm’s dominant decision-making entity 

(Carmeli & Schaubroeck, 2006), the level of affective organizational commitment of its team 

members strongly impacts the firm.  

 Affective organizational commitment of TMT members is especially essential for 

family firm TMTs since managers with high levels of affective commitment feel a strong 

sense of belonging and identification with the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1991), and this 

strong shared identity is considered one of the major assets of family firms (Tagiuri & Davis, 

1996). Family firms are defined by a family’s involvement in ownership and governance of 

the firm and a long-term vision for how the firm will benefit the family, potentially across 

different generations (Bennedsen et al., 2010; Zellweger et al., 2010). However, even though 

TMT members’ high level of affective organizational commitment is a potential competitive 

advantage for family firms, not all family firms succeed in achieving this commitment among 

their TMT members (Dawson et al., 2014; Memili et al., 2013). Overall, little is known about 

the determinants that impact affective commitment within family firm TMTs (Dawson et al., 

2014; Memili et al., 2013). 
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 Since the types and intensities of family firm members’ feelings, emotions, and 

preferences are unique, researchers are called upon to approach family firms’ distinctiveness 

in organizational behavior mainly from an emotional perspective (Sharma et al., 2020). 

Therefore, this study investigates the impact of emotional dissonance, which refers to a 

conflict between the emotions a person experiences and the emotions they express in 

compliance of display rules (Abraham, 1998), on affective commitment. People are known to 

undertake emotional labour at work. According to emotional labour theory, employees, and 

thus also managers, might deliberately obscure or suppress their emotions “to sustain the 

outward countenance that produces the proper state of mind in others” (Hochshild, 1983, p. 

7). The need for organizational members to hide or fake certain emotions might lead to 

emotional dissonance. This study will investigate if emotional dissonance negatively impacts 

the level of affective organizational commitment within a family firm TMT context.  

 Traditionally, research on emotional dissonance was very individual-focused, and 

looked into its impact on, for example, an individual’s well-being (e.g.,(Grandey, 2003; 

Wharton, 1993). However, a more recent literature stream in emotional labour theory 

highlights the interpersonal impact of emotional dissonance within a team context. Teams are 

not merely a collection of individuals expressing their emotions separately. Rather, teams 

provide a social context in which a team member’s regulation of their emotions is strongly 

influenced by the other team members’ regulation of their emotions (Becker et al., 2018). As 

such, this study investigates the relationship between emotional dissonance and affective 

organizational commitment by applying it on the level of the family firm TMT.  

  The primary purpose of this study is to deepen our understanding as to how and when 

degrees of experienced emotional dissonance within the TMT impact affective organizational 

commitment. We specifically zoom in on the role of the CEO, generally considered to be a 

firm’s most important and powerful actor (Minichilli et al., 2010), by focusing on the level of 
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emotional dissonance the TMT members experience when interacting with their CEO. Team 

members’ perception of their supervisor impacts their attitudes about their job and the 

organization they are working for (Griffin et al., 2001). Therefore, for TMT members to 

remain affectively committed to the firm, it becomes particularly relevant that they are 

satisfied with the CEO, or in other words, have a favorable perception of the CEO's 

competence, fairness, interest in their subordinates, and general likeability (Tewksbury & 

Higgins, 2006). We, therefore, propose the level of satisfaction with the CEO as a mediator in 

the negative relationship between emotional dissonance and TMT members’ affective 

commitment to the family firm.  

 Additionally, we argue that the negative effect of emotional dissonance on affective 

organizational commitment through satisfaction with the CEO is even stronger when a 

powerful CEO leads the TMT. A high degree of ownership power, referring to the level of 

shareholding a CEO has in the family firm, can cause discrepancies between the CEO and the 

rest of the TMT (Li & Jones, 2019), which can make TMT members even less satisfied with 

the CEO towards whom they have to hide or fake their emotions. Given that family firms are 

typically characterized by a highly owner-centered culture (de Vries, 1993), it is essential to 

examine the role of this degree of ownership power. 

We contribute to the existing literature, and particularly literature on emotional labour, 

in multiple ways. Firstly, our article responds to the call for unraveling the potential impact of 

emotions in a family firm setting (Labaki et al., 2013) as well as the call for incorporating 

emotional labour theory in family firm research (Brundin & Härtel, 2014). This is achieved by 

using emotional dissonance as the proposed antecedent and explaining its impact through 

emotional labour arguments. As such, we provide contemporary insights on the role of 

emotional dissonance in understanding why some family firm TMTs show high levels of 

affective commitment while others are less affectively committed. Additionally, we unravel 
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the explaining mechanism behind this relationship, namely the degree of satisfaction with the 

CEO. Secondly, according to Becker et al. (2018), using multiple, interdependent sources is 

crucial for further developing emotional labour theory. An individual approach is often 

insufficient for capturing the complex setting in which emotional dissonance arises 

(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Hence, team-level findings can considerably strengthen our 

understanding of the consequences of emotional dissonance (Becker et al., 2018). Also, 

Pearson et al. (2014) highlight the importance of incorporating a team-level focus when 

studying organizational behavior in family firms, since family firms’ team characteristics are 

unique due to the enduring presence of both family and nonfamily members. For these 

reasons, we approach emotional dissonance from a team-level perspective. Lastly, in this 

study, we highlight the “emotional arenas” that family firms are (Brundin & Härtel, 2014, p. 

536). As such, we take an important step in further untangling the determinants of family firm 

continuity since the affective organizational commitment of all TMT members is found to be 

crucial for the survival and effectiveness of the family firm (Memili et al., 2013). 

Theoretical Background 

Affective Organizational Commitment and the Influence of Emotional Dissonance 

Understanding the nature, development, and implications of affective organizational 

commitment is essential since organizations’ competitive advantage increasingly relies on 

having a committed workforce (Meyer & Parfyonova, 2010). Organizational commitment can 

generally be defined as “a psychological link between the employee and his or her 

organization that makes it less likely that the employee will voluntarily leave the 

organization” (Allen & Meyer, 1996, p. 252). Affective organizational commitment refers to 

an affective or emotional attachment to the organization. The strongly committed individual 

identifies with, is involved in, and enjoys membership in the organization. In other words, 

strong affective commitment means employees stay within an organization because they want 
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to (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer et al., 2002). The theme of (affective) organizational 

commitment has received significant attention in organizational behavior literature. Existing 

research has mainly revealed that affective organizational commitment is negatively related to 

turnover (Meyer et al., 2002), which means that highly committed employees are the least 

likely to leave the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990).  

Affective organizational commitment is especially relevant within the context of 

family firms (Gomez-Mejia et al., 2011). Together with their long-term orientation, high 

levels of (affective) organizational commitment are often mentioned in the literature as 

important advantages for family firms (de Vries, 1993; Tagiuri & Davis, 1996). According to 

Dawson et al. (2014), family firm members with high levels of affective commitment strongly 

believe in the firm’s goals and are enthusiastic about positively contributing to them, which 

provides them with a strong desire to stay within the firm. As such, having highly committed 

members is advantageous for family firms, given that they are more willing to pursue a career 

in the firm, are more likely to be cooperative in their role in leadership transition, and are 

often more satisfied with the succession process (Sharma & Irving, 2005).  

In summary, affective organizational commitment is crucial for the continuity of 

organizations, which is extra relevant in the family firm context, given that this type of firm is 

characterized by a long-term orientation and a desire to pass the firm to the following 

generation (de Vries, 1993). Therefore, it is striking that family firm research has put so little 

focus on the antecedents of this critical construct (Sharma & Irving, 2005). This article looks 

into the effect of the level of emotional dissonance experienced during interactions with the 

CEO, typically a firm’s most powerful actor (Minichilli et al., 2010), on family firm 

executives’ level of affective organizational commitment.  

The phenomenon of emotional dissonance has its origin in emotional labour theory 

(Hochshild, 1983). Emotional labour refers to “the effort, planning, and control needed to 
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express organizationally desired emotion during interpersonal interactions” (Morris & 

Feldman, 1996, p. 987). In emotional labour theory, two types of emotional labour can be 

distinguished. Firstly, deep acting means that organization members make an effort to truly 

feel the emotions they are expected to display in their job. On the contrary, in the case of 

surface acting, they only change their appearance to match the expected emotions and thus do 

not actually experience these emotions (Hochshild, 1983; Morris & Feldman, 1996). The 

latter form, surface acting, leads to emotional dissonance (Lawrence et al., 2011). Emotional 

dissonance is the term used for the phenomenon that occurs when there is a conflict between 

the emotions an individual experiences and the emotions they express to conform to display 

rules (Abraham, 1998). It emerges from the fact that members of organizations often attempt 

to publicly display or hide certain emotions during social interactions (Côté, 2005).  

Regulating one’s emotions is necessary to function in social contexts, and the 

workplace is no exception (Grandey, 2015). It is thus part of interpersonal workplace 

relationships (Troth et al., 2018), of which the relationship with the CEO within the top 

management team (hereafter TMT) is an example. In the specific context of family firms, 

emotional dissonance is still a very understudied research topic, even though emotions play a 

crucial role in properly understanding this type of organization (Labaki et al., 2013; Rafaeli, 

2013). The need to hide or fake certain emotions, leading to emotional dissonance, during 

work-related interactions causes high levels of psychological strain. Emotional dissonance is, 

therefore, an important job demand (Mann, 1999), which is defined as a psychological 

stressor related to one’s job (Fox et al., 1993). As a result, research on the emotional labour 

theory already revealed the harmful impact emotional dissonance has on both the organization 

member as well as the organization, linking it to outcomes such as well-being or job 

satisfaction (e.g.,(Abraham, 1998; Wharton, 1993), but findings on its impact on team 

outcomes remain scarce (Hu & Shi, 2015).  
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Whereas emotional labour theory initially focused on emotional dissonance from an 

individual point of view, scholars now highlight the importance of further research on the 

team-level impact (Becker et al., 2018). Within teams, each team member brings their 

emotional states to team interactions, which are, both implicitly and explicitly, communicated 

to the rest of the team (Kelly & Barsade, 2001). Consequently, these emotions become 

socially shared (Frijda & Mesquita, 1994). Moreover, according to Kozlowski and Klein 

(2000), individual-level data attained from a single respondent is insufficient for correctly 

capturing organizational behavior-related constructs since it does not consider the context in 

which these individuals function. We, therefore, treat emotional dissonance as a so-called 

shared unit property, meaning that the construct is “presumed or hypothesized to originate in 

individual unit members’ experiences, attitudes, perceptions, values, cognitions, or behaviors 

and to converge among group members as a function of attraction, selection, attrition, 

socialization, social interaction, leadership, and other psychological processes” (Kozlowski & 

Klein, 2000, p. 13). Consequently, we approach emotional dissonance from a TMT level of 

analysis.  

Early research applying emotional labour theory to service job contexts already 

showed that emotional dissonance arising from interactions with clients or patients leads to 

lower organizational commitment (e.g.,(Abraham, 1998, 2000; Côté & Morgan, 2002). Côté 

and Morgan (2002) found that regulating emotions, specifically suppressing negative 

emotions during interactions with external parties, increased employees’ intentions to quit. 

The present study is among the first to investigate this relationship in an intra-organizational 

context, in which interactions usually last longer, tend to be more inherently politically 

driven, and social acceptance is an important driver of behavior (Ozcelik, 2013). In each 

team, there is an implicit or explicit top-down influence deciding which emotions are 

appropriate to express and which emotions should be hidden (Barsade & Gibson, 2007). 
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Leaders’ displays of emotions, and thus also those of the CEO, are closely observed by and 

influence their subordinates, who want to know their leader’s actual attitudes and intentions 

(Barsade & Gibson, 2007). Openness in interactions with supervisors, which in the case of the 

TMT is the CEO, can add to employees’ feelings of self-worth because they feel as if they are 

being taken seriously and can consequently influence their identification with the organization 

(Smidts et al., 2001). This may play a role in the affective organizational commitment of both 

family and nonfamily TMT members (Memili & Welsh, 2012). In a recent article on 

emotional dissonance in team contexts, Becker et al. (2018) proposed that team members who 

feel as if they need to adjust the expression of their emotions will want to distance themselves 

from the relationships within the team that they see as unrewarding or socially costly, or in 

other words will have lower affective organizational commitment.  

 To summarize, we argue that emotional dissonance experienced in interactions with 

the CEO negatively impacts affective organizational commitment. As such, we formulate the 

following hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 1: Emotional dissonance experienced by TMT members in interactions with their 

CEO negatively impacts the level of affective organizational commitment of the entire family 

firm TMT.  

The Influence of Emotional Dissonance on Affective Organizational Commitment 

through Satisfaction with the CEO  

We proposed a negative relationship between emotional dissonance experienced in 

interactions with the CEO and affective organizational commitment. In addition, we are 

especially interested in how this negative relationship occurs and therefore look further into 

the mediating role of satisfaction with the CEO. As Bloemen-Bekx et al. (2021) mentioned, 

affective commitment is the most desirable form of commitment for family firms, but little is 

known about the underlying processes determining the influence of specific antecedents on 
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the degree of affective commitment family firm members indicate. According to Gagné et al. 

(2014), the role of the CEO is an often neglected yet highly valuable element in the 

understanding of organizational behavior in family firms. Managerial choices are based on 

managers’ personal perceptions (Hambrick, 2007), meaning that top managers’ choice to stay 

within the family firm may thus be influenced by their perception of the CEO.   

Early research on the emotional labour theory highlighted emotional dissonance as an 

important antecedent of job satisfaction, with high levels of emotional dissonance decreasing 

the level of job satisfaction employees report, due to the drain of their emotional resources 

(e.g.,(Abraham, 1998; Côté & Morgan, 2002; Morris & Feldman, 1996). Focusing on one 

specific element of job satisfaction, namely satisfaction with one’s supervisor, Tewksbury and 

Higgins (2006) conducted a study on emotional dissonance among correctional staff. They 

found that the emotional dissonance arising from interactions with prisoners caused high 

levels of work stress and consequently led to less satisfaction of the staff with their 

supervisor, particularly the subordinates’ perception about their supervisor’s competence, 

fairness, interest in their subordinates, and general likeability (Tewksbury & Higgins, 2006).  

The abovementioned findings were obtained from studying employees’ interactions 

with external parties. Only recently, scholars have agreed that organization members also 

adjust the expression of their emotions in intra-organizational interactions (Becker et al., 

2018; Hu & Shi, 2015). Whereas encounters with external parties usually only happen 

sporadically, internal interactions take place on a daily, ongoing basis (Hu & Shi, 2015). 

Consequently, as Hu and Shi (2015) mention, the negative consequences of adjusting 

emotional expressions may be even more potent when stemming from interactions with 

acquaintances than interactions with strangers. Our study forms an important step in the 

research on emotional dissonance in intra-organizational relationships by focusing on the 

unique context of family firm top management teams. The collective dynamic of this team of 
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individuals, often consisting of a mixture of family and nonfamily members, directly impacts 

the firm’s working outcomes (Ensley & Pearson, 2005; Minichilli et al., 2010).  

The status of the CEO and their control over the subordinates’ careers provide the 

CEO with the capability to shape the behavior of the rest of the team according to their 

preferences (Hu & Shi, 2015).  Emotional dissonance occurs when team members feel as if 

they have to display unauthentic emotions in response to the CEO’s preferences that do not 

match their own internal experiences, which can be emotionally stressful because they 

experience feelings of duplicity and alienation from themselves (Van Dijk & Brown, 2015). 

As a result, they will be less willing to establish or maintain a qualitative relationship with the 

person towards whom they experience this inauthenticity (Butler et al., 2003), in this case, the 

CEO. Moreover, Fisk and Friesen (2012) argued that emotional dissonance resulting from 

emotion regulation negatively affected the quality of the leader-member exchange, and lower 

quality exchange led to lower levels of reported satisfaction.  

Consequently, we argue that, if family firm top management team members 

experience higher levels of emotional dissonance when interacting with their CEO, they will 

be less satisfied with that CEO, or in other words:   

Hypothesis 2: Emotional dissonance experienced by TMT members in interactions with their 

CEO negatively impacts the level of satisfaction with the CEO.   

According to Meyer and Allen (1991) and Meyer et al. (2002), work experiences are 

among the most important antecedents of affective organizational commitment, and the 

relationship with the supervisor is a critical aspect of one’s work experience. Employees are 

more strongly committed to and have thus stronger desires to stay in organizations where they 

feel supported (Bishop et al., 2000). Rhoades et al. (2001) argued that especially the support 

employees receive from their supervisor plays an essential role. Employees will show higher 

levels of affective commitment when they perceive their supervisor as caring and supportive. 
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When TMT members build interpersonal attachment with the CEO, they consequently may 

experience higher levels of affective commitment to the firm. The importance of satisfaction 

with the CEO becomes extra relevant in the context of family firms, given that family firm 

CEOs have an even higher level of dominance (Minichilli et al., 2010), not only in 

management processes but often also in terms of influencing the overall direction of the firm 

(Westhead & Howorth, 2006). This makes a positive perception about the CEO an even more 

determining factor in one’s commitment to the firm.     

Based on this argumentation, we propose that, when family firm top management 

team members are more satisfied with the CEO, they will show higher levels of affective 

commitment towards the firm. Therefore, we formulate the following hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 3: A higher level of satisfaction with the CEO positively impacts the level of 

affective organizational commitment of the entire family firm TMT.  

The Moderating Role of CEO Ownership Power  

In addition to the impact that the level of emotional dissonance has on the level of 

affective organizational commitment through satisfaction with the CEO, this article further 

looks into when this effect occurs. Again, we focus on the role of the CEO by studying the 

moderating role of the level of CEO ownership power.  

The CEO is typically considered the most powerful and important organization 

member (Minichilli et al., 2010). Power can be defined as “the capacity of individual actors – 

in this case the CEO – to exert their will” (Finkelstein, 1992). An important indicator of CEO 

power is ownership. CEOs with a significant percentage of shareholdings in a firm will be 

substantially more powerful since they represent both management and shareholders and can 

influence the firm's direction from both perspectives (Daily & Johnson, 1997; Finkelstein, 

1992). According to Gagné et al. (2014), the construct of power has been neglected in family 

business research, even though the organizational structure of family firms tends to differ 
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from non-family firms, such that decision-making is more centralized in family firms, 

stemming from a desire to maintain control (Lindow et al., 2010). Given that family firms are 

often characterized by a strong owner-centric culture (de Vries, 1993), ownership becomes an 

extra important indicator of power in this context. According to Westhead and Howorth 

(2006), the CEOs of family firms are often not only the business owners but also majority 

shareholders. This potential concentration of control, typical for family firms, where 

controlling individuals have a strong will for authority and where power differences are 

significant, may cause tensions and disruptions and a less participative atmosphere in general 

(Eddleston & Kellermanns, 2007). Additionally, in case of having a dual role as both owner 

and leader of the firm, a family firm CEO can impose their beliefs and preferences, and as 

such, has a dominant influence on the values and goals of the business (Gagné et al., 2014).  

In a family firm context in which the CEO has a high level of ownership power, the 

negative impact of emotional dissonance on the level of satisfaction with the CEO, which, in 

turn, affects the level of affective commitment, will be even stronger, for the following 

reasons. When the CEO has a high level of ownership power, the likelihood of power 

discrepancies among TMT members increases. In the case of a large discrepancy between the 

CEO and the TMT, there is often a lack of information sharing between the CEO and the 

other team members (Li & Jones, 2019). Also, the larger the discrepancy between the CEO 

and the rest of the TMT, the more the CEO is distanced from the course of events of the TMT 

(Li & Jones, 2019). Additionally, highly powerful CEOs tend to interrupt and direct others’ 

dialogues and are often overconfident, making them reluctant to seek input or advice from 

other members of the TMT because they perceive this input as a threat to their power (Tost et 

al., 2012). As a result, members of the TMT who are already experiencing emotional 

dissonance in interactions with the CEO due to a CEO’s general ability to influence the TMT 

members’ behavior (Hu & Shi, 2015) will have an even more negative attitude toward the 
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CEO’s competence, fairness, interest in subordinates, and general likeability. In other words, 

they will thus be even less satisfied with the CEO, consequently leading to even less affective 

organizational commitment.  

For this reason, we argue that high degrees of CEO ownership, which is an indicator 

of CEO power, will strengthen the negative effect of emotional dissonance on affective 

commitment through satisfaction with the CEO. We, therefore, formulate the following 

hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 4: The level of CEO ownership power moderates the relationship between 

emotional dissonance and affective organizational commitment through the satisfaction of the 

TMT members with the CEO, such that the overall relationship is more negative when CEO 

ownership power is higher.   

Figure 1 shows a summary of the relationships we propose in this study.  

Method 

Participants 

To empirically test our hypotheses, we collected multiple-respondent data from private 

Belgian family firms. We operationalize family firms as firms which, firstly, are perceived by 

the CEO as being a family firm and, secondly, in which a single family owns at least 50 

percent of the shares and at least two of its members have an important influence on the firm 

(Chua et al., 1999; Tagiuri & Davis, 1996). Only family businesses which employ at least ten 

people and have at least three members in their TMT, defined as the CEO and the managers 

directly reporting to the CEO (Boeker, 1997), were included in our sample. The participation 

of the entire TMT was an essential prerequisite for us since, as mentioned by Colbert et al. 

(2014), the complexity of strategic decisions requires a team of leaders, who all have their 

role in creating and implementing decisions and whose skills and efforts all combined 

determine the success of the firm.  
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Since gaining access to TMTs is typically difficult (Raes et al., 2007), we used the 

snowball sampling method by first contacting a small group of CEOs from our network, who 

could then refer us to other CEOs from their network. We ended up contacting 150 Belgian 

family firms, leading to meetings with 55 CEOs. A requirement for participation in our study 

consisted of completing a structured questionnaire by all TMT members. The firms that 

decided not to participate and firms that could not provide completed questionnaires from 

their entire TMT were excluded from our final sample. Finally, we gathered data from 45 

family firms, of which 212 individual managers filled out the survey. Using data from the 

BelFirst database of Bureau Van Dijk, we could verify that there was no response bias since 

an independent samples t-test revealed that there were no significant differences regarding 

firm size (mean difference of 65.05; t(148) = -1.336; p = 0.185), financial performance in the 

form of earnings before interest and taxes (EBIT; mean difference of 155452.60; t(148) = -

0.959; p = 0.342), or net result (mean difference of 50951.27; t(148) = 0.145; p = 0.885) 

between the 45 participating firms and the 105 firms that decided not to participate.  

As recommended by Pitcher and Smith (2001) and as seen in other studies using this 

particular data collection approach (e.g.,(Boone & Hendriks, 2009; Buyl et al., 2011; 

Vandekerkhof et al., 2018), we asked the CEOs to provide us with a list of the members of 

their TMT. During the data collection process, we guaranteed complete confidentiality of 

individual responses because many of the questions had to do with the team’s functioning as a 

whole and the managers’ perceptions about different affective phenomena. Accordingly, we 

were very strict in setting up the survey procedures to avoid that team members could see 

their peers’ answers or that the CEO could see the managers’ perceptions about him/her. As 

such, our survey procedure was set up in such a way that all the questionnaires were 

personally distributed by us and picked up in closed envelopes that were opened only by us. 

Additionally, we included a cover letter with every questionnaire, which highlighted that the 



17 
 

responses would solely serve academic research purposes and that none of the answers would 

be reported back to the CEO or other members of the TMT.  

Moreover, it is crucial to note that the questionnaire provided to the CEO was different 

from the questionnaires that the other managers received. Specifically, the questions related to 

the CEO himself/herself (e.g., satisfaction with the CEO, emotional dissonance experienced in 

interactions with the CEO, see 3.2) were not included in the CEO version since this would 

distort the data. The rest of the questions were the same for both versions of the questionnaire. 

As such, we could separate the CEOs’ answers from the other managers’ answers when 

needed and could thus aggregate the data appropriately for each variable. This implies that no 

CEO responses were included in the variables of satisfaction with the CEO or emotional 

dissonance experienced in interactions with the CEO. These variables are constructed with the 

answers of all the TMT members except the CEO.  

Measures  

Emotional dissonance 

To measure the level of emotional dissonance TMT members experience when 

interacting with the CEO, we used the revised version of the Emotional Labor Scale (ELS) of 

Brotheridge and Lee (2003). We specifically used the six items measuring the level of surface 

acting, which indicate the extent to which someone hides or fakes emotions, since it is the felt 

discrepancy between expressed and experienced emotions that causes emotional dissonance 

(Grandey, 2003). In particular, all TMT members except the CEO were asked to indicate the 

degree to which they show certain emotional behaviors during interactions with their CEO on 

a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). Examples of items are “When 

interacting with the CEO, I show emotions I don’t feel” and “When interacting with the CEO, 

I hide my true feelings about a situation.” We obtained a Cronbach’s alpha for this 

measurement of 0.790.  
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Affective organizational commitment  

The level of affective organizational commitment of the family firm TMT members 

was measured by the Organizational Commitment Scale of Allen and Meyer (1990). 

Specifically, six items of the affective commitment subscale were used. All TMT members, 

including the CEO, were asked to mark on a five-point Likert scale to which extent they agree 

with the statements mentioned, ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree). 

Examples of statements are “I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this 

organization” and “I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it.” The reliability 

analysis showed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.782 for this scale.  

Satisfaction with the CEO 

The measurement of satisfaction with the CEO in this study was based on the measure 

for supervisor satisfaction used by Tewksbury and Higgins (2006). On a five-point Likert 

scale, ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree), all TMT members except the CEO 

indicated the extent to which they agreed with three statements. Examples of the statements 

are, “My supervisor is unfair to me” and “My supervisor shows too little interest in the 

feelings of subordinates.” We rephrased the statements such that they would apply to the 

CEO. A Cronbach’s alpha of 0.758 was obtained for this measure.  

CEO ownership power  

According to Finkelstein (1992), the most direct and most widely used indicator of 

executive ownership power is the percentage of the firm’s shares one owns. We, therefore, 

asked the CEOs of the participating top management teams to fill out the percentage of shares 

of the family firm they possessed.  

Control variables 

 Firstly, we included the size of the TMT as a control variable since team size strongly 

affects the working of a team and influences different outcomes (Simsek et al., 2005). It is 



19 
 

therefore an often-used control variable in research focusing on team contexts. This variable 

was measured as the number of TMT members the CEO reported. Secondly, we included 

CEO tenure, measured as the number of months the CEO has been active as CEO of the 

family firm, as a control variable. Besides the fact that CEO tenure is often indicative of the 

level of CEO power (Finkelstein, 1992), it can also impact the dynamics in the TMT, since 

leaders’ tenure influences the behavior (thus potentially also the expression of emotions) and 

attitudes (thus potentially also the level of satisfaction with the CEO and/or the affective 

organizational commitment) of the rest of the team (Steffens et al., 2014). Lastly, we also 

controlled for whether the CEO is part of the family or not, using a dummy variable, with 1 

indicating the presence of a family CEO and 0 indicating the presence of a nonfamily CEO, 

since this could influence the CEO’s degree of ownership (Westhead & Howorth, 2006) and 

the dynamics between the CEO and the other TMT members (Ensley & Pearson, 2005), thus 

influencing the degree of other members’ emotional dissonance and satisfaction with the 

CEO.  

Data Reduction and Common Method Variance  

Data Aggregation  

As mentioned before, the specific focus of this study lies with family firm TMTs. 

Therefore, we follow a multiple-respondent approach, which will increase the reliability of 

our research (Bowman & Ambrosini, 1997). We collected data through questionnaires which 

individual TMT members filled out. However, our analyses are performed at the team level, 

meaning that the individual-level data first had to be aggregated into team-level data. Before 

this aggregation, we tested the consistency of the responses within a team by calculating the 

interteam-member agreement (Rwg) and the intra-class correlation coefficients ICC(1) and 

ICC(2), as recommended by James et al. (1993) and Bliese (2000). Results of these analyses 

firstly showed that the median interrater agreement scores are 0.83 for emotional dissonance 
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in interactions with the CEO, 0.71 for satisfaction with the CEO, and 0.70 for affective 

organizational commitment, which are all equal to or higher than the cut-off value of 0.70 

(James et al., 1993). Furthermore, the ICC(1) value comprised 0.21 for emotional dissonance, 

0.25 for satisfaction with the CEO, and 0.27 for affective commitment, whereas the ICC(2) 

value was 0.71 for emotional dissonance, 0.58 for satisfaction with the CEO, and 0.75 for 

affective commitment. This signifies that the between-team variances are larger than the 

within-team variances. As a result, team-level scores are sufficiently reliable (Bliese, 2000). 

Data aggregation was unnecessary for our proposed moderator CEO ownership since we 

assigned each team the percentage of shares their CEO declared to own.  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

 We performed a confirmatory factor analysis on the main variables of our model, 

namely emotional dissonance, satisfaction with the CEO, CEO ownership, and affective 

commitment, to check for their construct validity. We first calculated several fit-indicators for 

our proposed four-factor model and found that χ² = 99.22 (96), p < 0.01, CFI = 0.99, RMSEA 

= 0.01, SRMR = 0.05, and TLI = 0.99. These scores all meet the cut-off scores and therefore 

indicate a good fit of our model to the data (Brown, 2006). Furthermore, we compared our 

four-factor baseline model with alternative models to verify its discriminant validity. Firstly, 

we compared it to a one-factor model, which provided the following results: χ² = 346.18 

(104), p < 0.01, CFI = 0.55, RMSEA = 0.12, SRMR = 0.11, and TLI = 0.48. We also made 

the comparison with a two-factor model in which we combined emotional dissonance 

experienced in interactions with the CEO with CEO ownership and affective organizational 

commitment with satisfaction with the CEO. The obtained scores for the fit-indicators for this 

alternative model were χ² = 185.25 (103), p <  0.01, CFI = 0.85, RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR = 

0.07, and TLI = 0.82. Lastly, we also made a comparison with a three-factor model. In this 

alternative model, we merged emotional dissonance experienced in interactions with the CEO 
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and satisfaction with the CEO into one and found the following results: χ² = 223.35 (102), p < 

0.01, CFI = 0.77, RMSEA = 0.09, SRMR = 0.10, and TLI = 0.73. The abovementioned 

comparisons clearly showed that there is construct distinctiveness for the four main variables 

of our research model and confirmed their discriminant validity.  

Common Method Variance  

Given that the data for both our independent and dependent variables were collected 

from the same source, it was essential to take multiple procedural measures, as recommended 

by Podsakoff et al. (2003), to minimize the risk that common method variance, a potential 

problem in behavioral research, would affect our study. Besides the preliminary measures we 

took, we also looked into the actual level of common method variance present in our study by 

performing two ex-post tests. Firstly, we performed a Harman single-factor test on the data 

concerning emotional dissonance, satisfaction with the CEO, and affective organizational 

commitment. This is one of the most widely used tests to address the issue of common 

method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The Harman single-factor test indicated that one general 

factor would explain 18.89% of the total variance among the measures, which distinctively 

lies below the cut-off value of 50%. Additionally, we estimated an unmeasured latent factor 

model for the three variables mentioned above (Podsakoff et al., 2003). This second ex-post 

common method variance test revealed a common factor of 0.135, which equals a common 

variance of 0.135² = 0.018 or 1.8%. Based on these results, we conclude that common method 

bias does not form an issue in this study.  

Results 

Table 1 shows descriptive statistics and intercorrelations of all included variables. We 

found that, on average, family firms participating in our study have 304 employees, while on 

average, the TMT consists of 5 members, including the CEO. On average, a TMT is a mixed 

team comprised of 2 family members and 3 nonfamily members. The mean levels are 4.08 for 
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affective commitment, 1.91 for emotional dissonance in interactions with the CEO, 4.11 for 

satisfaction with the CEO, and 48.46% for CEO ownership. As displayed by Table 1, there is 

a significant negative relationship between emotional dissonance and affective organizational 

commitment. There is, as predicted, also a significant negative relationship between 

emotional dissonance and satisfaction with the CEO and a significant positive link between 

satisfaction with the CEO and affective commitment. Furthermore, we can verify that 

multicollinearity does not form a problem for our study (Mansfield & Helms, 1982). Firstly, 

the correlations are all below 0.8. Besides, the highest variance inflation factor (VIF) found 

for the variables is 1.24, which is substantially lower than the cut-off value of 10.  

 The first step of our regression analyses was to test the direct effect of emotional 

dissonance experienced in interactions with the CEO on the level of affective organizational 

commitment of family firm top management team members. The results of this linear 

regression analysis can be found in Table 2. Whereas the coefficient of the effect of emotional 

dissonance on affective commitment is significant (β = -0.347 p = 0.022), the linear model as 

a whole is not. The low F-value (F = 1.963) and the insignificant p-value (p = 0.119) indicate 

that this model is not the most appropriate. For this reason, we cannot confirm Hypothesis 1. 

Nevertheless, Hayes (2013), whose approach we follow, argues that a lack of a direct 

relationship between the dependent and independent variables does not automatically 

preclude an indirect effect through a mediating variable. For this reason, we do not draw 

conclusions on the effect of emotional dissonance on affective commitment through 

satisfaction with the CEO at this point yet.  

 Next, the mediation model was tested using the PROCESS codes of Hayes (2013), 

which assess the statistical significance of the proposed effects by using bootstrapping 

methods. As shown by Table 3, there is a significant negative effect of emotional dissonance 

in interactions with the CEO on the level of satisfaction with the CEO. Hypothesis 2 of our 
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research model can thus be confirmed. Moreover, there is also a significant positive 

relationship between satisfaction with the CEO and affective organizational commitment, 

meaning that also Hypothesis 3 can be confirmed. In other words, as predicted, satisfaction 

with the CEO plays a mediating role in the relationship between emotional dissonance 

experienced in interactions with the CEO and the level of affective organizational 

commitment. This mediating effect is confirmed by the bootstrap results at a 95 percent 

confidence interval, which do not contain zero for the indirect effect of emotional dissonance 

on affective commitment through satisfaction with the CEO (-0.3067, -0.0015).  

The final step in our regression analyses is to test Hypothesis 4, which looks into when 

this indirect effect occurs by suggesting the level of CEO ownership power as a moderator. 

The results of this moderated mediation analysis can be found in Table 4. Looking into the 

bootstrap results at a 95 percent confidence interval for the moderated mediation, we see that 

for a low level of ownership power (9.9705%), these contain zero (-0.2159, 0.0403), 

indicating an insignificant conditional effect at this value of CEO ownership. However, for 

the two other values of ownership power, namely the mean level and one standard deviation 

above the mean (48.4591% and 86.9477%), these bootstrap results do not contain zero (-

0.2596, -0.0155 and -0.3456, -0.0187), illustrating a significant moderating effect at these 

values. Through an additional Johnson and Neyman analysis, as recommended by Hayes 

(2013), we could detect the values of CEO ownership at which the moderating effect is 

significant. Specifically, the moderating effect arises when the CEO owns 20 percent or more 

of the shares of the family firm. Our dataset shows that this is the case for 73.33 percent of the 

participating firms. In other words, as predicted, for high values of CEO power (i.e., 20 

percent or more of shares), the negative effect of emotional dissonance on affective 

organizational commitment through the degree of satisfaction with the CEO becomes 

stronger. Hypothesis 4 of our research model can thus be confirmed. 
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 Given the unique context of family firms, it is important to acknowledge that family 

involvement in a TMT potentially creates complex dynamics within the team. Family firm 

TMTs typically consist of a mixture of family and nonfamily members (Minichilli et al., 

2010), potentially causing complicated family relationships or divisions between family and 

nonfamily members (Cruz et al., 2010; Minichilli et al., 2010). As an additional robustness 

test, we, therefore, conducted our analyses again while controlling for the family involvement 

in the TMT to verify if this family involvement led to a potential bias in our results. In line 

with Cruz et al. (2010), we controlled for family involvement in two ways: whether or not the 

CEO is part of the business family and the ratio of family members in the TMT compared to 

the total number of members. Detailed results are not reported here1 but confirm the 

mediating role of satisfaction with the CEO in the relationship between emotional dissonance 

and affective organizational commitment. Also, the moderating role of a high level of CEO 

ownership was confirmed at a 90% significance level.  

Discussion  

This study aimed to unravel the impact of the degree of emotional dissonance 

experienced by TMT members when interacting with the CEO on the level of affective 

organizational commitment of a family firm TMT. We were especially interested in how the 

relationship between emotional dissonance and affective organizational commitment arises. 

Therefore, we included satisfaction with the CEO as a mediator. Lastly, we also wanted to 

look further into when the relationship occurs. Thus, we added the level of CEO ownership, a 

determinant of the CEO’s power, as a moderator. We first looked into the direct relationship 

between emotional dissonance and affective organizational commitment but did not find proof 

for a significant (negative) relationship. However, we did find a significant indirect 

relationship in which satisfaction with the CEO plays a mediating role. Moreover, our results 

                                                           
1 Full results are available in the online supplementary materials.   
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showed that the negative effect of emotional dissonance on affective organizational 

commitment via satisfaction with the CEO is even stronger if the CEO owns a significant part 

of the shares of the family firm. 

Theoretical Implications 

With these findings, we contribute to existing literature in several ways. Firstly, this 

study forms an important contribution to the still scarce literature on emotions in family firms. 

In particular, we are among the first to incorporate emotional labour theory in family firm 

research (Brundin & Härtel, 2014). Whereas general organizational research has been 

convinced for a while now that emotions are an essential part of organizational life 

(Ashkanasy & Dorris, 2017), family business research still neglects the topic of emotions too 

often, despite its blatant importance in this context (Rafaeli, 2013). As a result, the impact of 

emotions, and in particular emotional labour, in family firms remains rather unclear (Rafaeli, 

2013).  

Specifically, we unravel the impact emotional dissonance, a well-studied element of 

the emotional labour theory, has on affective organizational commitment in family firm 

TMTs. Smidts et al. (2001) mentioned that the communication climate, of which openness 

and trust are important determinants, will influence team members’ identification with, and in 

turn, their attachment to, an organization. Our results showed that family firm TMT members 

will indeed emotionally withdraw themselves from a firm when they perceive the interactions 

with the CEO as burdening. As indicated by our results, the explanation lies with the fact that 

emotional dissonance experienced in interactions with the CEO lowers TMT members’ 

satisfaction with the CEO. Fisk and Friesen (2012) argued that emotional authenticity, 

referring to the genuine expression of emotions, is an important element of leader-member 

exchanges, which refers to the relationship between leaders and their subordinates. Moreover, 
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these authors state that the quality of these exchanges also determines the satisfaction with the 

supervisor, which is thus in line with our findings. 

Second, we contribute to contemporary research that studies emotional dissonance in 

intra-organizational relationships (e.g.,(Becker et al., 2018; Ozcelik, 2013) by following a 

unique team-level approach, in which all of the analyses were conducted at the team level. 

This allowed us to take into account the reciprocal influence team members have on each 

other’s genuineness in the expression of emotions (Becker et al., 2018). By doing this, we 

respond to calls highlighting the importance of studying emotional labour in work groups 

(e.g.,(Becker et al., 2018; Hu & Shi, 2015). As such, we approach the emotional labour theory 

from a contemporary point of view, since this theory for a long time has solely focused on 

intra-personal consequences of emotional dissonance, such as the individual’s well-being, and 

most of its findings have been obtained from studies in service contexts.  

Whereas research in service contexts analyzes the employee’s one-off interactions 

with external parties, in which the expression of certain emotions is part of the job, in team 

interactions, expectations regarding the expression of emotions can be different, and the 

emotional dissonance arising from hiding or faking certain emotions in this context will most 

likely also impact future team interactions (Hu & Shi, 2015). Furthermore, individual team 

members transfer their emotional states to the rest of the team, resulting in collective-level 

emotional states arising. The existence of collective level emotions distinguishes teams from 

mere groups of individuals (Barsade, 2002; Barsade & Gibson, 2007). Therefore, more 

insights into the interpersonal consequences of emotional dissonance are necessary (Troth et 

al., 2018). Thus, our study contributes to emotional labor theory by providing important 

contemporary insights on this matter. The process of individual-level emotions transferring to 

the team level is called emotional contagion (Barsade, 2002; Barsade & Knight, 2015). While 



27 
 

outside the scope of this particular study, it would be interesting for future research to unravel 

emotional contagion dynamics in family firm TMTs.  

Furthermore, even though family firm TMTs usually consist of a mixture of family 

and nonfamily members (Minichilli et al., 2010), previous research on commitment in family 

firms too often only focuses on family members (Sieger et al., 2011). On the other hand, our 

study focuses on the whole team as a collective. Altogether, this study confirms the need to 

better integrate the social dynamics of emotions into emotional labor theory and to further 

expand our understanding of emotional labor in that direction, that is, capturing more social 

complexity involved in emotional labour by studying it in intra-organizational settings 

(Becker et al., 2018).  

Third, we contribute to research on the determinants of family firm continuity. The 

fact that we found significant empirical evidence for our theorizing that emotional dissonance 

experienced in interactions with the CEO influences affective organizational commitment 

through satisfaction with the CEO clearly shows that leadership plays an unmistakably 

important role in the phenomenon of affective organizational commitment in family firms. 

Moreover, as mentioned before, having shares causes a CEO to represent the managerial 

perspective and the owner perspective (Finkelstein, 1992). These so-called “simultaneous 

roles” are typical for family firms (Tagiuri & Davis, 1996, p. 201). As predicted, high levels 

of CEO ownership power create disparity within the TMT (Harrison & Klein, 2007) and make 

TMT members who have to adjust the expression of their emotion towards the CEO even less 

satisfied about the CEO, in turn leading to lower levels of affective organizational 

commitment. Dawson et al. (2014) mentioned that family firm members’ organizational 

commitment plays a crucial role in the family firm's survival, success, flexibility, and 

longevity. Given that family firms are characterized by a long-term orientation and a focus on 

creating a lasting family legacy through passing the business on to the following generations 
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(de Vries, 1993), a high level of commitment is thus an essential asset for this type of firm. By 

demonstrating the decisive role of the CEO in the arising of commitment, we are thus making 

a significant contribution not only to research on organizational commitment in family firms, 

a topic which has been largely neglected for a long time by family firm scholars (Sharma & 

Irving, 2005), but also to research into the durability of family firms as a whole.  

 Lastly, our findings form an important contribution to the general TMT literature, and 

specifically to upper echelons theory, which states that top management team members’ 

“experiences, values, and personalities greatly influence their interpretations of the situations 

they face and, in turn, affect their choices” (Hambrick, 2007, p. 334). Our research shows 

that, in addition to TMT members’ personalities and values, which research mainly 

concentrates on, their emotional experiences also influence their perceptions and thus their 

choices. Until now, little was known about the influence of psychological elements, 

specifically in relation to job demands (Hambrick, 2007; Hambrick et al., 2005), in the TMT 

literature. By showing the detrimental impact of emotional dissonance on affective 

commitment, we thus make a significant contribution to upper echelons theory.  

Practical Implications 

Besides its theoretical contributions, this study also entails implications for practice. In 

today’s “war for talent” (Michaels et al., 2001),  a firm’s employees are more than ever a 

crucial, distinguishing asset. Therefore, it is in the best interest of family firms that their 

employees, and certainly their TMT members, who often combine operational and strategic 

roles within the firm, are emotionally committed to the firm and have a strong desire to stay. 

Our results show that the CEO strongly impacts this emotional attachment to the firm. In 

particular, the CEO should provide the TMT members with the space and comfort to openly 

express their emotions during their interactions. Moreover, the CEO themselves must also 

openly express emotions, as the CEO’s behavior often serves as exemplary role behavior for 
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others. This openness in emotional expression requires a certain level of emotional 

intelligence from the CEO, which will enable them to be empathetic and deal not only with 

their own emotions but also the emotions of others (Humphrey, 2013). Thus, a CEO should 

pay active attention to the development of their emotional intelligence and, if necessary, they 

can be assisted in this effort by an external coach. Actively developing the emotional 

intelligence of the CEO will benefit the openness of the emotional climate within the entire 

TMT, which will enhance the overall functioning of the team (Barsade & Gibson, 2007). 

   The extent to which TMT members are satisfied with the CEO turns out to be an 

essential explaining mechanism of the impact the members’ emotional dissonance has on their 

affective commitment. Accordingly, it is important to periodically assess the TMT members’ 

satisfaction with the CEO. This can be done in several ways. For example, satisfaction with 

the CEO can be the subject of a direct and open joint conversation among the CEO and all 

other TMT members. Or TMT members can fill out a survey that indicates their satisfaction 

with the CEO, which can then be discussed in the entire TMT. The CEO and the other TMT 

members may find it helpful to be assisted by an external facilitator who can facilitate the 

process of the conversation so that team members learn to do this better themselves in the 

future (Lambrechts et al., 2009). The fact that a CEO is willing to participate in such 

initiatives sends a strong indirect positive signal to the other TMT members, which in itself 

will also help to create a more open, positive team climate in which emotions can be 

discussed openly.  

Limitations and Future Research 

Due to our unique, multiple-respondent dataset, we provided meaningful contributions 

to existing literature. Nevertheless, we are aware that there are limitations to our study, which 

can serve as exciting avenues for future research. First, we empirically validated our research 

model through a sample of 212 managers of 45 top management teams. Even though this is in 
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line with other studies conducting this type of research, one could consider this a relatively 

small dataset. While TMTs, in general, are already difficult to reach, our criterion of having 

the entire TMT’s participation did not ease the data collection process. Using only a small 

selection of top managers per team would have most likely increased our sample size, even 

though this might be at the expense of accuracy and reliability of the results (Buyl et al., 

2011). Future research on larger samples could contribute to the generalizability of our 

findings.  

Second, it would be very interesting to collect similar data from nonfamily firms as 

well. When studying organizational behavior, it is crucial to take into consideration the 

context in which the behavior arises (Johns, 2006). Gathering data from both family and 

nonfamily firms would allow researchers to compare these two distinct types of firms and 

determine whether there are similarities and differences regarding the determinants of 

affective organizational commitment. Precisely, one could, for example, add the (non)family 

firm character as a moderator in the research model we propose. While outside of the scope of 

our present study, this could significantly strengthen our understanding of affective 

organizational commitment in different types of contexts. 

 Third, given that our study focuses on the unique setting of family firms, family 

dynamics will play a role in the TMT as well. We saw, for example, that family involvement 

(i.e., ratio of family members in the TMT) is correlated with the level of affective 

organizational commitment in the team. Therefore, we controlled for family involvement in 

the same way previous studies did (Cruz et al., 2010). However, we are aware that some 

family dynamics are tough to capture, especially through surveys. As a result, there might be 

family dynamics that transcend our research. Therefore, for future research, we recommend 

using a case study approach, an approach that goes beyond the study of isolated variables 

(Yin, 2011). As such, researchers could zoom in further into the intricacy of family 
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involvement in a TMT and its impact on the functioning of the TMT and, consequently, the 

firm.  

 Related to the previous concern, we focus on only one specific antecedent of affective 

organizational commitment: the degree of emotional dissonance experienced in interactions 

with the CEO. Whereas the choice of this antecedent contributed to both the research on 

commitment in family firms and emotions in family firms, we propose looking into other 

potential antecedents as well. One example is the presence of different family governance 

practices. Focusing on family firm succession processes, Bloemen-Bekx et al. (2021) 

highlighted the importance of informal family governance practices in developing affective 

commitment among the next generation. We recommend expanding these findings beyond the 

succession context and looking into formal family governance practices such as the family 

institution. Given that family institutions increase social interaction and help develop a shared 

vision among family firm members (Mustakallio et al., 2002), one could expect a positive 

influence on affective commitment. Another example of a determinant could be the degree of 

relationship conflicts in the TMT. In family firms, conflicts tend to escalate more quickly and 

shift to the personal level due to the complex familial relationships in the firm (Frank et al., 

2011). One might expect that a high degree of relationship conflicts in a family firm TMT will 

most likely negatively impact the members’ enthusiasm to stay within the firm. However, 

concrete findings on this link are still lacking.   

Furthermore, whereas the level of emotional dissonance turned out to be an important 

antecedent of affective organizational commitment among family firm TMT members, future 

research could add to our research model by proposing antecedents of emotional dissonance 

with a focus on the role of the CEO. For example, as Kelleci et al. (2019) show, the 

personality of the CEO plays a vital role in strategic decisions and performance of the family 

firm, and there are notable differences in personalities between family CEOs and nonfamily 
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CEOs. Therefore, it would be interesting to investigate if these differences also affect the 

level of emotional dissonance TMT members experience when interacting with the CEO and 

if certain CEO personality traits positively or negatively affect TMT members’ openness in 

emotional expression.  
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Table 1 

Descriptive statistics and pairwise correlations  

N = 45 teams. 

†,*,** Correlation is significant at the 0.1 level, 0.05 level, 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
1 Measured in months;  2measured as the ratio of family members in the TMT compared to the total number of members in the TMT 

  Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1 Affective 

Organizational 

Commitment 

4.08 0.37 1        

2 Emotional 

Dissonance 

1.91 

 

0.37 

 

-0.349* 1       

3 Satisfaction with 

CEO 

4.11 0.50     0.421**  -0.363* 1      

4 CEO Ownership  48.46 0.35 -0.043 0.083 0.055 1     

5 TMT Size  4.71 1.69   -0.588** -0.330* 0.156 -0.493** 1    

6 CEO tenure1 143.40 124.22 -0.048 0.059 -0.147 0.325* -0.324* 1   

7 Family CEO 0.80 0.405 0.012 0.102 0.115   0.607**  -0.519** 0.403** 1  

8 Family members 

in TMT2 

0.48 0.26    0.448** -0.040 0.177 0.033  -0.497** 0.409** 0.259† 1 
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Table 2 

OLS regression results for the effect of emotional dissonance on affective organizational 

commitment   

Model b coeff SE    t 

Constant  5.043 0.378 13.347** 

Emotional 

Dissonance 

 

-0.345 0.145 -2.377* 

TMT Size -0.051 0.038 -1.340 

CEO Tenure   0.000 0.001 -0.545 

Family CEO -0.034 0.164 -0.207 

R² = 0.164, F = 1.963, p = 0.119 

N = 45 teams. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported.  

† p < 0.10,* p < 0.05,** p < 0.01 (2-tailed). 
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Table 3 

Regression results for the simple mediation model of emotional dissonance on affective 

organizational commitment through satisfaction with CEO 

Model b coeff   SE     t 

Mediator variable model (DV = CEO satisfaction) 

Constant  4.9706 0.4619  10.7617** 

Emotional Dissonance -0.5020 0.1778 -2.8238** 

TMT Size -0.0018 0.0384 -0.0477 

CEO Tenure  -0.0009 0.0008 -1.2027 

Family CEO   0.2979 0.1729  1.7229 

 

R² = 0.1960, F = 3.3373, p = 0.0189 

Dependent variable model (DV = Affective organizational commitment) 

Constant         3.7728      0.5673      6.6510** 

Emotional 

Dissonance 

       -0.2169      0.1419     -1.5284 

Satisfaction with 

CEO           

        0.2556      0.0937      2.7275** 

TMT Size          -0.0504      0.0362     -1.3915 

CEO Tenure                               0.0000      0.0004     -0.0713 

Family CEO         -0.1102      0.1655     -0.6661 

 

R² = 0.2590, F = 4.2515, p = 0.0035 

Total direct and indirect effects 

       Effect      SE            t          LLCI         ULCI 

Direct effect of 

emotional dissonance 

on affective 

commitment 

 

    -0.2169      0.1419     -1.5284  -0.5039         0.0701 

Indirect effect of 

emotional dissonance 

on affective 

commitment through 

satisfaction with CEO  

    -0.1283      0.0767 

 

          -0.3067       -0.0015 

 

N = 45 teams. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Results reported at a 95% significance level. 

Bootstrap sample size = 10000. 

LL= Lower Limit, UL= Upper Limit, CI= Confidence Interval;   † p < 0.10,* p < 0.05,** p < 0.01 (2-tailed) 
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Figure 1  

Research Model  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4  

Bootstrap results for the moderated mediation model of emotional dissonance on affective 

organizational commitment through satisfaction with CEO, including CEO ownership power as 

moderator 

Conditional indirect effects of the degree of CEO ownership power 

CEO Ownership Bootstrap 

Indirect Effect 

Bootstrap 

SE 

   BootLLCI  BootULCI   

9.9705     -0.0790  0.0825      -0.2159   0.0403 

48.4591    -0.1323   0.0760  -0.2596  -0.0155 

86.9477    -0.1856   0.1030 -0.3456 -0.0187 

N = 45 teams. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Results reported at a 95% significance level. 

Bootstrap sample size = 10000.  

LL= Lower Limit, UL= Upper Limit, CI= Confidence Interval.    
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