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Leader Behavior
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Figure 1. A Model of Follower’s Responses to Self-Sacrificial Leadership
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Rewarding Leadership and Fair Procedures as Determinants of Self-Esteem

David De Cremer Barbara van Knippenberg
Tilburg University Free University Amsterdam
Hypothesis 1: People’s self-esteem will be enhanced when
the leader uses fair rather than unfair procedures.

Hypothesis 2: People’s self-esteem will be enhanced when
the leader is high in rewarding behavior rather than low.

Hypothesis 3: A leader’s rewarding behavior and procedural
fairness interact, such that the effects of procedural fairness
on self-esteem are stronger when the authority is high in a
rewarding style rather than low.

v
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Self-Esteem

A two-way ANOVA on the average self-esteem score revealed,
first of all, a significant main effect of procedure (Hypothesis 1),
showing that participants in the voice condition (M = 4.96, SD =
1.27: confidence interval: 4.54 vs. 5.38) reported higher self-
esteem than those in the no-voice condition (M = 4.30, SD = 1.46;
confidence interval: 3.88 vs. 4.72), F(1, 66) = 4,95, p < .05, > =
07. Also, a significant main effect of rewarding leadership was
found (Hypothesis 2), indicating that participants in the high-
rewarding-behavior condition (M = 5.19, SD = 1.35; confidence
interval: 4.78 vs. 5.60) reported higher self-esteem than those in
the low-rewarding-behavior condition (M = 4.07, SD = 1.24;
confidence interval: 3.65 vs. 4.50), F(1, 66) = 14.18, p << .001,
n* = .18. Finally, a significant interaction emerged (Hypothesis
3), F(1, 66) = 3.84, p = .05, n2 = .06 (see Table 1).

As expected, the voice effect was significant in the high-
rewarding-behavior conditions, F(1, 66) = 9.03, p < .005, n° =
.12, but not in the low-rewarding-behavior conditions, F(1, 66) <

Joumal of Applied Psychology Copyright 2007 by the American Psychological Associati
2007, Vol. 92, No. 3, 639-649 0021-9010/07/%12.00 DOL 10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.¢

The Effects of Trust in Authority and Procedural Fairness on Cooperation

David De Cremer Tom R. Tyler
Tilburg University New York University

The present research examined the effect of procedural fairness and trust in an authority on people’s
willingness to cooperate with the authority across a wide range of social situations. Prior research has
shown that the presence of information about whether an authority can be trusted moderates the effect
of procedural fairness. If no trust information is available, procedural fairness influences people’s
reactions. This is not the case when information about the trustworthiness of the authority is present. In
the present article, it is argued that information about whether the authority can or cannot be trusted may
also moderate the effect of procedural fairness in predicting levels of cooperation. Assuming that the use
of fair procedures by authorities that cannot be trusted is less influential than is the enactment of
procedures by trustworthy authorities, it is predicted that trust in authority moderates the influence of
procedural fairness on cooperation in such a way that procedural fairness has a positive effect on
cooperation primarily when trust in authority is high. Results from 4 studies (2 experimental studies and
2 field studies) provide supportive evidence for this interaction.
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Cooperation. A 2 X 2 ANOVA on the voice question re-
vealed, first of all, a significant main effect of procedural fairness,
F(1. 66) = 29.70, p < .001, 3> = .31. Participants in the voice
condition participated more, felt more part of the group, and
respected the group more than did those in the no-voice condition
(Ms = 4.47 and 2.92, respectively). Also, a significant main effect
of trust in authority was found, F(1, 66) = 60.99, p < .001, 7~ =
48. Participants with high trust felt more part of the group and
Epected the group more than did those with low trust (Ms = 4.81
and 2.59, respectively). Finally, a significant Procedural Fair-
ness X Trust in Authority interaction emerged, F(l, 66) = 4.26,
p < .05, 1% = .06 (see Table 1 and Figure 1). As predicted, the
voice effect was significantly stronger (compare effect sizes)
among those high in trust, F(1, 66) = 27.45, p < .001, nz = .29,
than it was among those low in trust, F(l, 66) = 5.90, p << .05,
0 = .08.

Available online at www.sciencedirect.com

The
ocllucn@oln-c-ﬂ Leadership
Ll Quarterly
ELSEVIER The Leadership Quarterly 15 (2004) 263275 e

Self-sacrificial behavior in crisis situations: The competing roles
of behavioral and situational factors

Stefanie K. Halverson®*, Courtney L. Holladay®,
Stephanie M. Kazama®, Miguel A. Quifiones®

* Department of Psychology, Rice University, 6100 Main Street, Houston, TX 77005, USA
hUniwzmily of Arizona, Tucson, AZ, USA

Hypothesis 1. Subordinates will attribute greater levels of charisma toward their leader and report
greater levels of organizational commitment in a crisis situation than in a noncrisis situation.

Hypothesis 2. Self-sacrifice by the leader will result in increased attributions of charisma and
organizational commitment by subordinates.

Hypothesis 3. Self-sacrifice by the leader will result in increased attributions of charisma and
organizational commitment by subordinates in a crisis situation as compared with a noncrisis situation.
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Table 2
Univariate ANOVA analyses for crisis and sacrifice

N

Effect Dependent measures F value 1
Crisis Attributed charisma 8.94%* 06
Organizational commitment 14.66%** 09
Sacrifice Attributed charisma 6.85%* 05
Organizational commitment 6.03* 04
Crisis * Sacrifice Attributed charisma 6.46%* 04
Organizational commitment 0.05 00
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Doing the Job Well:
An Investigation of Pro-Social Rule Breaking'

Elizabeth W. Morrison*
Stern School of Business, New York University, 44 West 4th Street, New York, NY 10012

Journal of Management, Vol. 32 No. |, February 2006 5-28
DOI: 10.1177/0149206305277790
£ 2006 Southern Management Association. All rights reserved.

Design. The study used a between-subjects design in which three variables were manipu-
lated and three were measured. All together, there were eight versions of each of the two sce-
narios, reflecting eight different experimental conditions. These eight conditions reflected all
possible combinations of the three manipulated independent variables: job meaning (high or
low). autonomy (high or low). and coworker behavior (ves or no). The number of respondents
in each condition was between 18 and 22. Each participant completed one of the eight versions

Results of Regression Analyses (N = 168)

Scenario A Scenario B

Variable B K AR F B R AR F
Step |

Gender (female = 1) -02 —.20%*

Work experience 05 .01 .01 0.32 -01 J20 12 10.90%**
Step 2

Job meaning (Hypothesis 1) -02 10

Autonomy (Hypothesis 2) 2% A7

Empathy (Hypothesis 3) .10 04

Proactive personality (Hypothesis 4)  —.07 .09

Risk-taking propensity (Hypothesis 5)  .17* 23%%

Coworker behavior (Hypothesis 6) 6% 17 J6** 3.08%*  21%F 27 [|5¥**  6.80%**
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Table 3
Results {in Standardized Betas) of Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Study 2
Study 2a Study 2b
Variable Model I  Model 2 Model 3 Model4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Control variables
Age 10 12 147 157 A3 A2 .05 .05
Gender (0 = female, | = male) 21° 18 .10 .09 197 18" 11 A1
Effects of net anticipated regret
Responsibility (0 = ponresponsible, | = responsible) 27 27 .28 37 37 37
Net anticipated regret about withdrawal 357 33"
Effects of net regret components
Anticipated regret about withdrawal b L 23
Anticipated regret about persistence -4 23"
2 07 A1 12 14 .10 .10
AF 16.86°" 30.09" 16.25"" 19.99% 16.40°° 8.15™
Overall model R? .06 A3 25 25 .06 19 .30 .30
Adjusted R? 05 12 23 24 04 17 27 26
Overall model F 6.16" 10.05™ 16.16™ 13.45™ 345" 9.34™ 12,04 9.55*"
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Table 3
Results (Standardized Beta Coefficients) of Hierarchal Multiple Regression of Study 1

Overall
Variable/statistic Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Age —.02 —.01 .00
Gender (0 = female, | = male) -.02 —.05 —.05
Knowledge in financial decision making 03 03 03
Neuroticism —.10 —.10
Responsibility (0 = nonresponsible, 1 = responsible) Q3% J13%%
Neuroticism X Responsibility —.14%%
AR? 03 02
Fohange . 321 % S.11%k
Overall model R* 00 03 05
Adjusted R? -0l 01 02
Overall model F A3 1.36 2.01%

Note.

¥p <.10. *¥p < .05.

The dependent variable was the rating on “willingness to continue the previous project.”



Table 5

Results (Standardized Beta Coefficients) of Hierarchal Multiple Regression of Study 2
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Overall
Variable/statistic Step |1 Step 2 Step 3
Age —.05 -.05 —-.03
Gender (0 = female, | = male) .00 —.06 —.05
Neuroticism —.20%%* —.21%%
Responsibility (0 = nonresponsible, | = responsible) d6%* Jd6%*
Neuroticism X Responsibility =24 K
AR? 06 06
- 5.54%% 10.7 1H#*
Overall model R? .00 .06 A2
Adjusted R? -0l 04 09
Overall model F 22 2,88 4,584k k
"6 Li vy h ta: b [ PSRB
v ’ PSRB ~ SR B i h
- H @ T " e L~ b A3crv
b 0 bu i b A
E F F ) [ “h a Yy W
i H AT "3 T
T J i i e - -7 Lt Ab F
¥ w7 yi a Y ' b HWA 1 F
v W bu H® A b o Ne ¥ A T 1 F
- i bw Li ~ Ab "E h a HPSRB Y
0 PSRB i ~ T ' b~ wa
G A f {H "X - Ty G 7
w robust 3 Y { bP ~ Li A
~ A
s "y " PSRB S N A
T TW h O PSRB ~A Yy H i1 3w
PSRE’ A 13 Mb v oy H i H
i bpuw T~ b~ b A

© 2013 American Psychological Assoc

0021-9010013/$12.00  DOIL: 10.1037/a00.

When in Doubt, Seize the Day? Security Values, Prosocial Values, and

Proactivity Under Ambiguity

Adam M. Grant and Nancy P. Rothbard

University of Pennsylvania



Table 2

Study 1 Moderated Regression Analyses Predicting Proactivity

Step 1 Step 2
Variable b SE B t b SE B t

Supervisor familiarity .29 .09 22 3.20% 30 .09 24 347
Ambiguity .03 .08 .02 0.34 07 .08 .06 0.89
Security values —.08 07 —.08 —L.11 —.14 07 —.14 —2.00"
Prosocial values 05 07 .05 0.64 .09 .07 .09 1.26
Ambiguity X Security Values —.24 07 —.24 -3.28"
Ambiguity X Prosocial Values .19 08 .16 2.27°

R F(4, 194) AR? R F(2, 192) AR

06° 293 06° 12 6.45 067
Note. The rows for the interactions appear in bold because they represent the tests of our hypotheses.
Study 2 Descriptive Statistics by Condition

Proactivity Perceived Security Prosocial Hedonism

Condition score ambiguity values values values
Security values, low ambiguity (n = 42) 24 (77) 2.94(1.51) 5.90(.94) 5.20(1.02) 545(1.16)
Security values, high ambiguity (n = 58) 08 (.14) 3.81(1.70) 5.66(1.03) 5.11(92) 543(1.02)
Prosocial values, low ambiguity (n = 33) 31(.70) 2.82(1.44) 547 (1.03) 6.22 (.59) 5.18(.87)
Prosocial values, high ambiguity (n = 23) .69 (1.49) 3.55 (1.62) 5.10(1.17) 6.14 (.82) 5.07 (.98)
Hedonism values, low ambiguity (n = 40) J11(.30) 3.29(1.45) 545(1.11) 5.21(91) 5.89 (.70)
Hedonism values, high ambiguity (n = 35) .34 (.85) 3.75(1.58) 5.28(.92) 5.49 (.82) 570(.81)
Note. Standard deviations appear in parentheses.
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