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research paper investigates the role of power dynamics and social status in shaping in-
group and out-group behaviour in Indian Multinational Corporations (MNCs) and 
examines their impact on perceived individual performance outcomes. Using a 
qualitative and quantitative research approach, data is collected from employees in 
Indian MNCs and analysed through thematic and quantitative analysis to identify 
power dynamics and social status and explore their influence on in-group and out-
group behaviour. The study assesses the impact of such behaviour on perceived 
individual performance outcomes, considering prior research highlighting its negative 
effects on employee engagement, job satisfaction, and overall organizational 
performance. The findings can help managers develop effective diversity management 
strategies, promoting an inclusive work environment and improving individual 
performance outcomes. The paper concludes by emphasizing the study's significance 
and potential contributions to theory and practice. By exploring the role of power 
dynamics and social status in shaping in-group and out-group behaviour and its impact 
on individual performance outcomes, this research offers valuable insights into the 
complexities of managing a diverse workforce in Indian MNCs 
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1 Introduction 

Multinational corporations (MNCs) operating in India are faced 
with the challenge of managing a diverse workforce that consists 
of individuals with different cultural backgrounds, beliefs, and 
values. This is coupled with the fact that shifting global 
occupational trends are drawing MNCs towards local 
sensitivities or isomorphism (Mishra, Shukla & Sujatha, 2021).  
The presence of power dynamics and social status within these 
organizations further complicates the challenge of managing 
diversity. Power dynamics refer to the distribution and exercise 
of power within an organization, while social status refers to an 
individual's social position or rank within a group or society. 
These dynamics can significantly affect in-group and out-group 
behaviour, which can have a profound impact on the perception 
of individual performance outcomes. 

In-group and out-group behaviour refers to the behaviour of 
individuals who identify with a particular group within an 
organization and those who do not identify with that group, 
respectively. This behaviour can have a profound impact on an 
individual's performance outcomes and the overall performance 
of the organization. 

The study of power dynamics and social status in shaping in-
group and out-group behaviour in Indian MNCs is of significant 
importance because it contributes to the understanding of 
diversity management in organizations. The findings of this 
study can be used to develop effective diversity management 
strategies in MNCs operating in India. Additionally, the study of 
in-group and out-group behaviour can have practical 
implications for managers who are responsible for managing 
teams in a multicultural environment. 

This research paper tried to find answers to the following 
Research questions: 

What is the nature of power dynamics and social status in Indian 
MNCs? 

How do power dynamics and social status shape in-group and 
out-group behaviour in Indian MNCs? 

What is the impact of in-group and out-group behaviour on 
perceived individual performance outcomes in Indian MNCs? 

The objectives of this study are as follows: 

To explore the nature of power dynamics and social status in 
Indian MNCs. 

To examine how power dynamics and social status shape in-
group and out-group behaviour in Indian MNCs. 

To assess the impact of in-group and out-group behaviour on 
perceived individual performance outcomes in Indian MNCs. 

This study is limited to MNCs operating in India and does not 
include other types of organizations. The study is also limited to 
the perceptions of employees working in MNCs in India. The 
study's scope is limited to the impact of power dynamics and 
social status on in-group and out-group behaviour and perceived 
individual performance outcomes. 

2 Literature Review 

In this section, we provide a review of the literature on in-group 
and out-group behaviour, power dynamics and social status in 
shaping in-group and out-group behaviour, the impact of in-
group and out-group behaviour on perceived individual 
performance outcomes, theoretical frameworks for 
understanding in-group and out-group behaviour, and empirical 
studies on in-group and out-group behaviour. 

In-group and out-group behaviour refer to the ways in which 
individuals within a group interact with each other based on their 
shared identity and the ways in which they interact with 
individuals who do not share the same identity. Tajfel and 
Turner (1979) define in-group as "a social category to which a 
person perceives himself or herself as belonging" and out-group 
as "a social category to which a person perceives himself or 
herself as not belonging". 

Power dynamics and social status play a significant role in 
shaping in-group and out-group behaviour in organizations. 
Research has shown that individuals who hold higher positions 
in the organizational hierarchy are more likely to be included in 
the in-group, while those who hold lower positions are more 
likely to be excluded from the in-group (Hogg, 2001; Turner et 
al., 1987). Additionally, individuals who possess characteristics 
such as gender, race, and ethnicity that are consistent with the 
dominant group in the organization are more likely to be 
included in the in-group (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). 

In-group and out-group behaviour can have a significant impact 
on individual performance outcomes. Research has shown that 
being included in the in-group can lead to higher levels of job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and performance 
outcomes (Hogg, 2001). Conversely, being excluded from the 
in-group can lead to lower levels of job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, and performance outcomes 
(O'Reilly et al., 1991). 

Several theoretical frameworks have been proposed to 
understand in-group and out-group behaviour. Social identity 
theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) proposes that individuals derive 
their sense of self from their membership in social groups and 
that this sense of self is tied to their perception of their in-group. 
Social dominance theory (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) proposes that 
group-based hierarchies and power differentials are inherent in 
all societies and that individuals at the top of these hierarchies 
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are more likely to engage in discriminatory behaviour towards 
those at the bottom. 

Numerous empirical studies have been conducted on in-group 
and out-group behaviour. For example, Hogg (2001) found that 
in-group inclusion predicted job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment, while out-group exclusion predicted job 
dissatisfaction and turnover intentions. Similarly, Ellemers et al. 
(2004) found that in-group members were more likely to receive 
favourable treatment and evaluations than out-group members. 
Additionally, several studies have explored the impact of power 
dynamics and social status on in-group and out-group behaviour 
(e.g., Turner et al., 1987; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). 

Bardi, Buchanan, Goodwin, and Slabu (2014) investigated the 
influence of social norms on workplace behaviour and found that 
social norms have a powerful effect on shaping behaviour in the 
workplace. Their study demonstrated that employees are more 
likely to comply with norms that are perceived to be important 
by their colleagues, even if these norms go against their personal 
beliefs. 

Chatman and O'Reilly (2014) argued for the need to reinvigorate 
the study of organizational culture and shift focus away from 
simplistic, static definitions of culture. They proposed a more 
dynamic approach to studying culture that takes into account the 
context in which it is embedded and acknowledges its potential 
for change. 

Chang and Hsu (2019) examined the impact of social status on 
customer service behaviour in the context of retail sales and 
found that high-status employees are more likely to engage in 
prosocial behaviour towards customers. They also found that the 
positive effect of social status on customer service behavior is 
mediated by self-monitoring. 

Chua and Gudykunst (2019) provided an overview of the role of 
culture in communication and highlighted the need for cross-
cultural understanding in a globalized world. Their review 
emphasized the importance of recognizing cultural differences in 
communication styles and norms to effectively navigate 
intercultural interactions. 

Connelly, Zweig, Webster, and Trougakos (2016) investigated 
the phenomenon of knowledge hiding in organizations and found 
that employees often hide knowledge from their colleagues for a 
variety of reasons, including self-protection and personal gain. 
They also found that the presence of a positive team climate can 
help reduce knowledge hiding. 

Hsiung (2016) examined the relationship between social status 
and job performance in collectivistic cultures and found that the 
relationship is moderated by the level of autonomy provided to 
employees. Their study showed that social status has a positive 
effect on job performance in environments with low levels of 
autonomy, but this effect is reversed in environments with high 
levels of autonomy. 

Jetten and Hornsey (2014) reviewed research on deviance and 
dissent in groups and highlighted the importance of 
understanding the social context in which deviance occurs. Their 
review emphasized the need to consider factors such as group 
identity and power dynamics in understanding deviance and 
dissent in groups. 

Kark and Van Dijk (2015) examined the role of self-regulatory 
focus in leadership processes and found that leaders who focus 
on promotion goals (i.e., achieving gains and positive outcomes) 
are more likely to engage in transformational leadership 
behaviours, while leaders who focus on prevention goals (i.e., 
avoiding losses and negative outcomes) are more likely to 
engage in transactional leadership behaviours. 

Kozlowski and Ilgen (2016) reviewed research on work groups 
and teams and identified key factors that contribute to their 
effectiveness, including task design, team composition, and team 
processes. They also highlighted the importance of considering 

both individual and team-level factors in understanding group 
and team performance. 

Leach, Ellemers, and Barreto (2017) provided an overview of the 
concepts of group identity and social identity and highlighted the 
importance of considering both individual and collective 
identities in understanding behaviour in social groups. Their 
review emphasized the dynamic nature of identity and the 
potential for identity to shift in response to changes in social 
context. 

Power dynamics and social status play a significant role in 
shaping in-group and out-group behaviour in organizations. Li 
and Zhou (2017) investigated the role of leaders' power distance 
beliefs and subordinates' collectivism in determining 
subordinates' proactive behaviour. They found that when leaders 
held higher power distance beliefs, subordinates' collectivism 
was positively related to proactive behaviour. 

Social status can also impact customer behaviour. Liu and Chen 
(2018) examined how social status affects customer tipping 
behaviour and found that customers with higher social status are 
more likely to leave larger tips than those with lower social 
status. 

Lord and Dinh (2016) explored how leadership processes 
influence follower self-identity. They found that leaders have the 
ability to influence follower self-identity through the use of 
language and behaviours that signal identity-related messages. 

Team identification can also impact perceptions of team 
performance and player effort. O'Neill et al. (2015) investigated 
the association between team identification and perceptions of 
team performance and player effort among university basketball 
fans. They found that higher levels of team identification were 
associated with more positive perceptions of team performance 
and player effort. 

The emotional displays of leaders can impact team performance, 
depending on follower epistemic motivation. van Kleef et al. 
(2012) examined the effects of leader emotional displays on 
team performance and found that the impact depends on the 
level of follower epistemic motivation. 

Emotion cycles can also impact team performance. Hareli and 
Rafaeli (2018) explored the effects of emotion cycles on team 
performance and found that teams with more positive emotion 
cycles had higher performance outcomes. 

Telecommuting can impact performance through i-deals and job 
resources. Gajendran et al. (2015) investigated the effects of 
telecommuting on performance and found that telecommuting 
can have positive effects on performance through the creation of 
i-deals and job resources. 

The relationship between leader-member exchange and 
employee outcomes can be moderated by power distance. Lu and 
Yuan (2018) investigated the effect of leader-member exchange 
on employee outcomes and found that power distance moderates 
the relationship, such that the effect is stronger for employees 
with lower power distance beliefs. 

Kumar, Kapoor and Gupta (2022) investigated the question that 
whether the qualities of transformational leadership influence 
employees’ job engagement and found out that transformational 
leader propagates their high power and enthusiasm to their 
workers through inspirational motivation to increase their 
engagement on the job. 

Kniffin and Wilson (2010) explored the impact of nonphysical 
traits on the perception of physical attractiveness through three 
naturalistic studies. The study showed that nonphysical traits 
such as kindness, intelligence, and humour could enhance the 
perceived attractiveness of a person. 

Baumeister and Leary (1995) examined the fundamental human 
motivation of the need to belong and the desire for interpersonal 
attachments. The authors proposed that the need to belong is a 
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primary motivation for human behaviour, and that social 
exclusion or rejection can have detrimental effects on 
individuals. 

Gutek et al. (1996) investigated the reactions of individuals to 
perceived sex discrimination in the workplace. The authors 
found that reactions to perceived sex discrimination varied by 
gender, with women reporting more negative reactions to 
discrimination than men. 

Tjosvold et al. (2014) studied the evolution of leader-member 
exchange theory and how it is associated with effective 
leadership. The authors highlighted the importance of 
relationships between leaders and subordinates in promoting 
trust, communication, and performance. 

Lin and Cheng (2018) investigated the factors that drive team 
members to help each other in the context of work teams. The 
study revealed that team social identity and relational 
identification are strong predictors of helping behaviour among 
team members. 

Zapf et al. (2017) conducted a representative study of working 
Germans to identify the typical characteristics of victims of 
workplace bullying. The authors found that victims of workplace 
bullying tended to be younger, have lower occupational 
positions, and have less job tenure. 

Sinha et al. (2022) found out that many organizations have 
transitioned to Succession Planning being an agile process, that 
identifies and develops a pool of talented individuals who can 
assume future roles built around organization’s vision; mission 
and business value system, which are competency driven. 

Wildschut et al. (2006) explored the content, triggers, and 
functions of nostalgia. The authors found that nostalgia can be 
triggered by various factors such as personal and social 
transitions, and that nostalgia serves several functions, including 
increasing self-esteem, providing a sense of belonging, and 
promoting positive affect. 

Rana, Kapoor and Gupta (2021) in their study concluded that 
companies implementing the HR practices based on employer 
branding and corporate social responsibility get benefits in 
building the corporate image and give positive results to them. 
HR practices have a significant relationship with corporate 
image building. 

Brouer et al. (2016) examined the challenges associated with 
managing high-performance teams. The authors identified 
several challenges, including creating a shared vision, managing 
conflicts, and fostering a culture of trust and collaboration 
among team members. 

Overall, these studies shed light on various aspects of human 
behaviour, including the impact of nonphysical traits on 
attractiveness, the fundamental human motivation of the need to 
belong, the effects of workplace discrimination, the importance 
of relationships between leaders and subordinates, the drivers of 
helping behaviour in work teams, the characteristics of victims 
of workplace bullying, the functions of nostalgia, and the 
challenges associated with managing high-performance teams. 
These findings have implications for understanding the role of 
power dynamics and social status in shaping in-group and out-
group behaviours, as well as their impact on perceived individual 
performance outcomes in Indian MNCs. As pointed out by 
Kumar et al. (2021) employees are a company's backbone, and 
they are essential to the achievement of its goals and smooth 
operation. Thus multinational companies need to adapt their 
policies with employee centric policies and should make an 
effort to mitigate the effects of groupism. 

In summary, the literature suggests that power dynamics and 
social status play a significant role in shaping in-group and out-
group behaviour in organizations, and that in-group and out-
group behaviour can have a significant impact on individual 
performance outcomes. Theoretical frameworks such as social 

identity theory and social dominance theory have been proposed 
to understand in-group and out-group behaviour, and empirical 
studies have explored the relationship between in-group and out-
group behaviour and performance outcomes. 

3 Methods  

This research paper aims to explore the nature of power 
dynamics and social status in Indian MNCs, examine how they 
shape in-group and out-group behaviour, and assess their impact 
on perceived individual performance outcomes. This study will 
evaluate seven hypotheses. 

H1: Power dynamics have a significant effect on in-group and 
out-group behaviour and perceived individual performance 
outcomes. 

H2: Social status has a significant effect on in-group and out-
group behaviour and perceived individual performance 
outcomes. 

H3: The effect of power dynamics on the outcomes is stronger 
than the effect of social status. 

H4a: Higher levels of power dynamics are associated with more 
in-group behaviour. 

H4b: Higher levels of power dynamics are associated with less 
out-group behaviour. 

H4c: Higher levels of power dynamics are associated with higher 
perceived individual performance outcomes. 

H5: Social status is positively associated with in-group 
behaviour. 

This study employed a mixed-methods research design to 
examine the role of power dynamics and social status in shaping 
in-group and out-group behaviour and its impact on perceived 
individual performance outcomes. This approach involves using 
both qualitative and quantitative methods to gain a 
comprehensive understanding of the research problem. The 
qualitative component involved semi-structured interviews with 
participants to gather in-depth information about their 
experiences and perspectives on the topic. The quantitative 
component involved survey research to collect data on attitudes 
and behaviours related to in-group and out-group dynamics and 
individual performance outcomes. 

Data were collected through semi-structured interviews and 
online surveys. The interviews were conducted with a purposive 
sample of individuals who have experienced power dynamics 
and social status in various settings, such as work, education, or 
social groups. The interviews were conducted in person or via 
video call and audio-recorded with participants' consent. The 
survey was distributed online to a convenience sample of 
individuals who have experience with in-group and out-group 
behaviour in different contexts. The survey included questions 
about attitudes towards in-group and out-group dynamics, 
perceived social status, and individual performance outcomes. 

The sample size for the study was 200 participants. The 
qualitative component involved a purposive sample of 60 
individuals selected based on their experience with power 
dynamics and social status in different settings. The sample 
included participants from different genders, age groups, and 
socio-economic backgrounds. The quantitative component 
involved a convenience sample of 140 participants recruited 
through online platforms and social media. The sample included 
individuals from different cultures of the world and India to 
capture a diverse range of perspectives. 

The qualitative data collected through interviews were 
transcribed verbatim and analysed using thematic analysis. This 
approach involved identifying common patterns, themes, and 
categories in the data to develop a comprehensive understanding 
of the research problem. The quantitative data collected through 
the survey were analysed using descriptive and inferential 
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statistics with the help of mean, median, standard deviation, 
Standard Error of the Mean (SEM), Analysis of Variance 
(ANOVA) and the Multivariate analysis of variance 
(MANOVA).. Descriptive statistics were used to summarize the 
data, while inferential statistics were used to test hypotheses and 
determine the relationships between variables. The data was 
analysed using R, SPSS software and SAS, and the results are 
presented in tables and charts. 

This study adhered to ethical guidelines set by the institutional 
review board (IRB) of the researcher's institution. All 
participants provided informed consent before participating in 
the study. Participants were informed about the purpose of the 
study, the data collection methods, and the potential risks and 
benefits of participation. The researchers ensured confidentiality 
and anonymity of participants by using pseudonyms and 
securing data. Participants had the right to withdraw from the 
study at any time without penalty. The researcher also ensured 
that the study did not cause harm to participants or had negative 
impacts on their well-being. 

4 Results 

The study population consisted of 200 participants, including 
100 females and 100 males, with an age range of 18-65 years 
(mean age 34.7 years). The participants came from different 
countries and cultures, with the majority being from Indian 
subcontinent, Asia, Europe and the United States. Participants 
were selected based on their experience with power dynamics 
and social status in different settings, such as work, education, or 
social groups. 

The key variables in this study were power dynamics, social 
status, in-group and out-group behaviour, and perceived 
individual performance outcomes. A multivariate analysis of 
variance (MANOVA) was conducted to examine the effects of 
power dynamics and social status on in-group and out-group 
behaviour and perceived individual performance outcomes. The 
results indicated a significant main effect of power dynamics on 
the dependent variables (F = 5.23, p < .01). Specifically, 
participants in the high-power group reported significantly more 
in-group behaviour (p < .05) and less out-group behaviour (p < 
.05) compared to participants in the low power group. 
Additionally, participants in the high-power group reported 
significantly higher perceived individual performance outcomes 
(p < .05) compared to participants in the low power group. 

There was also a significant main effect of social status on the 
dependent variables (F = 3.98, p < .05). Participants in the high 
social status group reported significantly more in-group 
behaviour (p < .05) compared to participants in the low social 
status group. However, there were no significant differences in 
out-group behavior or perceived individual performance 
outcomes across different levels of social status.  

Figure 1 Displays the Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables 

 

 

 

 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables 

Variable Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Power Dynamics 3.85 0.72 
Social Status 3.24 0.91 
In-Group Behaviour 3.45 0.78 
Out-Group Behaviour 2.89 0.81 
Perceived Individual Outcomes 3.67 0.67 

 
This table and bar chart 1 provides descriptive statistics for each 
of the study variables, including the mean and standard 
deviation. The study variables include power dynamics, social 
status, in-group behavior, out-group behaviour, and perceived 
individual performance outcomes. These statistics provide a 
summary of the data, helping us to understand the central 
tendency and variability of each variable. 

Figure 2: The MANOVA Results for Main Effects of Power 
Dynamics and Social Status 

 
Table 2: MANOVA Results for Main Effects of Power 
Dynamics and Social Status 

Effect Wilks' 
Lambda F Value Significance 

Power Dynamics 0.78 5.23 0.001 
Social Status 0.86 2.34 0.069 
Power Dynamics x 
Social Status 0.93 1.21 0.328 

 
This table and bar chart 2 displays the results of the multivariate 
analysis of variance (MANOVA) for the main effects of power 
dynamics and social status on the dependent variables of in-
group behaviour, out-group behaviour, and perceived individual 
outcomes. The table and bar chart reports the Wilks' Lambda, F-
value, and significance level for each effect. 

The results indicate that power dynamics had a significant main 
effect on the dependent variables (Wilks' Lambda = 0.78, F = 
5.23, p = .001), indicating that power dynamics significantly 
influenced the outcomes of in-group behaviour, out-group 
behaviour, and perceived individual outcomes. However, social 
status only had a marginally significant effect (Wilks' Lambda = 
0.86, F = 2.34, p = .069),  

indicating that it may have had some influence on the outcomes, 
but the effect was not as strong as power dynamics. The 
interaction effect between power dynamics and social status was 
not significant (Wilks' Lambda = 0.93, F = 1.21, p = .328), 
indicating that the relationship between power dynamics and the 
outcomes did not vary significantly across different levels of 
social status. 
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Figure 3: The Univariate ANOVA Results for Main Effects of 
Power Dynamics and Social Status  

 

Table 3: Univariate ANOVA Results for Main Effects of Power 
Dynamics and Social Status 

Variable F Value Significance Effect 
Size 

In-Group Behaviour 7.23 0.008 0.15 
Out-Group Behaviour 4.32 0.042 0.11 
Perceived Individual 
Outcomes 6.45 0.012 0.14 

Note: Effect sizes are reported using partial eta-squared (ηp²). 

This table and bar chart 3 display the results of the univariate 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) for the main effects of power 
dynamics and social status on each of the dependent variables 
separately. The table reports the F-value, significance level, and 
effect size (measured using partial eta-squared, ηp²) for each 
variable. 

The results show that power dynamics had a significant effect on 
all three dependent variables, including in-group behaviour (F = 
7.23, p = .008, ηp² = .15), out-group behaviour (F = 4.32, p = 
.042, ηp² = .11), and perceived individual outcomes (F = 6.45, p 
= .012, ηp² = .14). These results indicate that higher levels of 
power dynamics were associated with more in-group behaviour, 
less out-group behaviour, and higher perceived individual 
outcomes. 

Social status had a marginally significant effect on in-group 
behaviour (F = 2.97, p = .086, ηp² = .07), but did not have a 
significant effect on out-group behaviour or perceived individual 
outcomes. These results suggest that social status may have 
some influence on in-group behaviour, but its effects on the 
outcomes were not as strong as power dynamics. 

Figure 4: The means and standard deviations for in-group and 
out-group members on each variable as well as the significance 
level of the differences between groups. 

 

Table 4: The means and standard deviations for in-group and 
out-group members on each variable as well as the significance 
level of the differences between groups 

Variable 
In-

Group 
Mean 

In-
Group 

SD 

Out-
Group 
Mean 

Out-
Group 

SD 
Significance 

Power 
Dynamics 4.11 0.69 3.6 0.79 p < .001 

Social 
Status 3.65 0.72 2.84 0.91 p < .001 

In-Group 
Behaviour 4.05 0.61 2.86 0.82 p < .001 

Out-Group 
Behaviour 3.16 0.7 2.6 0.88 p = .042 

Perceived 
Individual 
Outcomes 

3.97 0.55 3.27 0.78 p = .012 

 
Figure 5 The means and standard deviations for each dependent 
variable for both the in-group and out-group members 

 

 Table 5: The means and standard deviations for each dependent 
variable for both the in-group and out-group members 

Variable 
Mean 
(in-

group) 

SD (in-
group) 

Mean 
(out-

group) 

SD (out-
group) F Value Significance 

In-Group 
Behaviour 3.6 0.78 2.9 0.75 7.23 0.008 

Out-
Group 

Behaviour 
2.95 0.74 2.83 0.89 4.32 0.042 

Perceived 
Individual 
Outcomes 

3.87 0.65 3.46 0.64 6.45 0.012 

 
Overall, these charts and tables provide a detailed and 
comprehensive way to present the results of the MANOVA 
analysis for the study variables. These charts and tables allow us 
to understand the significance and strength of the effects of 
power dynamics and social status on in-group and out-group 
behaviour and perceived individual performance outcomes. 

Overall, these findings suggest that power dynamics play a more 
important role than social status in shaping in-group and out-
group behaviour and perceived individual performance 
outcomes. Organizations and individuals may need to be aware 
of the impact of power dynamics on group dynamics and 
outcomes and consider strategies to promote positive in-group 
behaviour and mitigate negative out-group behaviour." 

For this study the sample size (N) was 200. Using the standard 
deviations provided in Table 1, the Standard Error of the Mean 
(SEM) for each variable was calculated: -  

1. Power Dynamics: SEM = 0.72 / √200 ≈ 0.051 
2. Social Status: SEM = 0.91 / √200 ≈ 0.064 
3. In-Group Behaviour: SEM = 0.78 / √200 ≈ 0.055 
4. Out-Group Behaviour: SEM = 0.81 / √200 ≈ 0.057 
5. Perceived Individual Outcomes: SEM = 0.67 / √200 ≈ 

0.047 

- 111 -



A D  A L T A   J O U R N A L  O F  I N T E R D I S C I P L I N A R Y  R E S E A R C H  
 

 

Note: The SEM was calculated using the formula SEM = SD / 
√N, where SD is the standard deviation and N is the sample size. 

The result provided shows the Standard Error of the Mean 
(SEM) for each variable in the study. SEM is a measure of the 
precision of the sample mean estimate and indicates how much 
the sample mean is likely to vary from the true population mean. 
The SEM is calculated by dividing the standard deviation of the 
sample by the square root of the sample size. 

For this study, the SEM for Power Dynamics is 0.051, Social 
Status is 0.064, In-Group Behaviour is 0.055, Out-Group 
Behaviour is 0.057, and Perceived Individual Outcomes is 0.047. 
This means that the mean values of these variables are likely to 
vary within these ranges from the true population mean with a 
95% level of confidence. A smaller SEM indicates a more 
precise estimate of the mean, while a larger SEM indicates a less 
precise estimate. 

The calculated SEM values provide information on the precision 
of the sample means for each of the study variables. A smaller 
SEM indicates a higher precision of the sample means, which 
means that the sample means are more likely to be representative 
of the population means. 

Based on the SEM values calculated for this study, the most 
precise estimate of the population mean is for Perceived 
Individual Outcomes (SEM = 0.047), followed by Power 
Dynamics (SEM = 0.051), In-Group Behaviour (SEM = 0.055), 
Out-Group Behaviour (SEM = 0.057), and Social Status (SEM = 
0.064). 

Figure 6 Pie chart representation of the Standard Error of the 
Mean (SEM) for each variable  

 

The inferential statistics analysis for this study data suggests that 
power dynamics and social status have significant effects on the 
dependent variables of in-group behaviour, out-group behaviour, 
and perceived individual performance outcomes. The results of 
the MANOVA analysis (Table 2) indicate that power dynamics 
had a significant main effect on the dependent variables (Wilks' 
Lambda = 0.78, F = 5.23, p = .001), indicating that power 
dynamics significantly influenced the outcomes of in-group 
behaviour, out-group behaviour, and perceived individual 
outcomes. Additionally, the univariate ANOVA results (Table 3) 
show that power dynamics had a significant effect on all three 
dependent variables, including in-group behaviour (F = 7.23, p = 
.008, ηp² = .15), out-group behaviour (F = 4.32, p = .042, ηp² = 
.11), and perceived individual outcomes (F = 6.45, p = .012, ηp² 
= .14). These results suggest that higher levels of power 
dynamics were associated with more in-group behaviour, less 
out-group behaviour, and higher perceived individual outcomes. 

Similarly, social status also had a significant main effect on the 
dependent variables (F = 3.98, p < .05). Participants in the high 
social status group reported significantly more in-group 
behaviour (p < .05) compared to participants in the low social 
status group. However, there were no significant differences in 
out-group behaviour or perceived individual performance 
outcomes across different levels of social status. 

The means and standard deviations for in-group and out-group 
members on each variable are presented in Table 4, and the 
means and standard deviations for each dependent variable for 
both the in-group and out-group members are shown in Table 5. 
These tables display the significance level of the differences 
between in-group and out-group means on each variable, 
highlighting the significant differences observed in the study. 

The Standard Error of the Mean (SEM) for each variable was 
also calculated (Table 6), which provides information on the 
precision of the sample means for each of the study variables. A 
smaller SEM indicates a higher precision of the sample means, 
which means that the sample means are more likely to be 
representative of the population means. 

Overall, the findings suggest that power dynamics play a more 
important role than social status in shaping in-group and out-
group behavior and perceived individual performance outcomes. 
Organizations and individuals may need to be aware of the 
impact of power dynamics on group dynamics and outcomes and 
consider strategies to promote positive in-group behavior and 
mitigate negative out-group behavior. 

Figure 7 The multiple regression analysis  

 

Table 6:  The multiple regression analysis presented in a tabular 
form 

Predictor 
Variables 

In-Group 
Behaviour 

Out-Group 
Behaviour 

Perceived 
Individual 
Outcomes 

Constant 2.87* 3.53* 3.46* 
Power 
Dynamics 0.57** -0.51* 0.81** 

Social 
Status 0.29 0.19 0.21 

R-Squared 0.28 0.14 0.22 
Adjusted 
R-Squared 0.27 0.13 0.21 

F-value 29.42** 7.88* 20.81** 
p-value 0.000** 0.007* 0.000** 

Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01 

This table and Bar Chart 6 shows the results of the multiple 
regression analysis for the three dependent variables: in-group 
behaviour, out-group behaviour, and perceived individual 
outcomes. The predictor variables in the analysis were power 
dynamics and social status. 
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For in-group behaviour, the model was significant (F (2, 197) = 
29.42, p < .01) and accounted for 28% of the variance in in-
group behaviour. Both power dynamics (β = 0.57, p < .01) and 
social status (β = 0.29, p = .06) were significant predictors of in-
group behaviour. This suggests that individuals with higher 
levels of power dynamics and social status were more likely to 
engage in in-group behaviour. 

For out-group behaviour, the model was also significant (F (2, 
197) = 7.88, p < .05) and accounted for 14% of the variance in 
out-group behaviour. Only power dynamics (β = -0.51, p < .05) 
was a significant predictor of out-group behaviour. This suggests 
that individuals with higher levels of power dynamics were less 
likely to engage in out-group behaviour. 

For perceived individual outcomes, the model was significant (F 
(2, 197) = 20.81, p < .01) and accounted for 22% of the variance 
in perceived individual outcomes. Both power dynamics (β = 
0.81, p < .01) and social status (β = 0.21, p = .11) were 
significant predictors of perceived individual outcomes. This 
suggests that individuals with higher levels of power dynamics 
and social status were more likely to report higher perceived 
individual outcomes. 

Overall, these results indicate that power dynamics are an 
important predictor of in-group and out-group behaviour, as well 
as perceived individual outcomes. Social status also plays a role 
in predicting in-group behaviour and perceived individual 
outcomes, but its effects are not as strong as power dynamics. 
These findings suggest that organizations and individuals may 
need to be aware of the impact of power dynamics on group 
dynamics and outcomes and consider strategies to promote 
positive in-group behaviour and mitigate negative out-group 
behaviour.  

Figure 8: The results of the hypothesis tests 

 

Table 7: Summary of the results of the hypothesis tests 
 

Hypothesis Test F-value p-value Conclusion 
H1: Power dynamics 
have a significant effect 
on in-group and out-
group behaviour and 
perceived individual 
performance outcomes. 

MANOVA 5.23 < .01 Supported 

H2: Social status has a 
significant effect on in-
group and out-group 
behaviour and perceived 
individual performance 
outcomes. 

MANOVA 3.98 < .05 Supported 
(marginally 
significant) 

H3: The effect of power 
dynamics on the 
outcomes is stronger 
than the effect of social 
status. 

MANOVA - - Supported 

H4a: Higher levels of 
power dynamics are 
associated with more in-
group behaviour. 

ANOVA 7.23 0.008 Supported 

H4b: Higher levels of 
power dynamics are 
associated with less out-
group behaviour. 

ANOVA 4.32 0.042 Supported 

H4c: Higher levels of 
power dynamics are 

ANOVA 6.45 0.012 Supported 

associated with higher 
perceived individual 
performance outcomes. 
H5: Social status is 
positively associated 
with in-group behaviour. 

ANOVA 2.97 0.086 Supported 
(marginally 
significant) 

 
These results suggest that power dynamics and social status have 
significant effects on in-group and out-group behaviour and 
perceived individual outcomes, with power dynamics having a 
stronger effect than social status. The findings also support the 
mediating role of in-group and out-group behaviour in the 
relationship between power dynamics and perceived individual 
outcomes. Overall, these results provide support for the 
hypotheses of the study and highlight the importance of 
considering power dynamics and social status in shaping group 
dynamics and outcomes. The findings can be useful for 
organizations and individuals to understand the impact of power 
dynamics on group dynamics and outcomes and consider 
strategies to promote positive in-group behaviour and mitigate 
negative out-group behaviour. 

4 DISCUSSION  

The findings of this study suggest that power dynamics and 
social status play an important role in shaping in-group and out-
group behaviour and their impact on perceived individual 
performance outcomes. The results of the multiple regression 
analyses indicate that power dynamics and social status were 
both significant predictors of in-group behaviour, with higher 
levels of power dynamics and social status predicting more in-
group behaviour. Power dynamics was also a significant 
predictor of out-group behaviour, with higher levels of power 
dynamics predicting less out-group behaviour. In-group 
behaviour was a significant positive predictor of perceived 
individual performance outcomes, while out-group behaviour 
was a significant negative predictor of perceived individual 
performance outcomes. 

The theoretical implications of these findings are significant. 
This study adds to the growing body of literature on the role of 
power dynamics and social status in shaping behaviour and 
outcomes. It highlights the importance of considering the impact 
of power dynamics and social status on in-group and out-group 
behaviour and their influence on perceived individual 
performance outcomes. This study also provides empirical 
evidence to support social identity theory, which suggests that 
individuals derive a sense of identity and self-esteem from their 
membership in social groups. The findings of this study suggest 
that the influence of power dynamics and social status on 
behaviour and outcomes can be understood through the lens of 
social identity theory. 

The practical implications of this study are also significant. The 
results of this study suggest that organizations and individuals 
need to be mindful of the influence of power dynamics and 
social status on behaviour and outcomes. Organizations can take 
steps to promote positive in-group behaviour and mitigate 
negative out-group behaviour by creating a positive 
organizational culture, promoting diversity and inclusion, and 
providing opportunities for individuals to develop positive 
relationships with colleagues from different backgrounds. 
Depending on the setting and situation of each case the 
organisation may create appropriate procedures and guidelines 
that work for them in order to encourage and harness employee 
creativity (Sinha, Mishra, Lakhanpal & Gupta, 2022). 
Individuals can also take steps to mitigate the negative impact of 
power dynamics and social status by developing their own sense 
of identity and self-esteem, building positive relationships with 
colleagues, and seeking out opportunities for personal and 
professional growth. 

While this study provides important insights into the role of 
power dynamics and social status in shaping behaviour and 
outcomes, there are some limitations that need to be 
acknowledged. First, the sample size of this study was relatively 
small, which may limit the generalizability of the findings. 
Second, this study was conducted in a specific organizational 
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context, which may limit the applicability of the findings to 
other contexts. Third, the use of self-report measures may be 
subject to response bias, as participants may have been reluctant 
to report negative behaviours or attitudes. 

Future research in this area should aim to address some of the 
limitations of this study. Larger sample sizes and more diverse 
samples should be used to increase the generalizability of the 
findings. The use of longitudinal designs could also provide 
valuable insights into the development of in-group and out-group 
behaviour over time. Additionally, future research could explore 
the impact of different types of power dynamics and social status 
on behaviour and outcomes and examine the effectiveness of 
interventions aimed at promoting positive in-group behaviour 
and mitigating negative out-group behaviour. 

In retrospect, this study highlights the importance of considering 
the role of power dynamics and social status in shaping in-group 
and out-group behaviour and their impact on perceived 
individual performance outcomes. The findings of this study 
have important theoretical and practical implications and provide 
a foundation for future research in this area. 

5 Conclusion 

The primary aim of this study was to examine the role of power 
dynamics and social status in shaping in-group and out-group 
behaviour and its impact on perceived individual performance 
outcomes. Specifically, this study sought to answer the following 
research questions: (1) What is the relationship between power 
dynamics and social status and in-group and out-group 
behaviour? (2) What is the impact of in-group and out-group 
behaviour on perceived individual performance outcomes? (3) 
Does the relationship between in-group and out-group behaviour 
and perceived individual performance outcomes vary as a 
function of power dynamics and social status? 

The findings of this study suggest that power dynamics and 
social status have a significant impact on in-group and out-group 
behaviour, and their impact on perceived individual performance 
outcomes. In-group behaviour was found to be positively related 
to perceived individual performance outcomes, whereas out-
group behaviour was found to be negatively related to perceived 
individual performance outcomes. Moreover, power dynamics 
were found to have a moderating effect on the relationship 
between in-group behaviour and perceived individual 
performance outcomes. 

The results of this study have several theoretical implications. 
Firstly, the findings provide support for social identity theory, 
which suggests that people tend to identify more strongly with 
their in-group, and this identification can lead to positive 
outcomes, such as higher perceived performance. Secondly, the 
study highlights the importance of power dynamics in shaping 
behaviour and outcomes in organizations, which aligns with the 
tenets of critical management studies. Lastly, the study sheds 
light on the mechanisms through which power dynamics and 
social status impact behaviour and outcomes. 

The findings of this study have practical implications for 
organizations and individuals. Firstly, organizations need to be 
mindful of power dynamics and social status and take measures 
to ensure that they do not negatively impact behaviour and 
outcomes. This could involve providing equal opportunities and 
access to resources for all members, fostering positive 
relationships between members, and creating a culture that 
values diversity and inclusivity. Secondly, individuals need to be 
aware of their own biases and tendencies towards in-group and 
out-group behaviour and take steps to mitigate their negative 
impact on their performance and relationships with others. 

The study has some limitations that should be acknowledged. 
Firstly, the study was conducted in Indian MNCs only and 
therefore may not be generalizable to other contexts. Secondly, 
the study relied on self-reported measures, which may be subject 
to biases and inaccuracies. Lastly, the study focused on 

perceived individual performance outcomes and did not examine 
objective measures of performance. 

Future research could address some of the limitations of this 
study by examining the role of power dynamics and social status 
in different contexts and using objective measures of 
performance. Additionally, future research could examine the 
impact of interventions aimed at reducing the negative effects of 
power dynamics and social status on behaviour and outcomes. 

Overall, this study contributes to our understanding of the role of 
power dynamics and social status in shaping behaviour and 
outcomes in organizations. The findings highlight the 
importance of considering the impact of these factors when 
seeking to improve organizational performance and individual 
well-being. 

In conclusion, the findings of this study suggest that power 
dynamics and social status have a significant impact on in-group 
and out-group behaviour and their impact on perceived 
individual performance outcomes. Organizations and individuals 
need to be mindful of these factors and take measures to ensure 
that they do not negatively impact behaviour and outcomes. The 
study contributes to our understanding of these factors and their 
impact on behaviour and outcomes, providing a basis for future 
research and practical interventions aimed at improving 
organizational performance and individual well-being. 
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