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Introduction: The incorporation of Artificial Intelligence (AI) in organizations 
is pivotal to deal with work-related tasks and challenges effectively, yet little 
is known about the organizational factors that influence AI acceptance (i.e., 
employee favorable AI attitudes and AI use). To address this limitation in the 
literature and provide insight into the organizational antecedents influencing 
AI acceptance, this research investigated the relationship between competitive 
organizational climate and AI acceptance among employees. Moreover, given 
the critical role of a leader in employee attitude and behavior, we examined the 
moderating role of leaders’ power construal as responsibility or as opportunity 
in this relationship.

Methods: Study 1 was a three-wave field study among employees (N  =  237, 
Mage  =  38.28) working in various organizations in the UK. The study measured 
employees’ perception of a competitive organizational climate at Time 1, 
leaders’ power construal (as perceived by employees) at Time 2, and employee 
attitudes towards AI and their actual use of AI in the workplace at Times 2 
and 3. Study 2 was a 2 (climate: highly competitive vs. low competitive) by 2 
(power construal: responsibility vs. opportunity) experiment among employee 
participants (N  =  150, Mage  =  37.50).

Results: Study 1 demonstrated a positive relationship between competitive 
climate and employee AI use over time. Furthermore, both studies revealed 
an interaction between competitive climate and leader’s power construal in 
the prediction of employee AI acceptance: In Study 1, competitive climate 
was negatively related to AI acceptance over time when leaders construed 
power as opportunity. In Study 2 competitive climate was positively related to 
AI acceptance when leaders construed power as responsibility rather than as 
opportunity.

Discussion: These results underscore the organizational factors that are required 
in order for employees to shape favorable attitudes towards AI and actually use 
AI at work. Importantly, this research expands the limited body of literature on 
AI integration in organizations.
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Introduction

Artificial intelligence (AI) stands at the forefront of the fourth 
industrial revolution, where organizations are strategically integrating 
it as a vital tool to address a diverse range of daily management and 
work-related challenges (Schwab, 2017; Syam and Sharma, 2018). AI 
use offers benefits to employees as AI encompasses the capability of 
machines to carry out cognitive functions traditionally associated with 
human thinking, such as learning, interaction, problem-solving, 
creativity and innovation (Wamba-Taguimdje et al., 2020; Raisch and 
Krakowski, 2021; De Jonge et al., in press). Eventually, AI use helps 
employees to better observe, reason, and adapt to the ever-evolving 
work environment (Hughes et al., 2019). Importantly, AI seems to 
complement human intelligence, leading to improvements in quality, 
accuracy, and precision throughout employees’ tasks (Wilkens, 2020) 
and provide enormous potential for workplace creativity (De Jonge 
et al., in press). Besides the benefits of AI for employees, AI offers 
benefits for organizations as well, as it streamlines manufacturing, 
enhances decision-making, and improves operational efficiency in 
businesses (Wright and Schultz, 2018; Kim and Heo, 2022). For 
instance, AI-driven healthcare robots can monitor patient health 
(Broadbent et  al., 2016); In the retail industry, AI aids inventory 
management, as seen with Amazon (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2019); In 
the hotel industry, AI chatbots manage customer stays and routine 
queries (Chung et al., 2020) and enhance customer service in contact 
centers (Kirkpatrick, 2017). In product development, AI software can 
steer the generation and development of new and innovative products 
(De Jonge et al., in press). Thus, AI acceptance becomes essential for 
both employees and organizations as it gives them a competitive 
advantage (Oliveira and Martins, 2011).

Yet, despite the advantages of AI (for a review, see Enholm et al., 
2022) employees frequently perceive AI as a double-edged sword with 
unintended consequences (Wilkens, 2020). Notably, employees often 
feel uncertain about AI, and its adoption has been linked to increased 
resignation rates (Brougham and Haar, 2018; Li et al., 2019). Indeed, 
previous literature indicates that employees worry that advanced 
systems like AI not only replace human workers, potentially leading 
to job loss (McClure, 2018), as they can surpass human performance 
standards (Chui et al., 2015), but also become difficult to control (Fast 
and Horvitz, 2017). Consequently, employees view AI as a threat they 
need to fight rather than an opportunity to embrace in their 
professional lives (Bhargava et al., 2021). A recent review underscores 
the significance of some key factors that may determine the rejection 
or acceptance of AI in the workplace, such as employee characteristics 
and individual differences, as well as organizational factors (e.g., 
organizational climate and management; for a review, see Yu et al., 
2023). While prior research has largely explored the impact of 
employee characteristics and demographics on AI acceptance and AI 
use (McClure, 2018; Schepman and Rodway, 2023), little is known 
about the influence of organizational factors in the acceptance and 
adoption of AI. To address this gap, this study investigates how two 
main organizational factors, namely organizational climate and 
leadership (Yu et  al., 2023), influence AI acceptance, specifically, 
favorable attitudes towards AI and actual use of AI at work.

Organizational climate plays a crucial role in the acceptance of AI 
as it provides insight into the broader context in which AI technologies 
are introduced and adopted in a workplace. The organizational climate 
encompasses various aspects, such as the overall atmosphere, culture, 

and relationships (Nerstad et al., 2013), which can significantly impact 
how employees perceive and interact with AI (Yu et al., 2023). For 
instance, organizational climates fostering innovation and a 
willingness to explore new ideas are more likely to embrace AI 
technologies (Mikalef and Gupta, 2021) and enable employees to 
identify novel AI application opportunities (e.g., Vinchon et al., 2023). 
Such an organizational climate where employees are motivated to 
excel by innovating to complete their tasks, is the competitive 
organizational climate (also referred to as performance climate). 
Indeed, in highly competitive organizational climates, employees are 
more motivated to excel by seeking creative and innovative approaches 
to complete their tasks, especially when their creative efforts are 
recognized and commended by others (Schrock et al., 2016; Ye et al., 
2020). Accordingly, in this study we argue that employees will be more 
likely to develop favorable attitudes towards AI and to adopt AI for 
their work-related tasks in a competitive organizational climate, a 
climate where employees are driven to excel and outperform their 
colleagues and where they “perceive that organizational rewards are 
provided contingent on how they perform compared to their peers” 
(Brown et al., 1998, p. 89; see also Nerstad et al., 2013).

Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that organizational climate alone is 
not a consistent predictor of employee AI acceptance and its effect 
may depend on other factors as well. Indeed, as mentioned above, 
competitive organizational climate encourages employees to 
demonstrate creativity and innovation –and thus would foster AI 
acceptance– under the premise that employee efforts and outcomes 
are being recognized and appreciated (Ye et al., 2020). However, this 
should not necessarily be the case when employees do not experience 
such recognition and appreciation. In fact, competitive climates are 
often experienced as threatening to employees because leaders 
systematically compare their performances to other coworkers. 
Moreover, employees feel more easily replaceable and not always 
rewarded for the extra mile that they take in order to meet the high-
performance standards of such competitive climates (Kohn, 1992; 
Clark et  al., 2016). In this light, a competitive climate could 
be  associated with a negative stance towards AI, since AI might 
be perceived as an additional stressor that intensifies concerns about 
being replaced and undervalued within such climates (see Li et al., 
2019). Indeed, AI acceptance seems to be more likely in environments 
and contexts that besides creativity and innovation, encourage 
employee sense of psychological safety and security. When employees 
feel that they are not being treated with respect, transparency, and 
care, they tend to develop negative attitudes towards AI and resist its 
integration (Schepman and Rodway, 2023).

Considering the literature presented above, we  argue that the 
relationship between competitive climate and AI acceptance is 
contingent on additional organizational factors that can establish a 
sense of psychological safety and security among employees. 
Leadership is one of the key factors to consider in this context, as 
leadership plays a crucial role in shaping the perceptions and 
experiences of employees within a competitive climate (Fousiani and 
Wisse, 2022). Indeed, when leaders engage in behaviors that prioritize 
the goals and interests of their employees, fostering a caring and 
supportive environment (Sassenberg et  al., 2012; Scheepers et  al., 
2012), employees tend to perceive competitive climates in a more 
favorable light. In contrast, when leaders prioritize their own self-
interests and neglect the needs of their employees (Sassenberg et al., 
2012; Scheepers et al., 2012), employees view competitive climates 
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negatively (Fousiani and Wisse, 2022). Building upon this, we propose 
that the impact of a competitive climate on employees’ favorable 
attitudes towards AI and their willingness to adopt it is contingent 
upon leaders’ treatment of employees. Specifically, we hypothesize that 
a competitive climate will have a positive relationship with employees’ 
favorable attitudes towards AI and AI use only when leaders deploy a 
responsible leadership approach towards employees (i.e., care about 
their employees; De Wit et  al., 2017). Such an approach should 
encourage employees to embrace the challenges and advantages that 
competitive climates offer while feeling psychologically safe. 
Conversely, when leaders adopt a self-serving and opportunistic 
approach, the effect of a competitive climate on AI attitudes and 
acceptance is expected to be negative. In this case, employees are more 
likely to perceive the competitive climate as exploitative and self-
threatening and may not leverage the potential benefits of AI for 
creativity and innovation. See Figure 1 for a graphical representation 
of the hypothesized research model.

This study has several aims. The primary objective is to address a 
significant gap by examining the impact of organizational factors, such 
as organizational climate and leadership, on employee attitudes 
towards AI and their AI use. More specifically, this study emphasizes 
the role of a competitive organizational climate (Brown et al., 1998, 
p. 89; Nerstad et al., 2013) where employees are motivated to excel and 
innovate (Mikalef and Gupta, 2021), as a key driver in fostering 
favorable attitudes towards and actual use of AI. Moreover, the study 
introduces the critical concept of leadership (i.e., responsibility or 
opportunity-based power of the leader; Sassenberg et al., 2014; De Wit 
et  al., 2017) as a moderating factor, that can either enhance or 
diminish the impact of a competitive climate on AI attitude and use. 
These contributions offer valuable insights into the intricate 
connection between organizational factors and AI acceptance (Yu 
et al., 2023), enhancing our understanding of the dynamics involved 
in the rapidly evolving landscape of AI adoption in the workplace.

Literature review

Antecedents of AI attitude and use and the 
role of competitive climate

In recent times, AI has captured considerable attention (Yu et al., 
2023), primarily propelled by the notable advancements in computer 

hardware, network speeds, the vast reservoir of accessible data, and 
the evolution of processing algorithms (Alsheibani et  al., 2018). 
Indeed, given its various benefits both for organizations and employees 
(for a review, see Enholm et al., 2022) AI has become a significant 
topic to investigate. The existing literature has largely focused on the 
various ways in which AI use can steer creativity and innovation (De 
Jonge et  al., in press) as well as the enablers and inhibitors of AI 
acceptance in the workplace, with an emphasis on employee individual 
differences and characteristics as well as broader organizational 
structures (Yu et al., 2023). More specifically, previous research has 
shown that gender and culture influence employee perceptions of AI, 
with females and non-white minorities often exhibiting higher 
technology anxiety and more negative attitudes towards AI (Rosen 
and Weil, 1995; Brown et al., 1998; McClure, 2018; see also Schepman 
and Rodway, 2023). Moreover, self-efficacy, or the belief in one’s ability 
to use technology, is a significant predictor of AI use (Bandura, 1977; 
Compeau and Higgins, 1995; Vargas et al., 2018). Finally, introversion 
(Schepman and Rodway, 2023) as well as compatibility of AI with one’s 
personal values and experiences increase the likelihood of adopting 
AI (Chung, 2014).

Besides antecedents related to employee demographics and 
individual differences, various contextual factors in organizations have 
been proposed to influence AI attitudes and use. For instance, larger 
organizations which are more likely to innovate and benefit from 
technology adoption are more likely to encourage the integration of 
AI in daily work tasks (Aboelmaged, 2014). Moreover, organizational 
readiness, in the sense of availability of the required resources for AI 
integration (Alsheibani et  al., 2018) is another very important 
predictor of successful integration of AI (Pumplun et al., 2019). Yet, 
another crucial antecedent of AI acceptance is organizational culture: 
when organizations encourage innovative thinking and creativity, they 
are more likely to promote the acceptance and integration of AI 
(Mikalef and Gupta, 2021). Indeed, when creativity is cultivated in an 
organization, and when employees are encouraged to innovate and 
think out-of-the-box, employees are more positive towards AI, which 
they view as a valuable tool that enables them to perform their tasks 
(Vinchon et al., 2023).

Our study examines the role of organizational climate as a critical 
factor influencing AI acceptance. Organizational climate captures 
employees’ perceptions of the workplace, including shared views on 
organizational events, practices, objectives, and endorsed behaviors 
(Pullig et al., 2002). We argue that organizational climate is essential 
in predicting employee AI attitudes because it shapes how employees 
interpret organizational goals, expected outcomes, and their own 
actions within the organization (Jones and James, 1979). One specific 
type of organizational climate that can significantly influence how 
employees perceive and embrace AI is competitive climate (Nerstad 
et al., 2013). A competitive climate involves elements like comparing 
individual performance to peers within a work unit, perceiving 
competition from colleagues, and undergoing frequent evaluations of 
one’s status (see Ames and Ames, 1984; Nerstad et al., 2013; Černe 
et  al., 2014a,b). In such a climate, rewards typically favor 
top-performing employees, providing them financial incentives, 
promotions, recognition, or enhanced status. Considering that AI 
aligns with the competitive nature of this climate and fosters employee 
creativity and innovation (Amabile, 2020; De Jonge et al., in press), 
we  propose that a competitive climate positively relates to both 
favorable attitudes towards AI and its actual use in the workplace.

Leader’s Power 
Construal 

(Responsibility vs. 
Opportunity)

AI Acceptance 
(Favorable 

Attitudes and Use)

Competitive 
Climate

FIGURE 1

Hypothesized model.
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Moreover, considering that in competitive climates employees are 
motivated to outperform their peers (Brown et al., 1998), they might 
realize over time that AI can provide them with tools and insights that 
give them a competitive advantage. This realization could lead to a 
more favorable attitude towards AI as a helpful resource for achieving 
their professional goals over time. In addition, in competitive climates, 
employees often strive for recognition and rewards (Nerstad et al., 
2013; Černe et al., 2014a,b). If AI facilitates the attainment of desired 
rewards and recognition by employees, employees might come to view 
AI as a valuable ally. Over time, as they experience the benefits of 
AI-assisted work, their acceptance of AI may increase. Accordingly, 
we hypothesize that the positive effect of competitive climate on AI 
attitudes and AI use will become stronger over time. Based on the 
above, we stated the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1a: Competitive climate will be positively related to 
employees’ favorable attitudes towards AI over time.

Hypothesis 1b: Competitive climate will be positively related to 
employees’ actual use of AI over time.

The moderating role of leader’s power 
construal as responsibility or opportunity

While organizational climate offers valuable insights into the 
general work environment, it is important to recognize that predicting 
employee AI acceptance requires considering various other essential 
factors. For instance, within competitive climates, there is a strong 
dependency on leaders because the distribution of scarce resources, 
such as salary, promotions, and rewards, relies on leaders’ decisions 
(cf. Wayne and Ferris, 1990). Therefore, how leaders interact with their 
employees in competitive organizational climates becomes a critical 
factor in anticipating employee outcomes (see also Fousiani and 
Wisse, 2022). Additionally, employees often perceive competition at 
work as potentially detrimental and threatening, increasing the 
likelihood of self-exploitation (Kohn, 1992). More specifically, in 
competitive organizational climates, employees may put in substantial 
effort yet still not achieve the expected organizational rewards, 
including salary, promotions, rewards, and status (Clark et al., 2016). 
The possibility of incurring losses despite significant time and effort 
investment can lead to feelings of uncertainty and stress among 
employees (Fletcher et al., 2008). In fact, within competitive climates, 
where resources are scarce, employees might perceive AI as an 
additional threat (see Schepman and Rodway, 2023) fearing that it 
could outperform their skills and potentially replace them, with their 
efforts going unnoticed (Wilkens, 2020; Schepman and Rodway, 2023; 
Yu et al., 2023). The vulnerability felt by employees in such climates 
could be therefore a factor contributing to their reluctance to adopt 
and utilize AI.

The challenges posed by competitive organizational climates 
emphasize the degree to which employees rely on their leaders and the 
strategies these leaders employ for their survival and success in 
organizations (Fousiani and Wisse, 2022). Accordingly, in this study, 
we introduce leadership as an important moderator in the relationship 
between competitive climate and AI acceptance. Leaders can utilize 
the inherent power that accompanies their role in a pro-social manner, 

instilling a sense of security among employees in competitive climates 
and valuing their contributions, or employ it in a more self-serving 
way, intensifying employees’ feelings of threat and insecurity (Wisse 
and Rus, 2012) and possibly their concern about being replaceable 
(Raelin, 2003). In this study, we  propose that the way a leader 
construes their power, either as a responsibility to support and 
empower their employees in achieving their goals or as an opportunity 
to advance their own personal self-interests, influences the relationship 
between a competitive work climate and employee attitudes towards 
and use of AI.

Leaders who perceive their power as responsibility demonstrate a 
genuine interest in their employees’ outcomes. They actively seek 
input and advice from their employees and take their concerns into 
consideration before making decisions on their behalf. Moreover, 
leaders who construe their power as responsibility employ their power 
not only for their own benefit but also to meet the needs and desires 
of their employees (Sassenberg et al., 2014; De Wit et al., 2017; Scholl 
et al., 2017, 2018; Fousiani and Wisse, 2022). In contrast, leaders who 
view their power as opportunity to advance their own goals, perceive 
it as granting them the freedom to make independent decisions, often 
without consulting their employees or taking their viewpoint into 
account, primarily driven by their own interests (Sassenberg et al., 
2014; De Wit et al., 2017; Scholl et al., 2017, 2018; Fousiani and Wisse, 
2022). Building on the above, in this study we argue that competitive 
climate is positively related to AI acceptance over time only when 
leaders construe their power as responsibility towards their employees. 
Under such circumstances, employees are less likely to focus on 
negative aspects of the competitive climate and see it as a threat and 
are more prone to recognize the advantages it can bring, notably in 
encouraging creativity and innovation in their tasks. This perception 
of competitive climate actually supports the utilization of AI to steer 
their performance. Conversely, when leaders construe their power as 
opportunity to serve self-interested goals, competitive climate is 
associated with unfavorable AI attitudes and decreased AI use over 
time because in this case, employees focus on the undesirable aspects 
of competitive climates, such as feeling threatened by continuous 
evaluations or being dispensable, which will hinder their favorable 
perception of AI. Consequently, based on the above we formulated the 
following hypothesis:

The relationship between competitive climate and employees’ 
favorable attitudes towards AI and AI use over time depends on 
whether leaders construe their power as responsibility or as 
opportunity. More specifically:

Hypothesis 2a: The relationship between competitive climate and 
employees’ favorable attitudes towards AI and AI use over time is 
positive when leaders construe their power as responsibility.

Hypothesis 2b: The relationship between competitive climate and 
employees’ favorable attitudes towards AI and AI use over time is 
negative when leaders construe their power as opportunity.

Overview of the present research

To test our hypotheses, we  conducted a field study among 
employees and conducted an experiment. The field study encompassed 
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three waves, each separated by 2 to 3 weeks. At Time 1, we measured 
participants’ perception of a competitive organizational climate 
(independent variable), and at Time 2, we assessed leaders’ power 
construal as responsibility or opportunity as perceived by employees. 
Furthermore, both at Time 2 and Time 3, we  assessed employee 
attitudes towards AI and their actual use of AI in the workplace. For 
ecological validity, we adapted the scale assessing the actual use of AI 
to specifically address a relevant context: utilizing AI to address 
workplace conflicts or sharp disagreements. To investigate the impact 
of competitive climate on AI-related outcomes over time, 
we  controlled for these variables at the preceding time (e.g., the 
dependent variables were attitudes towards AI and AI use at Time 3, 
controlling for the same variables at Time 2). At Time 2, participants 
were initially presented with items assessing power construal, followed 
by the items assessing attitudes and actual use of AI in the workplace.

In our experiment, we utilized a 2 (competitive climate: high vs. 
low) by 2 (power construal of the leader: high responsibility vs. high 
opportunity) design, similar to Fousiani and Wisse (2022). Participants 
were tasked with immersing themselves in the role of an employee 
within the provided organizational context, which included 
information about the competitive climate and the leader’s power 
construal. Subsequently, we evaluated participants’ attitudes towards 
AI within that specific organizational setting. To extend Study 1 and 
augment the experiment’s realism, subsequent to the assessment of 
participants’ AI attitudes, we presented participants with a concise 
scenario depicting a disagreement/dispute between themselves (in the 
employee role) and their leader. We then solicited participants’ views 
on employing AI to resolve the depicted disagreement and their 
intention to use AI to resolve the disagreement/dispute. Participation 
was voluntary and confidential and we secured approval from the 
university’s ethics committee for both studies before commencing 
data collection.

Study 1

Method

Study design and participants
A total of 316 participants from the United Kingdom (UK) were 

recruited (53% female; Mage = 38.28, SD = 10.61, ranging from 22 to 
65 years old) for the 1st wave of the study. Participants were recruited 
through Prolific and were employees working in various organizations 
in the UK. We  exclusively recruited fulltime employees (Mhours/

week = 38.80, SD = 3.80). These employees held supervised positions, 
meaning they had a supervisor. Participants’ prior work experience 
was Myears = 5.50, SD = 5.26. Participants holding a managerial/
supervisory role in their organization were excluded from the study 
and could not take part. 290 completed the 2nd and 237 partook the 
3rd wave of our study resulting in 92 and 75% response rate, 
respectively. Participants additionally provided information about 
their highest level of education attained with 35% being high school 
graduates, 45% holding a Bachelor’s degree, 18% holding a Master’s 
degree and the remaining 2% holding a post-graduate title. Each 
survey took approximately 15 min to complete, and participants were 
compensated about £3.00 per completed survey (for all three waves). 
To ensure that the study has sufficient statistical power to detect the 
hypothesized effects with a reasonable level of confidence, 

we  conducted a sensitivity power analysis with GPower 3.1. The 
analysis was conducted, indicating 95% power to identify a small to 
medium effect size of f2 = 0.06.

Procedure
We assessed participants’ demographics and competitive climate 

at Time1. Power construal of the leader as responsibility or as 
opportunity was assessed at Time 2. Finally, participants’ attitudes 
towards AI and actual use of AI were measured both at Time 2 and 
Time 3. Upon completing the study’s 3rd wave, participants were 
thanked, debriefed, and compensated for their participation.

Measures

Competitive climate
Similar to previous studies (e.g., Wisse et al., 2019; Fousiani and 

Wisse, 2022) we  used the performance climate subscale of the 
motivational climate scale (Nerstad et  al., 2013) to measure 
employees’ perceptions of competitive climate. Participants rated 
the extent to which they experience climate within their workplace 
as competitive using the eight-items of this scale. A sample item 
included “In my department/work group, it is important to achieve 
better than others.” Items were measured on a Likert scale ranging 
from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. Cronbach’s alpha was 
high at α = 0.91.

Power construal
Participants were requested to rate the extent to which they 

experienced their leaders’ construal of power as opportunity or 
responsibility with the 6-item scale of De Wit et al. (2017). Three items 
assessed each construct of power construal. A sample item for power 
as responsibility was “In my work, my supervisor tends to see his/her 
power in terms of the responsibility to ensure that important goals of 
his/her subordinates are met.” A sample item for power as opportunity 
was “In my work, my supervisor tends to see his/her power in terms 
of the opportunity that it gives him/her to tell subordinates what to do 
without having to ask them what they actually want to do” (1 = not at 
all true to 7 = absolutely true). Cronbach’s alpha was α = 0.82 for power 
as responsibility and α = 0.87 for power as opportunity.

Favorable attitudes towards AI
We assessed participants’ attitudes towards AI using the 20-item 

scale of Schepman and Rodway (2020). A sample item measuring 
unfavorable attitudes was: “I think Artificial Intelligence is dangerous,” 
while a sample item designed to evaluate favorable attitudes towards 
AI was: “Artificial Intelligence is exciting,” (1 = strongly disagree, 
7 = strongly agree). Cronbach’s α = 0.76. It is important to note that 
we  employed a reverse coding method for the unfavorable items, 
allowing us to get a score indicating a participant’s overall attitude 
towards AI using all 20 items.

Actual use of AI in the workplace
Finally, we  inquired about the frequency of AI use that our 

participants perform in their workplace, using a 4-item scale, adapted 
from Draxler et al. (2023), e.g., “I use Artificial Intelligence to find new 
perspectives to resolve conflict in the workplace” with their answers 
spanning between 1 = very rarely/almost never to 7 = very often. 
Cronbach’s α = 0.97.
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Control variables
We controlled for sector effects (seven categories) given that 

industries vary in their culture and norms. Not accounting for said 
effects would have made it more challenging to discern whether the 
observed attitudes are truly linked to the competitive climate or are 
influenced by industry. Further, we controlled for age (measured in 
years) to make this factor’s effects on AI use easier to isolate given the 
varying degree of familiarity with technology that different age groups 
are shown to have in the literature (Venkatesh et al., 2003).

For a representation of the variability in participants’ responses 
see Figure  2. For a complete list of items see online 
supplementary material.

Results

Correlations between focal variables, means and standard 
deviations are presented in Table 1. We first conducted a Confirmatory 
Factor Analysis with MPlus 8 (Muthén and Muthén, 2017) to ensure 
that our variables were distinct from one another. In the analysis, 
we  included competitive climate, power construal, employees’ 
favorable attitudes towards AI and actual use of AI. The model fit was 
acceptable (χ2 = 1447.448, df = 653, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.06 [CI 0.057; 
0.066]; CFI = 0.89; TLI = 0.88; SRMR = 0.067).1

1 RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) assesses how well the 

model fits the observed data, ranging from 0 to 1 with lower values indicating 

better model fit; CFI (Comparative Fit Index) analyses the specified model’s fit 

by examining the data and the hypothesized model. Values range from 0 to 1, 

with larger values indicating better fit; SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square 

Residual) is a measure of the average difference between observed correlation 

and the model-implied correlation. Values range from 0 to 1, with lower values 

suggesting better model fit.

Hypothesis testing

Effects of competitive climate and leader power 
construal on employee favorable attitudes 
towards AI over time

The overall model was significant R2 = 0.87, F(8, 228) =190.37, 
p < 0.001. Opposite to Hypothesis 1a, the main effect of competitive 
climate on attitudes towards AI at T3 (controlling for attitudes towards 
AI at T2) was not significant. Moreover, neither leader power as 
responsibility nor leader power as opportunity significantly influenced 
employees’ attitudes towards AI over time. The competitive climate by 
leader power as responsibility interaction on employees’ favorable 
attitudes towards AI over time was also not significant ΔR2 = 0.002, 
F(1,228) = 2.87, p = 0.09. These results do not provide support for 
Hypothesis 2a. However, the interaction between competitive climate 
and leader power as opportunity on attitudes towards AI at T3 
(controlling for attitudes towards AI at T2) came out significant 
ΔR2 = 0.003, F(1, 228) = 6.00, p = 0.015 and showed a negative 
relationship between competitive climate and employees’ favorable 
attitudes towards AI when leaders’ power construal as opportunity is 
high (b = −0.10, SE = 0.04, p = 0.005; 95% CI [−0.18; −0.03]). The effect 
of competitive climate on employees’ favorable attitudes towards AI 
over time was not significant at low levels of power as opportunity (see 
Figure 3). These results provide support for Hypothesis 2b. For the 
relevant statistics see Table 2.

Effects of competitive climate and leader power 
construal on employee actual use of AI over time

The overall model was significant R2 = 0.48, F(8, 228) =25.82, 
p < 0.001. Consistent to Hypothesis 1b, the main effect of competitive 
climate on actual use of AI at T3 (controlling for use of AI at T2) was 
positive and significant (b = 0.14, SE = 0.05, p = 0.01; 95% CI [0.03; 
0.24]). Neither leader power as responsibility nor leader power as 
opportunity significantly influenced employees’ actual use of AI over 
time. Moreover, opposite to Hypothesis 2a, the competitive climate by 

FIGURE 2

Box plot illustrating variability of participants’ responses across scales (study 1). Competitive climate was measured on a 7-point scale (1  =  strongly 
disagree to 7  =  strongly agree). Leader power as responsibility and as opportunity were also measured on a 7-point scale 1  =  not at all true to 
7  =  absolutely true. Attitudes towards AI’s responses ranged from 1  =  strongly disagree and 7  =  strongly agree. Answers for AI use spanned between 
1  =  very rarely/almost never to 7  =  very often.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1359164
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org


Fousiani et al. 10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1359164

Frontiers in Psychology 07 frontiersin.org

leader power as responsibility interaction on employees’ actual use of 
AI over time was not significant. However, consistent to Hypothesis 
2b, the interaction between competitive climate and leader power as 
opportunity on actual use of AI at T3 (controlling for use of AI at T2) 
came out significant ΔR2 = 0.01, F(1, 228) = 5.29, p = 0.02 and showed 
a positive relationship between competitive climate and employees’ 
actual use of AI when leaders’ power construal as opportunity is low 
(b  = 0.22, SE = 0.08, p = 0.005; 95% CI [0.07; 0.38]). The effect of 
competitive climate on employees’ actual use of AI over time was not 
significant at high levels of power as opportunity (see Figure 4). These 
results provide support for Hypothesis 2b. For the relevant statistics 
see Table 2.

Discussion

Study 1 was a field study investigating the relationship between 
competitive climate on the one hand, and employees’ attitudes 

towards AI and AI use over time on the other hand. Furthermore, 
Study 1 investigated the moderating effect of power construal of the 
leader as responsibility or as opportunity in this relationship. The 
effect of competitive climate at Time 1 on AI attitudes at Time 3 
(controlling for AI attitudes at Time 2) was not significant. However, 
the effect of competitive climate at Time 1 on AI use at Time 3 
(controlling for AI use at Time 2) was significant and positive. The 
results did not provide support for Hypothesis 1a, but they did 
provide support for Hypothesis 1b. Opposite to Hypothesis 2a, 
competitive climate did not interact with leader’s power as 
responsibility in the prediction of employee AI attitudes or use of 
AI. In line with our expectations, competitive climate at Time 1 
interacted with leader’s power as opportunity at Time 2  in the 
prediction of both (a) attitudes towards AI at Time 3 (controlling 
for AI attitudes at Time 2) and (b) actual use of AI at Time 3 
(controlling for AI use at Time 2). More specifically, results showed 
that competitive climate is negatively related to employees’ favorable 
attitudes towards AI and to their actual use of AI over time when 

TABLE 1 Pearson correlation coefficients, means, and standard deviations (study 1).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 M (SD)

 1. Competitive 

climatea
1 −0.00 0.34** 0.10 0.27** −0.00 −0.19** 2.77 (1.28)

 2. Leader power as 

responsibilityb
1 −0.28** 0.13* −0.02 −0.05 −0.04 4.54 (1.25)

 3. Leader power as 

opportunityb
1 −0.12 0.16* 0.05 −0.01 3.48 (1.50)

 4. Attitudes towards 

AIc
1 0.20** 0.01 −0.09 4.15 (1.11)

 5. AI used 1 −0.16* −0.15* 1.67 (1.24)

 6. Age (in years) 1 −0.02 38.28 (10.61)

 7. Sectore 1 5.43 (1.88)

aCompetitive climate was measured on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree).
bLeader power as responsibility and as opportunity were also measured on a 7-point scale 1 = not at all true to 7 = absolutely true.
cAttitudes towards AI’s responses ranged from 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree.
dAnswers for AI use spanned between 1 = very rarely/almost never to 7 = very often.
eSector comprised seven different categories. * p < 0.05; **p < 0.01.
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FIGURE 3

Relationship between competitive climate and favorable attitudes towards AI over time as a function of leader’s power construal (study 1). Competitive 
climate was measured on 7-point scale (1  =  strongly disagree to 7  =  strongly agree). Leader power construal as opportunity was measured on a 7-point 
scale (1  =  not at all true, to 7  =  absolutely true). Favorable attitudes towards AI was also measured on a 7-point scale (1  =  strongly disagree, 7  =  strongly 
agree).
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the leader construes their power as opportunity. These results 
provide full support for Hypothesis 2b.

In conclusion, Study 1 provided valuable insights into the 
dynamics of competitive climate and its influence on AI acceptance. 
The results also illuminated the moderating role of leader power as 
opportunity in the relationship between competitive climate and 
employee attitudes and use of AI over time. However, the study did 
not yield a significant interaction between competitive climate and 

leader’s power as responsibility, suggesting that competitive climates 
may positively influence AI acceptance, particularly in terms of actual 
AI use, regardless of leaders’ prosocial power use (as responsibility). 
In contrast, when leaders exhibit opportunistic behaviors by using 
their power as opportunity, competitive climates are associated with 
decreased AI acceptance. Nevertheless, it is worth noting that the 
non-significant interaction between competitive climate and leader’s 
power as responsibility may be due to the limitations of the measure 

TABLE 2 Relationship between competitive climate, attitudes towards AI, and actual use of AI over time as a function of leader’s power construal  
(study 1).

Favorable attitudes towards AI at T3c 
(controlling for attitudes towards AI at T2c)

Actual AI use at T3d (controlling for AI use at 
T2d)

Predictor B t p 95% CI B t p 95% CI

Constant 0.21 (0.17) 1.26 0.21 −0.12; 0.55 1.07 (0.33) 3.28 <0.01 0.43; 1.71

Competitive climatea −0.02 (0.02) −0.90 0.37 −0.07; 0.03 0.14 (0.05) 2.57 0.01 0.03; 0.24

Power as 

responsibilityb
0.02 (0.02) 0.71 0.48 −0.03; 0.06 0.02 (0.05) 0.35 0.73 −0.08; 0.12

Competitive climatea × 

Power as 

responsibilityb

−0.03 (0.02) −1.70 0.09 −0.06; 0.00 −0.02 (0.04) −0.49 0.63 −0.09; 0.05

Power as opportunityb −0.02 (0.02) −1.17 0.24 −0.06; 0.02 0.06 (0.05) 1.33 0.19 −0.03; 0.15

Competitive climatea × 

Power as opportunityb
−0.03 (0.01) −2.45 0.02 −0.06; −0.01 −0.07 (0.03) −2.30 0.02 −0.13; −0.01

Attitudes towards AI at 

T2c
0.97 (0.03) 37.57 <0.01 0.91; 1.02

– – – –

AI use at T2d – – – – 0.60 (0.05) 12.10 <0.01 0.50; 0.69

Age (in years) 0.00 (0.00) 0.51 0.61 −0.00; 0.01 −0.01 (0.01) −0.86 0.39 −0.02; 0.01

Sectore −0.02 (0.01) −1.36 0.18 −0.05; 0.01 −0.03 (0.03) −0.84 0.40 −0.09; 0.04

aCompetitive climate was measured on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree).
bLeader power as responsibility and as opportunity were also measured on a 7-point scale 1 = not at all true to 7 = absolutely true.
cFavorable attitudes towards AI at T2 and T3 were measured on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree).
dAnswers for AI use at T2 and T3 spanned between 1 = very rarely/almost never to 7 = very often.
eSector comprised seven different categories.
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FIGURE 4

Relationship between competitive climate and actual use of AI over time as a function of leader’s power construal (study 1). Leader power construal as 
opportunity was measured on a 7-point scale (1  =  not at all true, to 7  =  absolutely true). Competitive climate was measured on 7-point scale 
(1  =  strongly disagree to 7  =  strongly agree). AI actual use was also measured on a 7-point scale (1  =  very rarely/almost never to 7  =  very often).
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used to assess power as responsibility, which consisted of only three 
items and is a relatively recent construct (de Wit et al., 2017; see also 
Fousiani and Wisse, 2022 regarding the limitations of the power 
construal measure).

In order to strengthen our theoretical framework and enhance the 
study’s internal validity, we  conducted Study 2, an experiment in 
which we manipulated competitive climate and leader power construal 
within vignettes. This approach allowed us to investigate employee 
attitudes towards AI in a controlled environment, thereby mitigating 
limitations commonly encountered in field studies. Additionally, 
we  increased the study’s realism by presenting participants with a 
specific scenario in which they imagined an event involving 
themselves (in the employee role) and their leader, and then assessed 
their attitudes towards AI for resolving the scenario and their 
intentions to use AI for a solution.

Study 2

Method

Participants
A total of 150 participants took part in this experiment,2 (56.7% 

female; Mage = 38.16, SD = 10.98, ranging between the age of 23 and 
67). Participants were recruited through Prolific. Similar to Study 1, 
all participants were fulltime employees (Mwork/h = 38.53; SD = 3.55) 
working for various organizations in the UK. Participants had 
previous work experience of Myears = 10.31, SD = 9.16. Participants 
holding a managerial/supervisory role in their organization were not 
eligible for the study and were not allowed to take part. One 
participant was a primary school graduate, 25.3% had finished high 
school, 46% held a Bachelor’s and 24.7% a Master’s degree, while 3.3% 
were PhD graduates. A sensitivity power analysis yielded an 80% 
chance of detecting a medium to large effect size of f = 0.34.

Experimental design and procedure
Participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions 

based on a 2 (competitive climate: high vs. low) x 2 (leader’s power 
construal: high opportunity vs. high responsibility) between-subjects 
design. We  presented the participants with vignettes featuring 
descriptions of their presumed supervisor, Bill, who construed their 
power as either responsibility or opportunity similar to Fousiani and 
Wisse (2022). More specifically, participants in the high power as 
opportunity condition read:

2 Our initial sample comprised 380 participants. For the manipulation of the 

leader’s power construal, we incorporated high vs. low power as responsibility 

conditions, high vs. low power as opportunity conditions, and a control 

condition. However, the results became less straightforward and interpretable 

with the inclusion of all these conditions in the analysis. To simplify and achieve 

more interpretable outcomes, we  opted to exclude the low power as 

responsibility, low power as opportunity, and control conditions from the main 

analyses. Consequently, the main analyses only encompassed the conditions 

of high power as opportunity vs. high power as responsibility, as these 

conditions are more pertinent to our research hypotheses. The data for all 

conditions are publicly available on the Open Science Framework.

“Your supervisor, Bill, is a person who sees his power as a great 
opportunity to influence others to his own advantage and as a 
chance to tell others what to do. He is the type of leader who feels 
that he can focus on the opportunities to achieve goals that he finds 
important for himself. For instance, in a recent conversation with 
him, Bill told you that he is using the possibility that his position 
as a supervisor gives him to make decisions that determine his own 
outcomes as well as those of his subordinates (ranging from the 
tasks to be performed, to the trainings to attend, and the bonus one 
is eligible for). Bill indeed always makes use of this opportunity. 
His motto is: Power gives you the chance to look out for your own 
interest and you should always use that option.” In the condition 
high power as responsibility, participants read “Your supervisor, 
Bill, is a person who sees his power as a great responsibility towards 
others and as an obligation towards other people to take care of 
things that need to be done. He is the type of leader who feels 
responsible for ensuring that important group goals are met. For 
instance, in a recent conversation with him, Bill told you that he is 
well aware of the responsibility that his position as a supervisor 
gives him to make decisions that have important consequences for 
himself but also for his subordinates (ranging from the tasks to 
be performed, to the trainings to attend, and the bonus one is 
eligible for). Bill indeed always takes care of these commitments. 
His motto is: Power gives you the duty to look out for other people’s 
interest and you should always do that.”

Additionally, participants were exposed to one of the two work 
climate descriptions, depending on the condition they were assigned 
to, namely highly competitive or low competitive. Manipulation of 
competitive climate was identical to Wisse et al. (2019) and Fousiani 
and Wisse (2022) (see Supplementary material for the complete 
vignettes). Manipulation checks for power construal and competitive 
climate followed the vignettes.

After giving adequate time so that the participants immerse 
themselves into the experimental conditions, we asked them to fill in a 
scale measuring their attitudes towards AI in that specific work context. 
Afterwards, we  presented participants with an imaginary conflict 
between themselves and their supervisor. The conflict was about how the 
participant (employee) could spread their working hours across the 
week. More specifically, participants read: “In the company you  are 
working at, a standard working week is 36 h. Your supervisor, Bill, wants 
you to work fewer hours per day but more days per week. You disagree. 
You want to work more hours per day but fewer days per week. How will 
you approach this disagreement/conflict with your supervisor, Bill? This 
vignette was previously used by Fousiani et al. (2022). Following the 
vignette, we asked participants to indicate their attitudes towards AI for 
the resolution of the conflict at hand and the likelihood (intention) of 
using AI to resolve this conflict. Subsequent to the filling in of survey 
questions pertaining to demographic information, the participants were 
debriefed and thanked for participating. Compensation of £1.20 for their 
approximately 10-min involvement promptly ensued upon 
experimental completion.

Measures

Manipulation checks
Two items served as manipulation checks for power construal 

(power as opportunity: “Bill uses the power that comes with his 
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supervisory position as an opportunity to influence his subordinates 
to his own advantage”; power as responsibility: “Bill uses the power 
that comes with his supervisory position as a means to fulfill his 
responsibility towards his subordinates”; 1 = not at all, 7 = to a great 
extent). Manipulation checks for competitive climate were assessed 
with three items (e.g., “The climate in this company is competitive”; 
1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) similar to Fousiani and 
Wisse (2022).

Favorable attitudes towards AI (general)
Participants’ favorable attitudes towards using AI in the work 

context described in the scenario was assessed using two adapted 
items from Draxler et al. (2023) (e.g., “How likely is AI to be helpful 
in your organization, as described in the scenario you read?”; 1 = very 
unlikely, 7 = very likely). Cronbach’s α = 0.82.

Favorable attitudes towards AI for the resolution of an 
issue (specific)

Participants’ attitude towards AI for managing a specific issue 
(dispute with leader) was assessed with an adapted 2-item scale 
(Draxler et al., 2023), e.g., “AI can be a positive force in managing this 
conflict with my supervisor, Bill.” (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly 
agree). Cronbach’s α = 0.97.

Likelihood of using AI to resolve an issue
To assess a participant’s intention to use AI to resolve a specific 

issue (dispute with leader), a 2-item adapted scale was employed 
(Draxler et al., 2023), e.g., “I would use AI to find creative solutions to 
this disagreement/conflict with my supervisor, Bill.” (1 = very unlikely, 
7 = very likely). Cronbach’s α = 0.96.

Control variables
Similar to study 1, age was used as a control variable. Additionally, 

we controlled for participants’ weekly working hours.
For a representation of the variability in participants’ responses 

see Figure  5. For a complete list of vignettes and items see 
Supplementary material.

Results

Favorable attitudes towards AI (M = 3.68, SD = 1.36) was positively 
related to favorable attitudes towards AI for the resolution of the issue 
at hand (a conflict) (M = 3.44, SD = 1.74) (r = 0.33, p < 0.001) and 
positively related to the likelihood of using AI in order to resolve an 
issue at hand (M = 3.17, SD = 1.83) (r = 0.33, p < 0.001). Moreover, 
favorable attitudes towards AI for the resolution of an issue was 
positively related to AI use (r = 0.84, p < 0.001). Our control variables, 
namely age and working hours per week, did not significantly correlate 
with any other variables.

Manipulation checks

To determine whether our manipulations worked as intended, 
we ran a multivariate analysis of variance with competitive climate and 
power construal as fixed factors and manipulation check items for 
competitive climate, power as opportunity, and power as responsibility 

as dependent variables. The main effect of competitive climate on the 
competitive climate manipulation check items was significant F(1, 
146) = 14.08, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.09 and showed that participants in the 
high-competitive climate condition indicated having experienced the 
work climate as more competitive (M = 6.69, SD = 0.56) as opposed to 
participants in the low-competitive climate condition (M = 1.52, 
SD = 0.90). The main effect of power construal (opportunity vs. 
responsibility) on the perception of leader’s construal of power as 
opportunity was also significant F(1, 146) = 198.47, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.58 
and showed that participants in the high opportunity condition 
(M = 6.39, SD = 1.13) as opposed to participants in the high 
responsibility condition (M = 3.04, SD = 1.91). Similarly, the power 
construal condition had a significant effect on participants’ experience 
of the leader’s construal of power as responsibility F(1, 146) = 108.74, 
p < 0.001, η2 = 0.43. Participants in the high power as responsibility 
condition indicated having experienced their leader’s power as 
responsibility (M = 6.13, SD = 0.92) to a greater extent as compared to 
participants in the high power as opportunity condition (M = 3.56, 
SD = 1.91). We  can conclude that our manipulations worked 
as intended.

Hypothesis testing

Effects of competitive climate and leader power 
construal on employee favorable attitudes 
towards AI (general)

Competitive climate was coded as: 1 = low, 2 is high. Similarly, 
leader power as responsibility and leader power as opportunity were 
coded as 1 = high opportunity and 2 = high responsibility.

The overall model was significant R2 = 0.09, F(5, 131) =2.50, 
p = 0.03. Contrary to Hypothesis 1a, the main effect of competitive 
climate on favorable attitudes towards AI was not significant. Power 
construal did have a significant and negative effect on favorable 
attitudes towards AI showing that participants have more favorable 
attitudes towards AI when leaders construe power as opportunity 
rather than responsibility. The competitive climate by leader power 
construal interaction on favorable attitudes towards AI was significant 
ΔR2 = 0.04, F(1, 131) = 5.24, p = 0.02 and showed that participants have 
more favorable attitudes towards AI when climate is competitive and 
when leaders construe power as responsibility (b = 1.23, SE = 0.35, 
p = 0.007; 95% CI [0.53; 1.92]) (see Figure 6). The interaction was not 
significant for the power as opportunity slope (b = 0.07, SE = 0.35, 
p = 0.84; 95% CI [−0.63; 0.78]). These provide support for Hypotheses 
2a but not for Hypothesis 2b. For the relevant statistics see Table 3.

Effects of competitive climate and leader power 
construal on employee favorable attitudes 
towards AI for the resolution of an issue (specific)

The overall model was significant R2 = 0.09, F(5, 131) =2.43, 
p = 0.04. Opposite to Hypothesis 1a, the main effect of competitive 
climate on favorable attitudes towards AI was significant and negative. 
Power construal did have a significant and negative effect on favorable 
attitudes towards AI showing that participants have more favorable 
attitudes towards AI when leaders construe power as opportunity 
rather than responsibility. The competitive climate by leader power 
construal interaction on favorable attitudes towards AI was significant 
ΔR2 = 0.07, F(1, 131) = 9.87, p = 0.002 and showed that participants 
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have more favorable attitudes towards AI for the resolution of an issue 
(conflict with the leader) when climate is competitive and when 
leaders construe power as responsibility (b = 1.17, SE = 0.41, p = 0.005; 
95% CI [0.37; 1.97]). The interaction was not significant for the power 
as opportunity slope (b = −0.65, SE = 0.41, p = 0.12; 95% CI [−1.45; 
0.16]) (see Figure 7). These provide support for Hypothesis 2a but not 
for Hypothesis 2b. For the relevant statistics see Table 3.

Effects of competitive climate and leader power 
construal on employee likelihood of using AI for 
the resolution of an issue

The overall model was significant R2 = 0.08, F(5, 131) =2.29, 
p < 0.05. Opposite to Hypothesis 1a, the main effect of competitive 
climate on favorable attitudes towards AI was significant and negative. 
Power construal did have a significant and negative effect on likelihood 

FIGURE 5

Box plot illustrating variability of participants’ responses across scales (study 2). Favorable attitudes towards AI (general) were measured as (1  =  very 
unlikely, 7  =  very likely), favorable attitudes towards AI (specific) were measured as (1  =  strongly disagree, 7  =  strongly agree). The likelihood of using AI 
was measured as (1  =  very unlikely, 7  =  very likely).
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FIGURE 6

Relationship between competitive climate and favorable attitudes towards AI (general) as a function of leader’s power construal (study 2). Competitive 
climate was coded as: 1  =  low, 2 is high. Leader’s power construal was coded as 1  =  high opportunity and 2  =  high responsibility. Favorable attitudes 
towards AI (general) were measured on a 7-point scale (1  =  very unlikely, 7  =  very likely).
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of using AI showing that participants have a stronger intention to use 
AI when leaders construe power as opportunity rather than 
responsibility. The competitive climate by leader power construal 
interaction on likelihood of using AI was significant ΔR2 = 0.04, F(1, 
131) = 5.88, p = 0.02 and showed that participants have a stronger 
intention to use AI for the resolution of an issue (conflict with the 
leader) when climate is competitive and when leaders construe power 
as responsibility (b = 1.03, SE = 0.44, p = 0.02; 95% CI [0.16; 1.91]). The 
interaction was not significant for the power as opportunity slope 
(b = −0.50, SE = 0.45, p = 0.26; 95% CI [−1.38; 0.38]) (see Figure 8). 
These provide support for Hypothesis 2a but not for Hypothesis 2b. 
For the relevant statistics see Table 3.

Discussion

Study 2 involved an experiment where we manipulated competitive 
climate and leader power construal within vignettes. Unexpectedly, the 
main effect of competitive climate on attitude towards AI was 
non-significant. Moreover, when asking participants to address a 
specific issue (a dispute with their leader) the main effect of competitive 
climate on participants’ AI attitudes and intention to use AI was 
significant but negative. These findings contradict Hypotheses 1a and 
1b. In line with our expectations, the interaction between competitive 
climate and power construal was found to be significant and results 
were consistent with our expectations: In conditions of a highly 

TABLE 3 Relationship between competitive climate, attitudes towards AI and likelihood to use AI as a function of leader’s power construal (study 2).

Favorable attitudes towards AI 
(general)c

Favorable attitudes towards AI 
(specific)d

Likelihood of using AIe

Predictor B t p 95% CI B t p 95% CI B t p 95% 
CI

Constant 5.36 

(1.89)
2.84 0.01 1.63; 9.09

6.74 

(2.16)
3.12 0.00

2.46; 

11.01

7.49 

(2.37)
3.16 0.00

2.80; 

12.17

Competitive 

climatea

−1.08 

(0.80)
−1.36 0.18

−2.66; 

0.50

−2.46 

(0.91)
−2.69 0.01

−4.27; 

−0.65

−2.04 

(1.00)
−2.03 0.04

−4.02; 

−0.06

Power construalb −1.67 

(0.79)
−2.11 0.04

−3.23; 

−0.10

−2.86 

(0.91)
−3.16 0.00

−4.66; 

−1.07

−2.90 

(0.99)
−2.92 0.00

−4.86; 

−0.94

Competitive 

climatea x Power 

construalb

1.15 

(0.50)
2.29 0.02 0.16; 2.15

1.81 

(0.58)
3.14 0.00 0.67; 2.96

1.54 

(0.63)
2.43 0.02 0.28; 2.79

Age (in years) 0.00 

(0.01)
0.38 0.70

−0.02; 

0.03

−0.01 

(0.01)
−0.44 0.66

−0.03; 

0.02

−0.01 

(0.01)
−0.69 0.49

−0.04; 

0.02

Working hours 

per week

−0.01 

(0.04)
−0.22 0.83

−0.08; 

0.06

0.02 

(0.04)
0.44 0.66

−0.06; 

0.10

−0.00 

(0.04)
−0.02 0.99

−0.09; 

0.09

aCompetitive climate was coded as: 1 = low, 2 = high.
bLeader power construal was coded as 1 = high opportunity, 2 = high responsibility.
cFavorable attitudes towards AI (general) were measured as (1 = very unlikely, 7 = very likely).
dFavorable attitudes towards AI (specific) were measured as (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree).
eThe likelihood of using AI was measured as (1 = very unlikely, 7 = very likely).
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Relationship between competitive climate and favorable attitudes towards AI (specific) as a function of leader’s power construal (study 2). Competitive 
climate was coded as: 1  =  low, 2 is high. Leader’s power construal was coded as 1  =  high opportunity and 2  =  high responsibility. Favorable attitudes 
towards AI (specific) were measured on a 7-point scale (1  =  strongly disagree, 7  =  strongly agree).
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competitive climate, participants exhibited more favorable attitudes 
towards AI, especially when their leader construed power as 
responsibility rather than as opportunity. Similarly, when focusing on 
the specific event of the leader-employee dispute, participants displayed 
more favorable attitudes towards AI and a stronger intention to use it 
possibly because they see it as a problem-solving tool, especially when 
their leader construed their power as responsibility rather than 
opportunity. These findings complement Study 1 and provide support 
for Hypothesis 2a and partially 2b.

These unexpected findings pertaining to Hypothesis 1a and 1b 
might be attributed to the particular issue being examined, namely a 
dispute between a leader and an employee about working from home 
or remotely, and may not be generalized to other work-related tasks 
affecting employees. For instance, when employees encounter conflicts 
or strong disagreements with their leaders within a competitive work 
environment, they may perceive the conflict in a particularly adverse 
or even threatening manner. This perception may be influenced by the 
sense of dependency that competitive climates create for employees 
(cf. Wayne and Ferris, 1990), potentially leading to a reduced 
willingness to invest in innovative technologies and creative 
approaches facilitated by AI. Future research should further investigate 
the relationship between competitive climate and AI acceptance. 
Taken together, these results show that the effect of competitive 
climate alone on AI acceptance may not be consistent; In contrast, 
we should consider the effect of competitive climate on employee AI 
acceptance in conjunction with leader power construal.

General discussion

This research, comprising a field study (Study 1) and an 
experiment (Study 2), investigated the relationship between 
competitive organization climate and employee AI attitudes and use. 
Study 1, a three-wave field study conducted among employees, showed 
that competitive climate significantly and positively influences AI use 
over time, supporting Hypothesis 1b. While Hypothesis 1a, which 

suggested a positive relationship between competitive climate and 
favorable AI attitudes over time was not supported, Hypothesis 2b was 
supported by the significant interaction between competitive climate 
and leader’s power as opportunity. Specifically, Study 1 showed that 
competitive climate is negatively related to favorable attitudes towards 
AI and AI use over time when leaders construe their power as 
opportunity. Nevertheless, the interaction between competitive 
climate and power as responsibility was not significant, thus failing to 
support Hypothesis 2a.

Study 2, an experiment, aimed to replicate these results in a 
controlled setting. This study, unexpectedly revealed a negative effect 
of competitive climate on AI acceptance (i.e., attitudes and actual use) 
when addressing a specific issue (handling a dispute with one’s leader), 
contradicting Hypotheses 1a and 1b. Nonetheless, the interaction 
between competitive climate and power construal emerged as 
expected; competitive climate had a positive effect on employee AI 
attitudes and intention to use AI when leaders construed power as 
responsibility rather than as opportunity, providing support for 
Hypothesis 2 (a and partly b). We conclude that the main effect of 
competitive climate on AI acceptance is not consistent; however, the 
interaction between competitive climate and leader’s power construal 
in the prediction of AI acceptance is a robust phenomenon, as seen in 
both studies.

Theoretical and practical implications

The theoretical implications of this research are multifaceted. First 
and foremost, this study highlights that organizational climate can 
significantly impact AI use over time, shedding light on the role of the 
organizational work climate in AI acceptance. These results extend 
previous research suggesting an important effect of organizational 
dynamics (e.g., organizational climate, leadership) on AI acceptance 
(for a review, see Yu et al., 2023). Indeed, while existing studies have 
extensively examined how employee characteristics and demographics 
affect the acceptance and use of AI (McClure, 2018; Schepman and 
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Relationship between competitive climate and likelihood of using AI for the resolution of an issue as a function of leader’ power construal (study 2). 
Competitive climate was coded as: 1  =  low, 2 is high. Leader’s power construal was coded as 1  =  high opportunity and 2  =  high responsibility. Likelihood 
of using AI to resolve an issue was measured on a 7-point scale (1  =  very unlikely, 7  =  very likely).
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Rodway, 2023), the role of organizational factors remains 
underexplored. This study fills this gap by demonstrating the 
interactive role between competitive climate and leader’s power 
construal on AI acceptance and use. Furthermore, this research 
advances the existing body of literature on competitive climate and 
leadership by pointing out their interaction in the prediction of 
employee-related outcomes. More specifically, this research highlights 
the detrimental impact of construing power as opportunity (Study 1) 
and the favorable impact of construing power as responsibility (Study 
2) among employees in competitive work environments (see also 
Fousiani and Wisse, 2022). Accordingly, these results provide insights 
that expand the literature on competitive climate (Ames and Ames, 
1984; Nerstad et al., 2013; Černe et al., 2014a,b) as well as the literature 
on leaders’ power construal (Fousiani and Wisse, 2022). Importantly, 
this research highlights that in the context of AI, employee attitudes 
and actual use of AI are influenced not merely by the technology’s 
features, but also by the broader organizational climate and leadership 
style. This contributes to our understanding of the multifaceted factors 
that shape AI acceptance in the workplace (Schepman and Rodway, 
2023). Taken together, these results contribute to a more holistic 
understanding of the interplay between competitive climate, leader 
behavior, and AI use, offering broader implications for future research. 
In addition, our research has several practical implications. When 
operating in competitive climates, organizations seeking to foster AI 
adoption must acknowledge the pivotal role of leadership. For the 
improvement of AI acceptance and integration, organizational 
policymakers and top management should promote a perspective 
among leaders where they construe their power as responsibility to 
support and empower their employees. For instance, organizations 
can create training programs and interventions to equip leaders with 
the necessary skills and knowledge to adopt a responsible leadership 
approach. By prioritizing employees’ psychological safety and 
providing a supportive environment through responsible leadership, 
leaders can mitigate the potential threats associated with competitive 
climates and cultivate a more favorable view of AI.

Strengths, limitations and future directions

This research carries several strengths as well as limitations. 
Theoretical strengths lie in the comprehensive exploration of 
competitive climate, leaders’ power construal, and AI acceptance, 
providing insight into their intricate interplay. Additionally, the study 
presents a novel perspective by considering how leader power 
construal influences the relationship between competitive climate and 
AI acceptance. Our study has various methodological strengths as 
well, as it uses a multi-method approach, combining a field study and 
an experiment, enhancing the robustness of the findings. However, 
there are some limitations too. The field study’s findings, which 
indicate that the competitive climate has no significant effect on AI 
attitudes, raise questions about the strength of this association. 
Furthermore, the measure we used to assess leader’s power construal 
in Study 1 was relatively short, although well-established (de Wit et al., 
2017), and might not capture its full complexity. Moreover, the 
unexpected negative main effects of competitive climate on AI 
acceptance in the experiment require further investigation to align 
with the findings of the field study. Importantly, the sample size of 
Study 2 was relatively small, which may have influenced the robustness 
of the obtained results. Finally, this research lacks the inclusion of 

mediators, consequently rendering it unable to provide explanatory 
mechanisms for the observed effects. Future research should include 
potential mediating variables to explain the obtained results. For 
example, future research should examine the mediating role of 
experienced threat or challenge of employees (i.e., the extent to which 
demands exceed or outweigh one’s resources; Blascovich and Tomaka, 
1996; Blascovich, 2008) in the prediction of AI acceptance within 
competitive work climates, particularly when leaders construe their 
power either as responsibility or as opportunity. These limitations 
provide valuable pointers for future research, offering opportunities 
to enhance our understanding of the intricate dynamics between 
competitive climates, leadership styles, and AI acceptance.

Overall, it is important to highlight the dynamic nature of AI, which 
can impact the timeliness and applicability of research findings. In 
particular, the rapid advancement and widespread adoption of AI within 
organizations can significantly shorten the shelf life of research results. 
For instance, only a few months ago, AI was relatively unfamiliar and 
novel in professional settings, but today, a substantial number of 
employees have seamlessly integrated it into their daily work routines. 
This may influence the significance and timeliness of even recent 
research findings in this field, and researchers should take it into account 
when investigating the antecedents of AI acceptance. Furthermore, AI is 
inherently multifaceted, encompassing a wide range of methodologies 
and applications. When investigating attitudes towards AI and its 
integration into professional contexts, it is crucial to recognize the diverse 
forms and applications of AI, as well as the specific industries it is 
involved in. These specifics can profoundly shape employees’ attitudes 
towards AI as some may perceive AI as a precious tool that enhances 
their work, while others may view it as a potential competitor that 
threatens their job security (Frank et al., 2019). Additionally, it is vital to 
acknowledge that the unique characteristics of the companies and 
organizations under examination can significantly influence employees’ 
AI attitudes and AI use (Yuan et al., 2022). While this research controlled 
for the impact of organizational sector in the relationships between the 
focal variables, more comprehensive efforts are needed to account for the 
influence of other variables in the examined relationships.

Conclusion

Investigating the incorporation of AI in organizations is pivotal to 
understand how to optimally steer work performance and innovation, 
and our research contributes to understanding the factors relating to AI 
acceptance. Although the results of the field study and the experiment 
were inconsistent regarding the effect of competitive climate on AI 
acceptance, they consistently demonstrated the important role that 
leader power construal plays in shaping AI attitudes and AI use within 
competitive climates. Practically, organizations can encourage AI 
adoption within competitive climates by prioritizing responsible 
leadership, prioritizing the interests of employees, and providing leaders 
with the necessary training. In contrast, in order to promote AI 
acceptance, organizations should discourage the presence of 
opportunistic leadership within competitive environments.
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