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Abstract
The purpose of this research was to integraterreesaof leadership and motivation by
examining how leaders’ behaviors affect their fadws’ regulatory foci. Specifically, a
separate laboratory experiment and field surveyewenducted to determine whether
leader transformational and transactional behawbape followers’ work-based
promotion and prevention regulatory foci, whichtunn affect followers’ outcomes at
work. Overall, there was limited evidence that irsgional motivation and contingent
reward leader behaviors were related to followerkaaased regulatory focus, and work-
based regulatory focus was related to several waldted outcomes. The moderating
role of chronic regulatory focus on the relatiopsbetween leader behaviors and work-
based regulatory focus as well as the mediatirgeablvork-based regulatory focus
between leader behaviors and work-based outcomesalso explored. Implications and

future research are discussed.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Leadership is one of the most extensively resedrtdgcs in organizational
psychology, and substantial empirical evidenceshasvn the importance of effective
leadership for employee and organizational welkbé€Bass, 1990). Many studies have
examined the effects of leader behavior on followerk performance, including
consideration and initiating structure (Judge, &liec& llies, 2004) and transformational
and transactional leadership (Lowe, Kroeck, & SiNmamaniam, 1996). In his review of
leadership theory and research Bass (1990) brakdiyes leadership as “an interaction
between two or more members of a group that oftealves a structuring or
restructuring of the situation and the percepteamd expectations of the members” (p.
19). This definition underscores the importancéhefleader’s influence on his or her
followers.

Early leadership research focused on trait theafiésadership, which attempted
to identify traits that distinguished leaders froon-leaders. Although some
characteristics of effective leaders were iderdifie.g., dominance and intelligence;
Lord, DeVader, & Alliger, 1986), many of these duaeristics did not appear to be
universal across all leaders (Stogdill, 1948; Mak859). Thus, research began to focus
on what leaderdo rather than who thegre. Several groups of researchers at Ohio State
(Stogdill & Coons, 1957), University of Michigan &ékn & Katz, 1953), and Harvard

(Bales, 1954) attempted to identify specific bebevieaders could enact to be effective.



They identified two broad categories of behaviaspthying consideration or person-
oriented behaviors, and initiating structure oktesented behaviors. However, because
of researchers’ apparent inability to identify tireversal characteristics and behaviors of
effective leaders, attention turned to situationg/hich particular behaviors are needed.

Contingency theories were more flexible becausg tibek into account the
interplay between the situation and the individ&damples include Fiedler’'s (1967,
1971) contingency theory, which predicted that taskivated leaders would perform
best in situations of high or low control whereastionship-motivated leaders would
perform best in situations of moderate control. i&irty, House’s (1971) path-goal
theory posited that supervisors can enhance thevation and satisfaction of
subordinates by making it easier for them to aahibeir task goals and that situational
factors interact with leadership styles to detesrl@ader performance. These theories
received some empirical support, but overall werewell-supported (House & Aditya,
1997).

Early contingency theories led to the developmémeav and promising theories
of leadership, such as the Theory of Charismatadeeship, which predicts that
charismatic leaders—those who are extremely seifident, highly motivated to attain
influence, and convinced of the moral correctnésheir beliefs—are effective because
they are more persistent in the face of obstatlesige, 1977). Other leadership theories
that arose during this time included Leader-Mentbahange Theory (Graen & Uhl-
Bien, 1995), which focuses on the social excharigesychological benefits or favors
between leaders and members, Implicit Leadershgoiyh(Lord, Binning, Rush, &

Thomas, 1978), which views leadership as beinghddfby followers’ perceptions; and



Neocharismatic Theories, which attempt to explaiw leaders lead organizations to
tremendous accomplishments and garner extraordieagls of follower motivation and
performance. Neocharismatic Theories include tiheory of Charismatic
Leadership (House, 1977); the Theory of Transfoionat Leadership (Burns, 1978;
Bass, 1985); and the Attributional Theory of Chauasic Leadership (Conger &
Kanungo, 1987). This class of theories has receavgibat deal of empirical support
across types of leaders and cultures (House & Adt997). For example, meta-analyses
by Lowe, et al. (1996), Patterson, Fuller, Kest@d Stringer (1995), DeGroot, Kiker,
and Cross (2000), and Judge, et al. (2004) supiperffectiveness of transformational
leadership.

However, further research is needed to better staled the mechanism by which
transformational leader behaviors affect followarkvperformance. One possibility is
that leaders, particularly transformational leadaffect motivation-based processes in
followers (Lord & Brown, 2004). A great deal of esch supports the relationship
between transformational and transactional leagetsthaviors and aspects of follower
self-concept, and Van Knippenberg, Van KnippenbBegCremer, and Hogg (2004)
suggest that there is some evidence that folloe#icencept (e.g., self-efficacy, -esteem,
-construal, and —consistency) mediates leaderdfapte on follower performance.

The purpose of this study is to examine the mauiatble of follower regulatory
focus, a key motivation-based variable (Higgin9M)9in relationships of leader
transformational and transactional behaviors wetlotver work outcomes. While there is
a growing body of theoretical work explaining suehationships (e.g., Kark & Van Dijk,

2007; Lord & Brown, 2004), empirical research haggled behind. Thus, | will be testing



several transformational leadership—follower mdtoa propositions that have not
received empirical scrutiny. In addition to thefieets on follower motivation,
transformational and transactional leadership apadicular interest because there is
evidence that they can be learned (e.g., Barlingh&¥, & Kelloway, 1996).
Understanding how these leadership styles affetitvaton-based variables, such as
regulatory focus, may aide practitioners in deteing when each leadership style would
be most effective in a particular situation. Matghleadership styles to particular
situations may be possible because, assuming tifiegmce follower regulatory foci,
promotion and prevention foci are associated wiftflerdnt information processing styles
and performance strategies (Higgins & Speigel, 2004us, promotion and prevention
regulatory focus are useful for different typegasks. Promotion focus is most effective
for tasks that involve speed and creativity, whemg@avention focus is most effective for
tasks that entail safety and accuracy (e.g. Fondiggins, & Bianco, 2003; Friedman &
Forster, 2001; Wallace, Johnson, & Frazier, 2008aders can use transformational
and transactional leadership to promote a spea@falatory focus, employee
performance is likely to be enhanced. In the sastlzelow | review transformational and
transactional leadership, their effects on followwativation, and regulatory focus in
particular.
Transformational and Transactional Leadership

Burns (1978) defined transformational leaderskitha process by which leaders
and followers cause each other to advance to highels of morality and motivation.
Transformational leaders are those who inspire islibates and facilitate meaningful

changes. Transformational leadership consistswosfdomponents: idealized influence,



inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulatioand individualized consideration.
Idealized influenceefers to showing consideration for followers’ de@ver the leaders’
own, sharing risks with followers, and displayiransistent ethics and values. These
leaders are admired and respected, and followens twa&mulate theninspirational
motivationinvolves motivating followers through providing ameng and challenge,
passing on an attractive vision of the future, disglaying enthusiasm and optimism.
Intellectual stimulatiorentails soliciting new ideas and creative solgibmom followers
and encouraging them to think in new ways to sphablems. Finallyindividualized
consideratiorrefers to leaders’ recognition of individuals’ dder achievement, and
leaders who employ this technique act to provide apportunities for follower learning
and growth.

In contrast, transactional leadership is a ledulerstyle that focuses primarily on
economic exchanges between leaders and followarss(B.998). Transactional leaders
serve to clarify role and task requirements forasdimates in order to elicit adequate
performance. Transactional leadership may takerabf@ms, including the use of
contingent reward, active management by excepéiod,passive management by
exception. Througleontingent rewardeaders clarify the requirements for successtK ta
performance, and followers exchange their effod gnod performance for rewards and
recognition from their leader. This includes pnagsworkers for a job well done and
recommending them for pay increases, bonusespangirons (Bass, 1985).
Management by excepti@ccurs when leaders call attention to deviatiomfnorms. In
active management by exceptimanagers specify standards and actively look for

deviations from rules and take corrective actionexas those who utilizessive



management by exceptiortervene only if problems become serious. Ofelfesms of
transactional leadership, only contingent rewarsireaeived consistent support as an
effective leadership technique. Contingent rewarngasitively associated with follower
commitment (e.g., Bycio, Hacket, & Allen, 1995)tistaction (e.g., Podsakoff, Todor,
Grover, & Huber, 1984), performance (e.g., Poddakbfal, 1984), and citizenship
behaviors (e.g., Podsakoff, et al, 1990).

Laissez-faire leadership contrasts with both fiansational and transactional
leadership, as laissez-faire leadership is esdigriti@ absenceof leadership. Laissez-
faire leaders abdicate responsibility and avoidinmakecisions altogether (Bass, 1990).
They provide little direction to followers and raiin from behaviors typically associated
with leadership, such as clarifying expectationd setting goals for followers (Bass,
Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003). Because laissezefl@adership is really the absence of
leadership it is excluded from theorizing in theg@ent research.

A substantial body of research has examined tleetsfof transformational and
transactional leadership behaviors on follower onttes. Dimensions of transformational
leadership as well as the contingent reward dinoensi transactional leadership
typically have favorable effects on followers. leample, a meta-analysis by Lowe, et
al. (1996) of studies on transformational and taatisnal leadership using the MLQ
reported mean corrected effect sizes of .41, 621,and .60 for the relationship between
leader effectiveness and contingent reward, charigmlividualized consideration, and
intellectual stimulation, respectively. Only the mgement by exception dimension of
transactional leadership was not significantlytedao leader effectiveness. In addition,

transformational and transactional leadership aneptementary, as each contributes



independently to effective leadership. For examylaldman, Bass, and Yammarino
(1990) reported that followers’ performance lewese highest when leaders exhibited
both transformational and transactional leaderbkipaviors. While much research has
examined effects of transformational and transaetiteader behaviors on distal follower
attitudes and behaviors, there is a need to uradetsvhy these relationships exist.
Further research is needed to understand the oggaitd affective mechanisms that
account for the observed behavioral effects. Ig tieixt section | discuss some of the
motivation-based variables that have been propasedediators of the effects of
transformational leadership.
Effects of Transformational and Transactional Leatigp on Follower Motivation

While ample evidence exists documenting the effetteansformational and
transactional leadership on follower performaneeg.( DeGroot et al., 2000; Lowe et al.,
1996), less is known about the mechanisms by wihiebe leadership styles have their
effects. Although transformational leadership ieofdefined in terms of its effects on
followers’ motivation few studies have examined tinelerlying processes by which
these leadership styles have those effects. Vapgeniberg, van Knippenberg, De
Cremer, and Hogg (2004) provided a review of tlieat$ of transformational and
charismatic leadership on follower self-concept ealted for further research in this
area. Their review concluded that several aspddtdlower self-concepts may mediate
the effects of leadership on follower behaviorjuking self-construal, self-efficacy, self-
esteem, and self-consistency.

In terms of effect on follower self-concepts, Paul,Costley, D. L., Howell, J. P.,

Dorfman, P. W., and Trafimow, D. (2001) showed ttfarisma and individual



consideration leadership were associated with @i of followers’ collective self-
concepts, whereas individualized consideration aggeciated with activation of
followers’ private self-concepts. Through activgtend influencing different levels of
followers’ self-concepts leaders may have theie@# on followers. For example, a
leader might emphasize distributive justice, cayeimt rewards, and individual outcomes
for those with individual self-identities. He oresmight emphasize procedural justice,
group rewards, and organizational outcomes forghath collective self-identities. And
he or she might emphasize interactional justidaticaship quality, and dyadic outcomes
for those with relational identities.

In addition, a recent meta-analysis by Johnsonngh#ackson, and Saboe (2009)
reported that transformational and transactioredéeship behaviors were significantly
related to followers’ self-efficacy and self-estelawels. Specifically, for
transformational leadership the estimated corregtgulilation correlation was .19 for
self-efficacy and .30 for self-esteem. For contimtgeward transactional leadership the
estimated corrected population correlation wadot self-efficacy and was not
significantly related to self-esteem.

Regulatory Focus

Recent research has highlighted the importancegflatory focus as a key
motivation-based variable (e.g., Van Dijk & Klug2f04), one that may help explain
how transformational and transactional leaderstyiles are related to follower work
outcomes (Kark & Van Dijk, 2007). Central to Higgir§1997, 1998) regulatory focus
theory is the idea that people are motivated tocedliscrepancies between actual and

desired end states and increase discrepancieséretwual and undesired end states.



More specifically, Higgins’ theory differentiateeqple based on the type of self-
regulatory goals they pursue. Self-regulation eferthe process by which people seek
to align themselves (e.q., their behaviors andamiceptions) with appropriate goals or
standards (Brockner & Higgins, 2001). AccordingHiggins, the two types of goals
people can pursue apeomotionandprevention

Promotion goalsare concerned with approaching pleasure andsiria achieve
an “ideal” self. They include hopes, wishes, amgirations. Those who aggromotion-
focusedeagerly pursue gains and successes (Lockwoodardo&dKunda, 2002). Thus,
the presence or absence of positive outcomesiens& those witlpromotion goals
Promotion-focused individuals show high motivatfontasks framed in terms of
promotion (Shah, Higgins, & Friedman, 1998) andufoon strategies aimed at achieving
desired outcomes (Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & Hym&94).

In contrastprevention goalsire concerned with avoiding pain and meeting the
standards of an “ought” self. They include dut@sdjgations, and responsibilities.
Prevention-focusethdividuals strive to avoid negative outcomes aigglantly avoid
losses or failures. Thus, the presence or absdnpative outcomes is salient to those
with prevention goals These individuals show high motivation when taake framed in
terms of prevention (Shah et al., 1998) and foecustmtegies that prevent negative
outcomes (Higgins, 1997).

Regulatory focus has both state and trait aspRetsearch has shown that there
are reliable differences among people in their igpabitions toward promotion or
prevention focus (e.g., Higgins et al., 1997). Salvecales have been created to assess

chronic regulatory focus, including the Self-Guiskeength measure, which measures the



chronic accessibility of people’s ideals and oudhtg., Higgins, Shah, & Friedman,
1997), and the Regulatory Focus Questionnaire (RE@gins et al., 2001), which
evaluates people’s subjective self-regulatory hisso In addition, there are several scales
that assess work-based regulatory focus, includfiafjace and Chen’s (2006)

Regulatory Focus at Work Scale (RWS) and Neubextnkar, Carlson, Chonko, and
Roberts’ (2008) Work Regulatory Focus Scale (WRF).

While there are individual differences in peoplefsonic regulatory focus, it can
also be influenced by contextual factors. One vesgarchers have situationally induced
regulatory focus is througbriming ideals or oughtge.g., Higgins, Roney, Crowe, &
Hymes, 1994). For example, Higgins et al. (1994&ed9articipants to describe personal
experiences relevant to either promotion or praganAs another example Lockwood et
al. (2002) primed regulatory focus by asking pgvaats to think about a positive
(negative) academic outcome they might want toeaeh{avoid) and describe strategies
they could use to successfully promote (preverat) dutcome. State regulatory focus can
also be influenced blyaming tasksn terms of gains and successes (promotion) versus
losses and failures (prevention). For example j@pants might be told that they will
receive a certain number of points or amount of @yaand that they have the potential to
either earn more (promotion) or lose (preventiooney or points (e.g., Shah, Higgins, &
Friedman, 1998). Finally, some researchers hawecedi different regulatory foci outside
participants’ conscious awareness by having thegagminphysical actionghat induce
different regulatory foci. Specifically, arm flexide.g. pulling) activates a promotion
focus, whereas arm extension (e.g. pushing) aesvatprevention focus. According to

Chen and Bargh (1999) it is easier for people tbpmsitive items closer to them, while



it is easier for people to push negative items aWagioppo, Priester, and Berntson
(1993) suggest that this phenomenon can be expldynelassical conditioning
principles because throughout life arm flexiongsaciated with the acquisition of
desired stimuli, whereas arm extension is assatiaien rejection of undesired stimuli.

The present study primarily focuses on primed ratguy focus. Specifically, the
laboratory study will attempt to demonstrate thabh$formational and transactional
leadership can prime promotion and prevention fospectively, in followers. The
field study will focus on followers’ state-basedyudatory focus at work, which |
hypothesize is influenced by exposure to transftional and transactional leader
behaviors.
Influence of Regulatory Focus on Information Preteg, Performance Strategies, and
Affect

The type of regulatory focus that people adopt tiy@afluences theiinformation
processingperformance strategiesndaffect In terms ofinformation processing
regulatory focus has strong effects on creatiabynterfactuals, generation of
alternatives, and predicting different kinds of g Regarding creativity, promotion
focus tends to be more positively associated witateve thought relative to prevention
focus. For example, Friedman and Forster (2001 )othstmated that explorative
processing elicited by promotion cues facilitatearencreative thought than the risk-
aversive, perseverant processing style elicitedrbyention cues. When generating
alternatives (e.g., generating categories or resafmrsocial behaviors) those who are
promotion focused tend to generate more alterraawe accept more explanations as

plausible than those who are prevention focuseaefionan, Molden, Idson, & Higgins,



2001). For example, in the face of a highly valgedl promotion focused individuals are
motivated when expectancy for success is high, @dseprevention focused individuals
view goals as necessities and are thus highly ctiexiniegardless of expectancy for
success (Shah & Higgins, 1997). In terms of prettiadifferent types of events, those
who are promotion focused are more accurate inigtned disjunctive events (e.g., only
one condition must be met), resulting in less upatiction; whereas those who are
prevention focused avoid impediments and are morerate in predicting conjunctive
events (e.g., several conditions must be met,treguh less overprediction (Brockner,
Paruchuri, Idson, & Higgins, 2002). Finally, regagiresponse to failure, promotion
focus is associated with additive (what would hagppened if certain actions were
taken) counterfactuals, whereas prevention focasssciated with subtractive (what
would have happened if certain actions were nartpkounterfactuals (Roese, Hut, &
Pennington, 1999).

The two types of regulatory focus are also difféseassociated with
performance strategiascluding initiation of goal pursuit, speed versugsuracy, risk-
taking behaviors, effort following success anduial and switching between activities.
Regarding initiation of goal pursuit those who prevention focused tend to initiate goal
pursuit more quickly to meet minimum standards beeajoals are viewed as a
necessity, whereas those who are promotion foatskay initiating goal pursuit because
they view goals as ideals (Freitas, Liberman, Sajp& Higgins, 2002). Promotion
focus is associated with greater speed becausg ddask quickly maximizes hits,
whereas prevention focus is associated with great@iracy because accuracy minimizes

errors (Forster, et al., 2003). For example, ie@hect-the-dot” task Forster et al. (2003)



demonstrated that promotion focused individuals@eted more “connect-the-dot”
pictures, but also missed more dots than prevembicused individuals. In terms of risky
behaviors promotion focus is associated with m@ietaking because of a concern with
achieving hits and avoiding misses, whereas prexeficus is associated with less risk-
taking because of a concern with achieving comgettions and avoiding false hits
(Crowe & Higgins, 1997). With respect to decisidmsesume an interrupted activity
versus switch to a new one or trade in a possesgedt for another, promotion focused
individuals are open to change and more likelydch to a new activity or object than
prevention focused individuals (Liberman, Idsonpfaaho, & Higgins, 1999). When
considering changing plans promotion focused intlials are less susceptible to the sunk
cost effect due to omission (e.g., less likelyttoksto the old plan and miss an
opportunity), whereas prevention focused individuak less susceptible to the sunk cost
effect due to commission (e.g., less likely tolkstm old plan and waste additional
resources; Higgins, et al., 2001). Lastly, regulatocus affects the amount of effort
exerted after different kinds of feedback. Thos® ate promotion focused exert more
effort after success feedback, whereas those whprawention focused exert more effort
after failure feedback. In two experiments Van Bijid Kluger (2004) found that
relatively high levels of motivation were inducegfhailure feedback under prevention
focus and by success feedback under promotion focus

Regulatory focus is also associated withdkperience and appraisal of certain
emotions Brockner and Higgins (2001) assert that durirgggdlf-regulatory process
people make inferences about the effectivenedseaf $elf-regulatory efforts, which

gives rise to their experience of emotion. Speallyc emotional experiences of



promotion-oriented persons vary along a cheerfshakegection dimension, where
positive feedback (successful self-regulation)itslifeelings of cheerfulness, and
negative feedback (unsuccessful self-regulatianiteffeelings of dejection or
disappointment. Emotional experiences of preventioanted persons vary along a
guiescence-agitation dimension, where positiveldaekl gives rise to feelings of calm,
and negative feedback gives rise to feelings oeangfear. In addition to effects on
experienced emotions, regulatory focus also affagfsaisal of emotions. In a series of
five studies Shah and Higgins (2001) demonstrdtatigromotion focused individuals
are more efficient in appraising along cheerfulrgsgigction dimensions, whereas
prevention focused individuals are more efficienappraising along quiescence-
agitation dimensions. Using fMRI techniques Tourydrhnson, Mitchell, Farb,
Cunningham, and Raye (2007) provide further evidesfche relationship between
regulatory focus and emotional appraisal, demotastyahat regulatory focus influences
encoding of, and memory for, emotional words. Sp=adly, participants first wrote
about hopes and aspirations (promotion) or dutielsadbligations (prevention), and on a
subsequent evaluation task brain activity was getathen evaluation task words were
focus consistent (positive words with promotiongat@éve words with prevention).
Regulatory Focus at Work

Regulatory focus has received attention in the wedkm as well. According to
Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1977) compatibility principgtitude-behavior relationships are
strongest when the specificity of attitudes andd&leavior of interest are matched. Thus,
a work-specific measure of regulatory focus shquigtlict workplace criteria better than

a more general one. Wallace and Chen (2006) créta¢eldegulatory Focus at Work



Scale (RWS) for this purpose, and Wallace et &8l082 conducted a series of validation
studies to demonstrate relationships between wackplegulatory focus and important
work criteria. In a sample of Unites States militpersonnel Wallace et al. (2008)
generalized findings from non-work research regaydhe relationship between
regulatory foci and productivity and safety perfame to the workplace. Specifically,
they found that workplace promotion focus was digantly positively related to
productivity performance and negatively relatedatety performance, whereas
workplace prevention focus was significantly pasly related to safety performance but
not significantly related to productivity perforn@a In a sample of employees of a large
building facilities and maintenance organizatiothbimrms of regulatory focus were
significantly positively related to task performan@Vallace et al., 2008). Finally, in a
sample of employees from a second facilities anmht@@ance organization workplace
promotion focus was significantly positively reldt® intrapersonal and organizational
citizenship, whereas workplace prevention focus sigsificantly negatively related to
intrapersonal citizenship and not significantlyated to organizational citizenship
(Wallace et al., 2008). Further, workplace regulatocus predicts additional variance in
safety, productivity, task, and citizenship perfarmoe beyond trait-like regulatory focus,
suggesting that work-specific regulatory focus distinct form of regulatory focus
(Wallace et al., 2008).

In terms of the stability of one’s workplace redalg focus, like other work-
related attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction; Staw@® 1985), it appears to be moderately
stable across time (Brockner & Higgins, 2001). &mmple, Johnson and Chang (2008)

reported test-retest reliabilities of .75 (over deks) and .62 (over 8 weeks) for



employees’ chronic promotion focus, and .76 (overe¢ks) and .72 (over 8 weeks) for
their chronic prevention focus. Work-based regulafocus is comprised of a blend of
stable personal attributes, such as personalitypasit needs and values, as well as
situational stimuli like leadership and work clirmgiVallace & Chen, 2006). For
example, Higgins (1997) suggests that feedback &dmss to an employee or from a
teacher to a student can induce promotion or ptewefocus. Thus, while regulatory
focus tends to be stable across time, salienttgnhal cues at work may prime specific
foci. If leaders are able to influence follower w&gory focus, it may have important
implications for follower work motivation and behass, including goal-setting,
expectancy valence, and acceptance of organizhtbaage (Brockner & Higgins,
2001). For example, goal-setting theory statespghaple are more committed to goals
when they perceive great consequences for succéaituoe, and research indicates that
greater value is placed on goal pursuits in sitmatiof regulatory fit versus misfit
(Higgins, Idson, Freitas, Speigel, & Molden, 200R)erefore, matching incentive
systems to an individual’s chronic regulatory foausy signal a goal as important,
resulting in a higher level of goal acceptance.dkdmg toexpectancy-valence theory
(Vroom, 1964) when the reward value of outcomésgh, expectations of success
greatly influence motivation, whereas when rewaalli® is low success expectancies
have little influence on motivation. Promotion feoentails approaching a desired end
state, and the influence of success expectanciesotimation should follow the
predictions of expectancy valence theory. Howelvecause prevention goals are often
viewed as necessities (i.e., must avoid an undesind state at all costs) expectancy

information may be less relevant. Thus, successaapcies should be less motivating



for those with prevention focus who place a veghhralue on outcome valence
(Brockner & Higgins, 2001)Resistance to organizational changay be rooted in
different underlying emotions depending on regulafocus. Prevention-focused
employees may resist change because they feeluseoravorried that they won't be
able to live up to new responsibilities, whereampotion-focused employees may feel
disappointed or discouraged that their previouseb@nd wishes for themselves and their
organization will have no chance for fulfilmentasagers’ understanding of underlying
emotions is likely to be important in addressingptoyee resistance to change.

Because of the wide ranging effects of regulatogu$ on individuals’
information processing, performance strategies,afett, understanding these
motivational processes may help provide a bettderstanding of employees’ behavior
at work, particularly with regard to the effectsl@adership styles on followers, which is
discussed next.
Leadership and Regulatory Focus

Several studies have demonstrated that individuedgilatory focus can be
manipulated and affect their subsequent behavarekample, Higgins and Silberman
(1998) found that long-term role models, such earataker, can influence children’s
regulatory focus. Further, Lockwood et al. (2002)nbnstrated in a series of three
studies that participants were motivated most Iy models who endorsed regulatory
strategies that fit with the participants’ own. 8iieally, promotion-focused participants
were most inspired by role models who endorsedesgfies for achieving success,
whereas prevention-focused participants were nmggiried by role models who

endorsed strategies for avoiding failure. Theselte$eld true for both primed and



chronic regulatory focus. However, little reseanels examined antecedents of regulatory
focus in the workplace (Brockner & Higgins, 200lh)addition, although regulatory

focus has been studied in conjunction with worlatesd factors including decision

making (e.g., Crowe & Higgins, 1997), goal attaimin@@.g., Forster, Higgins, & ldson,
1998), and creativity (e.g., Friedman & ForsteQP0the theory has only recently been
applied to the leadership arena (e.g., Kark & V&k,[2007; Neubert, Kacmar, Carlson,
Chonko, & Roberts, 2008).

According to levels of self-concept theory (e.grd. & Brown, 2004) the self-
concept refers to the storehouse of people’s kraigdeabout themselves, including their
goals, values, and social roles. This self-relekantvledge structure gives meaning to
information, organizes memories, informs perceiohoneself and others, and
regulates cognition and behavior (Lord & Brown, 20®arkus, 1977; Oyserman, 2001).
Although the self-concept contains all self-releMamowledge humans are limited
information processors, and therefore, only subsfetisis information are available,
depending on the identity level that is most im@ott This activated portion of the self-
concept that guides action and understanding ooraent-to-moment basis is known as
the working self-concept (Kihlstrom & Klein, 1994hd is integral in the leadership
process because leaders can activate, creata)farghce aspects of the subordinate’s
working self-concept (Lord & Brown, 2004). Regulatdocus is one dimension of
followers’ self-concept that has received littleeation in the leadership arena.

Although extant research indicates that transfoignat and transactional
leadership styles have distinct effects on follometivation and performance little

research has attempted to uncover the process ich wiese leadership styles have their



effects. Several researchers have called attetdicggulatory focus as a potential
explanation for the motivational and performandetesl effects of these leadership
styles. Specifically, Brockner and Higgins (200f; p8-59) suggest that
transformational and transactional leadership neaglistinguishable based on their
unique effects on follower regulatory focus. Adalitally, Kark and Van Dijk (2007)
suggest that leaders may exert their influenceutjindheir effects on followers’
regulatory focus, and their propositions served hasis for the proposed model (see

Figure 1.1).
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Figure 1.1. The proposed model.

Transformational Leadership and Regulatory Focus

One potential mechanism by which transformatioeatiership has its effects on
followers is by priming certain regulatory foci. &yifically, transformational leadership
is likely to elicit a promotion focus in followerghereas transactional leadership is likely
to elicit a prevention focus in followers.

It is important to note, however, that transforroaéil and transactional leadership
are independent styles. That is, a leader can engampth styles simultaneously, engage

in only one form, or engage in neither. Thus, aéavho displays both transformational



and transactional leadership styles may by extarsitivate both promotion and
prevention foci in his or her followers. The aimtbis research was to examine the
effects of each leadership style on follower returlafocus.

Transformational leaders who focus on ideals, aemeent, and positive visions
of the future are likely to make these ideas salietheir followers, thus eliciting a focus
on the ideal self. They motivate followers throwgipealing to their higher values and
idyllic notions of how things should be, and thegate a verbal image of an idealized
future that they may work toward together. Theselées are likely to frame the situation
in terms of what can be gained by attaining goalstwat the organization/work group
might become. Emphasis on these desirable end statkwhat might be gained is
consistent with a promotion focus.

Idealized influenceThe idealized influence dimension involves empiag
collective goals, sharing risks with followers, atidplaying ethical conduct. Leaders
who utilize idealized influence are admired angested, and followers want to emulate
them. Because working toward desired outcomes, asigtriving for group goals or
emulating a respected leader, are consistent watmgtion focus idealized influence was
expected to have a positive relationship with felo primed promotion focus.

Inspirational motivationLeaders who utilize inspirational motivation piche
meaning and challenge for their followers, artitella vision of an ideal future, display
optimism and enthusiasm, and encourage followeestsion attractive future states.
Envisioning and working toward a desirable endestatonsistent with a promotion

focus as promotion focused individuals focus oatetyies aimed at achieving desired



outcomes (Higgins et al., 1994). Therefore, ingjmreal motivation was expected to have
a positive relationship with follower primed pronaut focus.

Intellectual stimulationThe intellectual stimulation aspect of transfotiorzal
leadership challenges followers to re-examine tagsumptions about their work and
rethink how it can be performed (Podsakoff etl H90). Because it entails soliciting
new ideas and creative solutions from followers badause promotion focus is
associated with greater creativity (e.g., Frieddrorster, 2001) intellectual stimulation
was expected to have a strong relationship witloviar primed promotion focus.

Individualized consideratianThe individualized consideration component of
transformational leadership entails a nurturinghdfvidual employees’ needs, and
Higgins (1998) demonstrated that a focus on nunteaeed can activate promotion
focus. Therefore, individualized consideration wa&pected to be positively associated
with follower primed promotion focus.

Hypothesis 1: Transformational leadership will lssaciated with followers’

leader-primed regulatory focus. Specifically, (@¢alized influence, (b)

inspirational motivation, (c) intellectual stimulanh, and (d) individualized

consideration will prime a promotion focus.

The inspirational motivation dimension of transfational leadership is
particularly likely to affect follower promotion éuis because of the shared ideas between
the two constructs. Specifically, promotion regaoigtfocus is associated with
approaching desired outcomes, and through inspivatimotivation leaders outline an
idealized future and motivate followers to work e an ideal future state.

Hypothesis 2: Leader inspirational motivation beioas will have stronger

effects on followers’ leader-primed regulatory fechan leader idealized
influence, intellectual stimulation and individusdd consideration behaviors.



Transactional Leadership and Regulatory Focus

In contrast, transactional leaders who focus opaesibilities, obligations, and
accuracy are likely to make these ideas salietitair followers, thus eliciting a focus on
the ought self. These leaders engage in monitamiogder to control members of their
work groups and preserve the status quo. They enlsat existing procedures are
followed correctly and duties are met. Thus, fokosvare likely to be attuned to
fulfillment of expectations and work obligations.

Contingent rewardThe contingent reward aspect of transformatiteedership
entails recognizing followers’ effort and good merhance and recommending them for
pay increases, bonuses, or promotions. Workersveetieese things when they fulfill
obligations and task requirements. This focus digations and fulfilling expectations is
consistent with prevention focus. However, supemnyigpraise, pay increases, bonuses,
and promotions are all desirable outcomes, andrgfrfor desired outcomes is
associated with promotion focus. Therefore, comimigeward was expected to be
positively related to both follower primed promatiand prevention focus.

Active management by exceptidreaders using this style only provide feedback
when subordinates make a mistake or do not felifjectations. Thus, the situation is
framed in terms of loss, likely leading to preventfocus and avoidance of a negative
outcome (e.g., being reprimanded by one’s supeiviBecause this style of leadership
focuses on loss and mistakes, active managemexdaption is especially likely to be
linked to follower primed prevention focus.

Hypothesis 3: Transactional leadership will be asated with followers’ leader-
primed regulatory focus. Specifically, (a) contingeeward will prime both a



promotion and prevention focus and (b) active mamnagnt by exception will
prime a prevention focus.

Regulatory Focus and Work Outcomes

Creativity.In terms ofcreativity, because promotion focus tends to be more
positively associated with creative thought relatio prevention focus (e.g., Friedman &
Forster, 2001) promotion focus was expected todséipely related to workplace
creativity, whereas prevention focus was expeaidabtnegatively related to workplace
creativity.

Preference for Stability versus Changreterms ofpreference for stability versus
change promotion focused individuals are more likelystoitch to a new activity or
trade in a possessed object for another than ptiengiocused individuals (Liberman, et
al, 1999). Therefore, prevention focus was expetidm associated with a preference for
change, whereas prevention focus was expecteddsdoeiated with a preference for
stability.

Sensitivity to Positive and Negative Work OutcarResmotion focused
individuals tend to be more sensitive to positivécomes, whereas prevention focused
individuals tend to be more sensitive to negativeeomes. Those who are promotion
focused are more attentive to positive feedbackranmber more positive events,
whereas those who are prevention focused are niterdige to negative feedback and
remember more negative events (Van Dijk & Klug&0£2, Higgins & Tykocinski,

1992). Thus, promotion focus is expected to be mtyangly related tsensitivity to
positive work outcomesand prevention focus was expected to be moragiyoelated to

sensitivity to negative work outcomes



Risk-taking Promotion focus is associated with masi-takingdue to concern
with achieving hits and avoiding misses, whereasgmtion focus is associated with less
risk-taking due to a concern with achieving corregections and avoiding false hits
(e.g., Crowe & Higgins, 1997). Thus, promotion fesuas expected to be positively
related to risk-taking behavior, whereas preventomus was expected to be negatively
related to risk-taking behavior.

Safety versus Production PerformanBeomotion focus is associated with greater
speedbecause doing a task quickly maximizes hits, wiepegavention focus is
associated with greataccuracybecause accuracy minimizes errors (e.g., Forstai,
2003). Promotion focused workers who are concewitgddoing their job quickly are
likely to have high levels of production, whereasyention focused workers who are
focused on doing tasks accurately and without késtare likely to have high levels of
safety. Therefore, promotion focus was expectduketpositively related teafety
performanceand prevention focus was expected to be posjtiadated tgoroduction
performancean the workplace.

Positive and Negative Affectivitin terms ofpositive affectivityfPA) and
negative affectivityNA), promotion focus is associated with feelimg®lation and
dejection, which belong to the positive affectivitynension, whereas prevention focus is
associated with feelings of calm and anxiety, wliietong to the negative affectivity
dimension (e.g., Watson, Wiese, Vaidya, & Telledggd99). Thus, promotion focus was
expected to be positively related to PA at workevelas prevention focus was expected

to be positively related to NA at work.



Organizational Commitmen¥an Dijk and Kluger (2004) suggested that
promotion focus is positively related affective commitmeitecause promotion-focused
individuals are guided by inner ideals and morelliko be committed to an organization
in an autonomous form. Prevention focused indivislage more influenced by social
pressure and an attempt to fulfill obligations andid negative outcomes, and therefore
are likely to be committed to an organization beeaof a sense of obligation to others
(normative commitmepor necessityqontinuance commitment

Therefore, | hypothesized:

Hypothesis 4: Follower leader-primed promotion feaull be positively
associated with a) work-related creativity, b) grefnce for change at work, c)
sensitivity to positive work outcomes, d) risk-t@kbehaviors, e) workplace
speed/productivity, f) positive affectivity at woakd g) affective organizational
commitment.

Hypothesis 5: Follower leader-primed preventionusaevill be a) negatively
associated with workplace creativity, b) positivagsociated with a preference
for stability at work, c) positively associated hwvé sensitivity to negative work
outcomes, d) negatively associated with risk-takielgaviors, e) positively
associated with workplace safety/accuracy, f) peslly associated with negative
affectivity at work, and g) positively associatathvmormative and continuance
organizational commitment.

Hypothesis 6: Follower leader-primed promotion feeull mediate the
relationship between transformational leadershipl @) work-related creativity,
b) preference for change at work, c) sensitivitpdsitive work outcomes, d) risk-
taking behaviors, e) workplace speed/productijtpositive affectivity at work,
and g) affective organizational commitment.

Hypothesis 7: Follower leader-primed preventionusaevill mediate the
relationship between transactional leadership ahavarkplace creativity, b)
preference for stability at work, c) sensitivityrtegative work outcomes, d) risk-
taking behaviors at work, e) workplace safety/aecyr f) negative affectivity at
work, and g) normative and continuance organizala@ommitment.

Individuals react differently to the same leadgrdtehaviors (Yammarino,

Dubinsky, Comer, & Jolson, 1997). One reason far ey be their chronic regulatory



focus. Although regulatory focus is malleable aratkabased regulatory focus is likely
influenced by one’s leader, followers’ differingrohic regulatory foci may make them
more or less receptive to certain kinds of leaddraviors. Those who have a tendency to
be promotion-oriented will likely be more receptieeleadership behaviors that are
consistent with eagerly moving toward a desire¢@ue, whereas those who have a
tendency to be prevention-oriented will likely bena receptive to leadership behaviors
that are consistent with fulfilling obligations aadoiding negative outcomes. Consistent
with this idea, Lockwood, et al (2002) provideddmnce of regulatory fit, that
participants were best motivated by role models efdorsed strategies that fit with the
participants’ own. Therefore, | hypothesized:

Hypothesis 8: Followers’ chronic regulatory focuslwnoderate the relationship

between leader behaviors and followers’ primed taguy focus, such that (a)

the effect of leader transformational and contingenvard behaviors will be

stronger when the follower has a strong (vs. weakdnic promotion focus and

(b) the effect of leader contingent reward andg&tnanagement by exception

behaviors will be stronger when the follower hastrang (vs. weak) chronic

prevention focus.

To summarize, the proposed research aimed torateethe areas of leadership
and motivation, specifically by examining how leexlaffect their followers’ regulatory
focus. | hypothesized that leader behaviors shalp@afers’ regulatory foci, which in turn
affects follower outcomes at work. In addition, te&tionships between leader
behaviors and state-based regulatory focus werecteqh to be moderated by follower
chronic regulatory focus. These hypotheses arstiited in Figure 1. This research is
important in further uncovering the mechanism byclhransformational and

transactional leadership have their effects o¥adirs’ work outcomes and in better

understanding the role of regulatory focus in tloekplace. To test these assumptions |



conducted a laboratory experiment and a field sustedy. The goal of the laboratory
experiment was to demonstrate in a controlled klooy setting that leadership
behaviors impact people’s state-based regulatanystor he goal of the field survey study
was to test the full model in an applied samplieatier-follower pairs. Each study is

described in turn below.



Chapter Two: Study 1 Method

Because of the inability of cross-sectional reseéo demonstrate causality, a
laboratory study was conducted as a first stegetoahstrate that leadership behaviors
can have an effect on follower regulatory focusaipling of outcomes that were
feasible to test in a laboratory setting was inetlich the laboratory experiment.
Participants

Participants included a total of 208 undergradsaidents at a large research
university. Participants were 64.8% female witheamage of 19.880 = 1.56). The
race/ethnicity breakdown was 79.1% White/Cauca€id@?¥ Black/African American,
3.8% Hispanic or Latino(a), 3.3% Asian, 0.5% Amandndian or Alaska Native, .5%
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, 1.6% Other, &%d unreported. About half (51.1%)
of participants were currently employed. Analysesenperformed on the 182
participants who were present for and completet bgperiment sessions. Participants
were randomly assigned to Group A (Transformatidweader), Group B (Contingent
Reward Leader), or Group C (Active Management bgdpkion Leader), resulting in 58
participants in Group A, 62 participants in GroupaBd 62 participants in Group C.
Procedure

The laboratory study took place over two sessibmthe first session participants
completed a survey about themselves that inclugeasi assessing chronic regulatory

focus. Between two and four days later participagp®rted to a second session. To



enhance the realism of the situation in the sesasdion participants received an
introduction explaining that they were to role p&s/new employees of a home design
magazine where they would be addressed by a conipadgr and also complete a series
of tasks to determine their areas of strength agakwess for their new job. Participants
were then presented with a vignette, which congistea memo from their “CEO” using
either a transformational (Condition A), contingeeward (Condition B), or active
management by exception (Condition C) leaderslhyle.sThe participants were
instructed to read the vignette and imagine theasitn as if they were personally
experiencing it as described. Immediately aftedir@the vignette participants were
asked to spend five minutes writing a descriptibthe leadership style of the leader
based on the memo, which served to ensure thatiparits attended to the information
in the memo. Participants then completed the leshgeistyle manipulation check.

Next, regulatory focus measures were administenetiding one explicit (e.g.,
RWS scale) and one implicit (e.g., word completior@asures. Finally, participants
engaged in a series of tasks in order to assem®pliag of regulatory-focus relevant
outcomes suitable for measurement in the laboraettyng. The study design was
between-subjects, such that each participant wagegdrwith only one style of
leadership. At the end of the second session paatits were debriefed about the purpose
of the study. The vignettes administered to paréicts are provided in Appendix A.
Manipulation of Independent Variable

Leadership style served as a between-subjectsendept variable in the
laboratory experiment. Participants were randormsigned to one of the three leadership

style conditions: transformational (Condition Apntingent reward (Condition B), or



active management by exception (Condition C). laphcity, the four dimensions of
transformational leadership were combined into @m&lition as each of these
dimensions were hypothesized to have the same®fiegarticipants’ regulatory foci
and outcomes. The contingent reward and active gamant by exception dimensions
of transactional leadership were separated intocwalitions as they were expected to
have differing relationships with participants’ tégtory foci and outcomes. Because
activeandpassivemanagement by exception leader behaviors are inatiohg (actively
looking for mistakes versus failing to intervendass problems become serious) only
activemanagement by exception behaviors were includé€bimdition C.

Dependent Measures

Chronic regulatory focusParticipants’ chronic regulatory foci were assdsse
using Lockwood, Jordan, and Kunda'’s (2002) selbrepcale. Nine items each assessed
promotion and prevention focus. A sample prevenfii@os item is “I am anxious that |
will fall short of my responsibilities and obligatis,” and a sample promotion focus item
is “I frequently imagine how | will achieve my hapand aspirations.” These items were
rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale. Coefficielmtha reliabilities were .86 and .73, for
promotion and prevention focus, respectively.

Leadership style manipulation che&articipants completed a shortened version
of the MLQ as a manipulation check to assess tidelebehavior manipulation. These
items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scaleekiems assessed different aspects of
transformational leadership, and the mean of thesatems was used for the
transformational leadership style manipulation &h€&me item each assessed contingent

reward leadership and active management by excelg@mlership. Coefficient alpha



reliability for the transformational items was .Flowever, because only a sampling of
items from each subdimension was included a loialygity was expected.

Primed regulatory focud/Vallace and Chen’s (2006) Regulatory Focus at Work
Scale (RWS) was used as an explicit measure atyamts’ primed regulatory focus.
Six items each were used to assess promotion aweérmion foci in a work setting. A
sample promotion focus item is “accomplishing &'lahd a sample prevention focus
item is “completing tasks correctly.” These itemsrgvrated on a 5-point Likert-type
scale. Coefficient alpha reliabilities were .76 psomotion and prevention focus.

In addition, primed regulatory focus was assessgdlicitly using Johnson’s
word completion items. Johnson’s (2006) word cortighetask consists of 22 word
fragments created in such a way that participaamsfarm promotion-oriented and/or
prevention-oriented words. Promotion and preventbanscores were created by
calculating the proportion of promotion and prev@moriented words participants
generated out of all words generated. Thus, higberes indicate greater accessibility of
the regulatory focus in question.

Creativity. Creativity was assessed following methods sintdefriedman and
Forster (2001). Participants were asked to thinkmaf write down as many creative uses
for a fruit bowl as they could. They were askedetivain from listing typical uses or from
listing uses that were virtually impossible. Papants were interrupted after two minutes
and told to stop generating uses and move on togkeportion of the study. To obtain
an objective assessment of creativity, three indepet scorers rated the creativity of
each participant-generated use on a scale frorery (\ncreative) to 9 (very creative).

Mean creativity scores and the total number oftoreaesponses were assessed for each



participant. Consistent with Friedman and Fors2€0() creative responses were defined
as those that received an average rating of 6gbreii

Sensitivity to positive and negative outcon@Ensitivity to positive/negative
outcomes were assessed via a word search taskifgzants were presented with a word
search including equal numbers of words relatqubsitive and negative outcomes and
asked to circle as many words as they could finthénallotted time. The words consisted
of 16 positive and 16 negative words from Baldvidaccus, and Fitzsimons (2004).
Scores were calculated by dividing the number aitpe words circled by the number
of positive and negative words circled. Thus, asaove .5 indicated a greater ratio of
positive to negative words, which was taken tocath sensitivity to positive outcomes.
A score below .5 indicated a greater ratio of negab positive words, which was taken
to indicate sensitivity to negative outcomes.

Preference for stability versus changeference for stability versus change was
assessed using the Conservation and Opennessngetianensions from Schwartz’
value inventory (Schwartz, 1992). Each value is thventory was accompanied by a
descriptive phrase, and participants were askeatéchow important each value was to
him or her using a 5-point scale from -1 (opposenhy values) to 0 (not important) to 5
(this value is of supreme importance to me). Coraggm values consisted of
conformity, security, and tradition. Openness t@&je values consisted of self-direction
and stimulation. Coefficient alpha reliabilitiesmee72 and .83 for conservation and
openness to change, respectively.

Risk-taking Risk-taking was assessed using a series of fikealgng questions

from Demaree, DeDonno, Burns, Feldman, and Eve(Ba@9). Specifically, for each



guestion participants were asked to select whipbk tf bonus they would prefer to
receive: either choice (a), “Receive a guarant&xd’[ or choice (b), “Have a [Y%)]
chance of winning $1000 and a [100-Y%] chance ainivig $0.” In order of
presentation the values of X were 100, 300, 500, &4d 900, and the values of Y were
10, 30, 50, 70, and 90. The wording of the items madified to fit the context of the
laboratory study. Specifically, items were framedchoices of a bonus program at the
mock company. The total number of gambles selentit@df five were calculated and
used to assess risk-taking behavior.

Productivity/speed versus safety/accurdgyeed and accuracy were assessed
using a proofreading task similar to Forster, e{2003). Specifically, participants were
presented with a passage of text and asked t@ ¢hrelerrors in the passage but not
actually correct them. Participants were instru¢tedomplete the task as quickly and
accurately as possible. They were stopped by therarenter after four minutes.
Following Forster et al. (2003) speed was defiretha number or errors found by a
participant in the given time, and accuracy wasnegelf as the percentage or errors found
by a participants among existing errors for thedisompleted when the participant
stopped.

Positive and negative affectivitgtate levels of positive and negative affectivity
were assessed using Watson, Clark, and Telleggd83j 20-item Positive and Negative
Affectivity Schedule (PANAS). Ten items each asedgsositive and negative
affectivity. Participants were presented with atljexs and asked to indicate to what
extent he or she felt this way “right now, thatasthe present moment.” A sample

positive affectivity item is “enthusiastic,” andsample negative affectivity item is



“scared.” These items were rated on a 5-point ltikgye scale. Coefficient alpha

reliabilities were .79 and .84 for positive and adge affectivity, respectively.



Chapter Three: Study 1 Results and Discussion

Preliminary Analyses
First, data were inspected for violations of asstimmg of correlation and
regression analyses. Data are assumed to be mpdisttibuted when utilizing
Pearson’s product moment correlation. To checkaksimption, normality was verified
by graphically examining the distribution and exaimg skewness and kurtosis values of
each variable for each group. The data were exahioreghe presence of outliers. When
conducting regression analysis linearity, normadityesiduals, and homoscedasticity of
residuals are assumed. The data was checked fatioits of these assumptions using
the procedures outlined in Cohen, Cohen, WestAgkeh (2003). There was no
indication that assumptions of correlation and esgion analyses were violated.
Descriptive statistics were calculated, includingams, standard deviations, and
coefficient alpha reliabilities where appropriat@e results can be found in Tables 3.1
and 3.2.
Manipulation Check
Participants completed a shortened version of th@Ms a manipulation check to assess
the leader behavior manipulation. A one-way ANOVAsnsed to test for differences in
perceptions of transformational leadership amoeglthee experimental groups.
Perceptions of leaders’ transformational behawsasificantly differed across the three

experimental group$; (2, 179) = 44.29 <.001). Bonferroni post hoc comparisons



revealed that, as expected, GroupWA< 4.46,SD = 0.46)had significantly higher

ratings of transformational leadership perceptitias Group B§ = 3.62,SD= 0.70),

t(118) = 7.61p < .01, and Group QM = 3.30,SD= 0.84),t(118) = 9.24p < .01.

Table 3.1Study 1 means and standard deviations by condition.

Experimental Group

Group A Group B Group C
(Transformational) (Transactional) (Active MbE)
M SD M SD M SD

Chronic Regulatory Focus
1. Chronic Promotion 421 0.63 4.32 0.44 4.20 0.46
2. Chronic Prevention 3.31 0.57 3.43 0.67 3.28 0.58
Manipulation Check
3. Transformational 4.46 0.46 3.62 0.70 3.30 0.84
4. Contingent Reward 3.14 1.21 4.63 0.79 2.90 1.33
5. Active Mgt by Exception 2.59 1.24 2.54 1.25 4.90 0.43
Primed Regulatory Focus
6. Explicit Primed Promotion 3.89 0.59 3.88 0.59 83. 0.67
7. Explicit Primed Prevention 454 0.44 4.62 0.37 .64 0.37
8. Implicit Primed Promotion 0.26 0.10 0.28 0.12 29. 0.14
9. Implicit Primed Prevention 0.17 0.11 0.16 0.10 .17 0.10
Outcomes
10. Creativity Average 5.80 151 5.71 1.33 5.44 11.6
11. Creativity Number 2.12 1.49 2.52 1.78 2.27 1.69
12. Preference for Stability 2.17 0.42 2.19 0.45 152. 0.45
13. Preference for Change 2.34 0.53 2.41 0.38 2.350.47
14. Sens. to Pos/Neg Outcomes 0.57 0.20 0.45 0.17 43 0 0.19
15. Risk-taking 1.33 1.00 1.68 1.62 1.19 1.27
16. Speed 19.64 7.00 19.52 8.20 20.79 6.74
17. Accuracy 0.91 0.31 0.90 0.32 0.98 0.27
18. Positive Affectivity 3.02 0.79 3.31 0.98 3.16 .80
19. Negative Affectivity 1.39 0.43 1.39 0.48 1.37 4D

Note:For Sens. to Pos/Neg Outcomes a score below .5éated greater sensitivity to negative outcomes,
and a score above .50 indicates a greater sehgsitivpositive outcomes.

A second one-way ANOVA was used to test for diffexes in perceptions of contingent

reward leadership among the three experimentalpgtd®erceptions of leaders’

contingent reward behaviors significantly diffel@ttoss the three experimental groups,

F (2, 179) = 42.22p <.01). Bonferroni post hoc comparisons revealatl, @s expected,



Group B M =4.63,SD= 0.79)had significantly higher ratings of contingent redva
leadership perceptions than GroupM£ 3.14,SD= 1.21){(118) = -8.05p < .01, and
Group C M =2.90,SD=1.33),t(122) = 8.79p < .01. A third one-way ANOVA was
used to test for differences in perceptions ofvacthanagement by exception leadership
among the three experimental groups. Perceptioleaders’ active management by
exception behaviors significantly differed acrdss three experimental groups(2,
178) = 103.17p <.001). Bonferroni post hoc comparisons revediat] s expected,
Group C M =4.90,SD = 0.43)had significantly higher ratings of active managatisy
exception leadership perceptions than GroupA=(2.59,SD= 1.24),t(118) = -13.81p
<.01, and Group BV = 2.54,SD= 1.25),p<.01,t(121) = -14.09p < .01. Taken
together, these results indicate that the expetahemanipulation was successful.

Table 3.2Study 1 correlations and alphas.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Chronic Regulatory Focus
1. Chronic Promotion (.86)
2. Chronic Prevention A2 (.73)
Manipulation Check
3. Transformational .03 .08 (.51)
4. Contingent Reward .09 .10 .18* NA
5. Active Mgt. by Exc. -09 .13 -23** -18* NA
Primed Regulatory Focus
6. RWS - Promotion A5 .13 0.07 .14 .06 (.76)
7. RWS - Prevention 6% 11 A3 A5* .09 .36** Q)7
8. RWS WC - Promotion .07 .02 -.13 -08 .03 .02 1INA

9. RWS WC - Prevention -04 -01 003 -08 -04 .03 .03 .02 NA
Outcomes

10. Creativity Average -13 -01 -01 .02 -05 -.00.01 .03 -02 NA
11. Num. Creative Resp. -02 -.03 -.12 .01 .05 .02.03 -05 04 .52*
12. Preference for Stability .31** .11 A3 13 .08.18* .31* -05 -o7 .00
13. Preference for Change  .29** .06 .04 JA6*  .038**2 .25** -07 -10 .02
14. Sens. to Pos. Outcomes -.01  -.05 -.02 -.01 -.088 .10 .07 -03 .14

15. Risk-taking .08 .01 -.02 .06 -12 -16* -15*05 -03 -.06
16. Speed .01 -01 -07 -09 01 -05 -00 .080 .21*
17. Accuracy .03 -13 -14 -17* -01 .01 .07 .00 .19*

18. Positive Affectivity 237 .01 .07 .06 -03 .06 .25* .14 .14 .00



19. Negative Affectivity -06 .18 -.04 .06 .05 30 -03 .01 12 -.05
Note:N = 182. Coefficient alphas are presented in passgth along the diagonap<.05 **p<.01
Table 3.2(continued)

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

11. Num. Creative Resp. NA

12. Preference for Stability .11  (.72)

13. Preference for Change A8 17* (.83)
14. Sens. to Pos. Outcomes  -.01 .060.01 NA

15. Risk-taking -01 -10 .04 -08 NA

16. Speed 25** 0,03 -009 -12 .09 NA

17. Accuracy 22*%  -06 .03 -16* .11 .68* NA

18. Positive Affectivity .04 17 12 A4 -10 -46 -10 (.79)

19. Negative Affectivity -06 -07 -03 -13 .16* .04 -15* .08 (.84)

Note:N = 182. Coefficient alphas are presented in passath along the diagonap<.05 **p<.01

Control Variables

Age, gender, and ethnicity were examined pridotal analyses as potential
control variables. Using the correlation matrieasch demographic variable was
examined as a potential control variable. In otdgsreserve statistical power only
demographic variables that were significantly esdiatio study variables were controlled
for during hypothesis testing. Several relatiopshwere significant. Participant age
correlated with sensitivity to positive outcomes2& ( < .05). Participant gender
correlated with preference for change at 45 (05), with speed at .1p € .05), with
average creativity ratings at .29< .05), and with the number of creative respomses
.27 (p < .05). Participant ethnicity correlated with agflprimed prevention focus at .17
(p < .05). However, while these correlations werdéisiaally significant they were small
(all <.3). These correlations were not deemed altt significant, and therefore were
not used as control variables in subsequent arsalyse

Confirmatory Factor Analysis



Before hypotheses were tested a confirmatory fatatysis was performed to
assess the factor structure of the data. Pridreéa@onfirmatory factor analysis scales with
a large number of variables were parceled in aerovide fewer indicators and a more
favorable participant to item ratio. The confirmgtéactor analysis included chronic
regulatory foci, primed regulatory foci, valuesdarositive and negative affectivity.
Variables with a single indicator were not includegayht factors were specified: chronic
promotion focus, chronic prevention focus, explpitned promotion focus, explicit
primed prevention focus, preference for stabiliyeference for change, positive
affectivity, and negative affectivity. Items loadedly on their respective factors. All
factor loadings were significanp & .01), and the confirmatory factor analysis prastiic
acceptable fit with an RMSEA of .04, CFI of .95,ITif .94, SRMR of .06, angf(zaody =
472.45.

Hypothesis Testirlg

Hypotheses were tested in MPlus6 using path asalgshniques. Path analysis
was chosen because it allows for simultaneous ¢éstailtiple hypotheses, which is
more parsimonious than conducting separate testgldition, path analysis provides fit
indices, which give information about the plausipibf the model as a whole.

Leadership and Regulatory Focl$ypotheses 1 and 3, regarding the
relationships between leadership condition and @dimegulatory foci, were tested

simultaneously using path analysis. The hypothédsmedel specified that promotion

! Note that hypothesis 2, regarding the relative effects of the individual dimensions of transformational
leadership, was tested in the field survey study only. Hypothesis 8, regarding the moderating effect of
chronic regulatory focus on the relationship between leader behaviors and primed regulatory, was tested
in the lab study only.



focus would be primed in participants in the trangfational leader condition (Group A),
participants’ promotion and prevention foci woulel frimed in the contingent reward
leader condition (Group B), and participants’ prei@n focus would be primed in the
active management by exception condition (Group C).

Because condition is a categorical variable dumades were created in order to
make comparisons among conditions. Specificallg, gt of dummy codes was created
in order to compare the transformational leadershiition to the active management
by exception condition and the contingent rewanaditton. The values of Dum1 were 0
for transformational, O for contingent reward, dnfbr active management by exception.
The values of Dum2 were 0 for transformationalpridontingent reward, and O for
active management by exception. A significant eggght for Dum1 would indicate that
transformational leadership and active managemeekbeption leadership had
significantly different effects on regulatory foéi.significant beta weight for Dum?2
would indicate that transformational leadership eodtingent reward leadership had
significantly different effects on regulatory foci.

A second set of dummy codes was created in ordayrtgpare the contingent
reward condition to the active management by exaemondition. The values of Duml
were 0 for transformational, O for contingent resyaand 1 for active management by
exception. The values of Dum2 were 1 for transfaromal, O for contingent reward, and
0 for active management by exception. A signifidagtia weight for Dum1 would
indicate that contingent reward leadership andrachanagement by exception

leadership had significantly different effects eqgulatory foci.



Results of analyses including the first set of dynumdes are reported in Table
3.3 and Figure 3.1. Results of analyses includmegsecond set of dummy codes are
reported in Table 3.4 and Figure 3.2. None of #ta lweights were significant,
indicating that Hypotheses 1 and 3 were not supgort

Table 3.3Path analysis results for first set of dummy cadéscompared to MbEA and
TF compared to CR).

Path Raw Regression Weigat Standard Error StandaréRegdession Weigh
Explicit RF
Duml to Pront -.06 i 117 -.05
Dum2 to Pront -01 i 17 -01
Duml to Prev” .09 i o T 10
Dum2 to Prev” .08 i o7 T 10
Implicit RF
Duml to Pron{ .03 i 02 F 13
Dum2 to Pron} .02 i 02 r .09
Duml to Prev” -.00 i 02 r -.02
Dum2 to Prev” -01 i 02 r -.04

Note:N =182. Prom = Primed Promotion Regulatory Focusy R Primed Prevention
Regulatory Focus.p<.05 **p <.01 *** p <.001.

Duml

Prom

Prev

Dum?2

Note: Prom = Primed promotion focus, Prev = Primpeslrention focus. Coefficients without parentheses
represent standardized regression weights for@xplimed regulatory focus, and coefficients in
parentheses represent standardized regressionta/églimplicit primed regulatory focus.

Figure 3.1. Path model for first set of dummy co(és compared to MbEA and TF
compared to CR).



Table 3.4Path analysis results for second set of dummy c(@eso MbEA).

Path Raw Regression Weignt Standard Error Standar&egdession Weight
Explicit RF
Duml to Pron} -.06 "1 " .04
Dum2 to Pron} .00 "1 " .00
Duml to Prev” .01 " o7 "ol
Dum2 to Prev” -.08 " o7 "’ .09
Implicit RF
Duml to Pront .01 " 02 " 04
Dum2 to Pron} -.02 " 02 " .09
Duml to Prev” .00 " 02 " 02
Dum2 to Prev” .01 " 02 " 04

Note:N = 182. Prom = Primed Promotion Regulatory Focusy R Primed Prevention
Regulatory Focus.pF<.05 **p <.01 *** p<.001.

Dum1l

Prom

Prev

Dum?2

Note: Prom = Primed promotion focus, Prev = Primpeslrention focus. Coefficients without parentheses
represent standardized regression weights for@xplimed regulatory focus, and coefficients in
parentheses represent standardized regressionta/églimplicit primed regulatory focus.

Figure 3.2. Path model for second set of dummy £¢G& to MbEA).

Regulatory Focus and Work Outcomidgpotheses 4 and 5, regarding the
relationships between primed regulatory focus antkwutcomes, were also tested using
path analysis. Separate analyses were conductégefexplicit and implicit measures of

primed regulatory focus. In all analyses the nundfe@reative responses and the average



creativity ratings were allowed to correlate witiecanother. Speed and accuracy scores
were also allowed to correlate with one anothestrAng positive relationship emerged
between the two variables, so they were allowembteelated in the model. This
somewhat unexpected positive correlation may bealtige fact that motivated
participants worked quickly and accurately, whemg@a®otivated participants whose only
goal was to receive extra credit worked slowly aacklessly. Hypotheses 4 and 5
received partial support.

Specifically, explicit promotion focus was signdiatly related to preference for
change [§ = .28,p < .01) in partial support of Hypothesis 4b, angleit prevention
focus was significantly related to preference tabdity (f = .28,p < .01) in partial
support of Hypothesis 5b. Full results are repoietable 3.5 and Figure 3.3. Fit
statistics for this model were as follows: RMSEALS, CFI = .96, TLI = .51, and SRMR
= .03. Implicit promotion focus was significantiglated to positive affectivityp(= .15,p
<.01) in partial support of Hypothesis 4f. Fulsuéis are reported in Table 3.6 and
Figure 3.4. Fit statistics for this model were alfoivs: RMSEA = .10, CFl = .96, TLI =
.51, and SRMR = .03.

For exploratory purposes a baseline model wasdegite paths from both
regulatory foci to both outcomes in order to detemwhether there were any non-
hypothesized significant relationships. Two addiibpaths were significant: prevention
focus to preference for change and prevention fezp®sitive affectivity. The practical
significance of these findings is further examinethe general discussion. Full results

are reported in Tables 3.7 and 3.8.



Table 3.5Study 1 hypothesized relationships between explicited regulatory focus
and work outcomes.

Path Raw Regression Weight Standard Error StarmddRegression Weight
Promotion Paths

Crt. Avg. -.00 .19 .00
Crt. Num. .07 .21 .03
Change 21%* .05 .28**
Sens. to Pos. Outcomes .02 .02 .06
Risk -.24 17 -11
Speed -.55 .66 -.05
PA .07 A1 .05
Prevention Paths

Crt. Avg. -.02 31 -.00
Crt. Num. -.15 .33 -.03
Stability 31%* .08 .28**
Sens. to Pos. Outcomes .03 .04 .06
Risk -.38 .27 -11
Accuracy .04 .04 .05
NA -.06 .09 -.05

Note:N = 182. Pp<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001.

Note: Prom = Explicit primed promotion focus, Pretxplicit primed prevention focus, Crt Avg =
Average creativity rating, Crt Num = Number of dire@ responses, Change = Preference for change,
Stability = Preference for stability, Sens to Pag © Sensitivity to positive outcomes (higher value
indicates sensitivity to positive outcomes, whelleager value indicates sensitivity to negative omes),
Risk = Risk-taking, PA = Positive affectivity, ahth = Negative affectivity.



Figure 3.3. Study 1 hypothesized relationships betwexplicit primed regulatory focus
and work outcomes.

Table 3.6 Study 1 hypothesized relationships between imjplicited regulatory focus
and work outcomes.

Path Raw Regression Weight Standard Error StarmddRegression Weight
Promotion Paths

Crt. Avg. .20 .89 .02
Crt. Num. -.78 .98 -.06
Change -.22 .28 -.06
Sens. to Pos. Outcomes .12 A1 .08
Risk -74 .79 -.07
Speed =77 3.24 -.01
PA 1.10* .52 .15*
Prevention Paths

Crt. Avg. -.08 1.04 -.01
Crt. Num. 1.14 1.12 .07
Stability -.15 .31 -.04
Sens. to Pos. Outcomes -.03 .13 -.02
Risk -41 .95 -.03
Accuracy .05 .16 .02
NA .58 .32 13

Note:N = 182. P<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001.

Crt Avg

Crt Num

Change

Stability

Sens to Pos
Out

= -.07
o3 Risk
-.01

Speed

Accuracy

W
ul
*

P,

>

-
w

2
>

Note: Prom = Implicit primed promotion focus, Preymplicit primed prevention focus, Crt Avg =
Average creativity rating, Crt Num = Number of dire@ responses, Change = Preference for change,
Stability = Preference for stability, Sens to Pag © Sensitivity to positive outcomes (higher value
indicates sensitivity to positive outcomes, whelleager value indicates sensitivity to negative omes),
Risk = Risk-taking, PA = Positive affectivity, ahth = Negative affectivity.

Figure 3.4. Study 1 hypothesized relationships betwimplicit primed regulatory focus



and work outcomes.

Table 3.7 Study 1 baseline model of relationships betweehcgxqprimed regulatory

focus and work outcomes.

Standard Error StarmatdRegression Weight

Path Raw Regression Weight
Promotion Paths

Crt. Avg. -.02
Crt. Num. .04
Change A7+
Stability .06
Sens. to Pos. Outcomes .02
Risk -.26
Speed -.62
Accuracy -.01
PA -.05
NA -.01
Prevention Paths

Crt. Avg. .06
Crt. Num. .09
Change .20*
Stability 31
Sens. to Pos. Outcomes .04
Risk -.35
Speed .30
Accuracy .05
PA .58**
NA -.03

19

22
.06

.05

.02

17

.95
.04

A1
.06

.30
.34
.09

.08

.04
.27
1.48
.06

A7
.09

-.01
.01
22%*
.08

.05

-12
-.05
-.01

-.03

-.02

.02
.02
A7+
.28**
.08
A1
.02
.07
.26**
.03

Note:N = 182. P<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001.

Mediating Role of Regulatory Focusccording to Baron and Kenny’s (1986)

guidelines for testing mediation, several assumgtimust be met. First, the independent

variable (leader behavior) is significantly relatedhe mediator (primed regulatory

focus). Second, the independent variable (leadsaber) is significantly related to the

criterion variable (work outcome). Third, the mddrgprimed regulatory focus) is

significantly related to the criterion variable (kamutcome). Finally, the relationship

between the independent variable (leader behaaratXhe criterion variable (work

outcome) is significantly reduced when the effeftthe mediator variable (regulatory

focus) are controlled. Because tests of Hypothésa®l 3, regarding the relationships



between leader behavior and participant reguldtmry were not supported mediation
analyses were not conducted. Therefore, Hypotiteses 7 were not supported.

Table 3.8Study 1 baseline model of relationships betweetigimprimed regulatory
focus and work outcomes.

Path Raw Regression Weight Standard Error StarmddRegression Weight
Promotion Paths

Crt. Avg. .36 91 .03
Crt. Num. -.63 1.01 -.05
Change -.23 .28 -.06
Stability -.16 .27 -.05
Sens. to Pos. Outcomes .10 A1 .06
Risk -.59 .81 -.05
Speed 2.16 4.47 .04
Accuracy 17 .18 .07
PA 1.02 .53 14
NA .00 .28 .00
Prevention Paths

Crt. Avg. -.19 1.05 -.01
Crt. Num. .65 1.17 .04
Change -44 .32 -.10
Stability -.29 31 -.07
Sens. to Pos. Outcomes  -.06 .13 -.03
Risk -31 .94 -.02
Speed .08 5.18 .00
Accuracy .02 21 .01
PA -1.17* .61 -.14*
NA .53 .32 A2

Note:N = 182. P<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001.

Moderating Role of Chronic Regulatory Focusorder to test the moderation
hypothesis (H8), that followers’ chronic regulatéogus would moderate the relationship
between leader behaviors and followers’ leader-pdmegulatory focus | first centered
the moderator variables and created interactiondeSpecifically, | centered chronic
promotion focus and chronic prevention focus, drehtcreated two interaction terms by
multiplying the centered moderator (chronic promotor prevention focus) with each of
the two dummy codes. Analyses included paths framrdy codes, moderator, and two

interaction terms to the primed regulatory focusmtdrest. If one or both interaction



terms were significant this indicated a significemdderator effect, and further analyses
were conducted to interpret the nature of the awtigon.

The dummy coding method (i.e., two sets of dumngesd used for Hypotheses
1 and 3 was used for these analyses. Separatesasalgre conducted for each set of
dummy codes. Results of these analyses indicateditynificant interactions. Analyses
for the first set of dummy codes indicated a sigaiiit interaction between Dum2 and
chronic prevention focus on implicit primed preventfocus p = -.27,p < .05).
Analyses for the second set of dummy codes indicatgignificant interaction between
Dum2 and chronic prevention focus on implicit prangevention focus(= .22,p <
.05). Full results are reported in Tables 3.9 ad@.3Significant interactions were plotted
using values that were one standard deviation ahongéelow the predictor means.
Because Dum2 from the first and second sets of/s@eslrepresented a comparison
between transformational and contingent rewarddesddp only one of these interactions
was plotted. Although the difference between the $Wopes was significant, as indicated
by the significant interaction, neither simple €opas significant. Specifically, the slope
at +1 SD was -.1&§), and the slope at -1 SD was .14) Moderation analyses are
presented in Tables 3.9 and 3.10, and the signifioéeraction is plotted in Figure 3.5.

To summarize, Hypotheses 1 and 3, regarding th#iaakhip between leader
behaviors and primed regulatory focus, were nopstpd. Hypotheses 4 and 5,
regarding relationships between primed regulatocy$ and work-based outcomes,
received limited support in that explicit promotifatus was related to preference for
change (H4b), implicit promotion focus was relategositive affectivity (H4f), and

explicit prevention focus was related to preferefoeestability (H5b). Hypotheses 6 and



7, regarding the mediating role of primed regukafocus, was not supported.
Hypothesis 8, regarding the moderating role of nlroegulatory focus, received partial
support.

Table 3.9Moderation analyses for first set of dummy codes.

Path Raw Regression Weight Standard Error StarmaidReg. Weight
Explicit Regulatory Focus

Dum1 to Primed Prom -.05 A1 -.04
Dum?2 to Primed Prom -.02 A1 -.01
Chr. Prom to Primed Prom -.02 12 -.02
D1 x Chr. Prom to Pr. Prom .38 .20 17
D2 x Chr. Prom to Pr. Prom .14 .20 .06
Dum1 to Primed Prev .09 .07 A1
Dum?2 to Primed Prev .07 .07 .09
Chr. Prev to Primed Prev -.07 .08 -.10
Dum1 x Chr. Prev to Pr. Prev .08 A2 .07
Dum2 x Chr. Prev to Pr. Prev .20 A1 .20

Implicit Regulatory Focus

Duml to Primed Prom .03 .02 13
Dum2 to Primed Prom .02 .02 .06
Chr. Prom to Primed Prom .01 .03 .05
D1 x Chr. Prom to Primed Prom -.04 .04 -.08
D2 x Chr. Prom to Primed Prom .06 .04 A2
Duml to Primed Prev -.00 .02 -.02
Dum2 to Primed Prev -.01 .02 -.03
Chr. Prev to Primed Prev .03 .02 .19
D1 x Chr. Prev to Primed Prev -.02 .03 -.06
D2 x Chr. Prev to Primed Prev -.07* .03 -27*

Note:N = 182. $<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001.



Table 3.10Moderation analyses for second set of dummy codes.

Path Raw Regression Weight Standard Error StarmaidReg. Weight
Explicit Regulatory Focus

Dum1 to Primed Prom -.04 A1 -.03
Dum2 to Primed Prom -.01 A1 .01
Chr. Prom to Primed Prom .09 .16 .08
D1 x Chr. Prom to Primed Prom .27 .22 A2
D2 x Chr. Prom to Primed Prom -11 .20 -.06
Dum1 to Primed Prev .02 .07 .03
Dum?2 to Primed Prev -.07 .07 -.08
Chr. Prev to Primed Prev 13 .07 21
D1 x Chr. Prev to Primed Prev -12 A1 -11
D2 x Chr. Prev to Primed Prev -.20 A1 -.16

Implicit Regulatory Focus

Duml to Primed Prom .01 .02 .05

Dum?2 to Primed Prom -.02 .02 -.08
Chr. Prom to Primed Prom .06 .03 .24
D1 x Chr. Prom to Primed Prom -.08 .05 -.18
D2 x Chr. Prom to Primed Prom -.04 .04 -12
Duml to Primed Prev .00 .02 .01

Dum2 to Primed Prev .01 .02 .03

Chr. Prev to Primed Prev -.04* .02 -.23*%
D1 x Chr. Prev to Primed Prev .06 .03 .18
D2 x Chr. Prev to Primed Prev .07* .03 22*%

Note:N = 182. $<.05 *p<.01 ***p<.001.

——Hi Chr Prev
+18.D.

—m— Lo Chr

Primed Prev

—

0 T 1
Contingent Reward Transformational

Leader Behavior

Figure 3.5. Interactive effects of leader behawiod chronic prevention focus on implicit
primed prevention focus.



Chapter Four: Study 2 Method

In Study 2 the full model illustrated in Figure & page 24 was tested using a
cross-sectional applied sample.
Participants

Participants included individuals who worked asske20 hours per week and their
work supervisors. Participants were recruited tghomultiple sources, including
personal and business contacts, and employed $suelemolled in undergraduate and
graduate university courses. A concerted effort made to recruit non-traditional
students who are older and have more work expegigran the typical undergraduate by
distributing surveys in late night classes. Thgeasample size was no fewer than 120
participants as is recommended in order to deristalale solution in path analysis
(Kline, 2004). A total of 330 individuals completdte subordinate portion of the survey.
Of those, 44.94% of supervisors completed theitipoiof the survey, resulting in a total
of 145 matched subordinate-supervisor pairs. Cagbhanore than three missing data
points for either the subordinate or supervisoveuymwere dropped, resulting in 137
matched pairs. Subordinates were mostly femalé&(QP4) and majority white (83.21%).
The average age of subordinates was 25P8<6.43). They mostly worked part-time
(79.41%), and they worked an average of 26.21 hoersveek $D = 8.50).

Subordinates had worked in their current orgarorasin average of 22.43 montl8D(=



22.33) and an average of 19.93 mon®B € 21.57) with their current supervisor.
Supervisors were majority female (56.72%) and wiige10%). They mostly worked
full-time (97.00%), and they worked an average®#2 hours per weelSD= 9.74).
Supervisors’ average age was 378D € 11.37), and they had worked in their current
organization an average of 94.33 mont®B € 81.75). Participants worked in a variety
of industries, most commonly food services, retdlication, and health care or social
services.

Procedure

Data were collected using the online survey hostergice SurveyMonkey. Each
subordinate completed the online survey and pravadatact information for his or her
supervisor. Subsequently, supervisors receivedral @sking for their participation in
the online survey. Supervisors who did not comptle¢esurvey were sent one follow up
email as a reminder to participate.

In order to identify supervisor-subordinate dyaggyervisor and subordinate
responses were matched based upon identical niaheoides on both surveys in the
dyad. Specifically, the supervisor and subordimasgponses were merged to create a
dataset with each dyad representing one case uhetlaset. This dataset was used for all
subsequent analyses.

Measures

Leadership styleParticipants assessed their supervisors’ leagestylie using
the MLQ—Form 5x (Avolio & Bass, 2002). Four subssabssessed transformational
leadership: idealized influence (eight items, émgdels ethical standards”),

inspirational motivation (four items, e.g., “emplzas the collective mission), intellectual



stimulation (four items, e.g., “suggests new wayafd individualized consideration
(four items, e.g., “individualizes attention”). Tveoibscales assessed transactional
leadership: contingent reward (four items, e.gewards achievement”) and active
management by exception (four items, e.g., “focusemistakes”). Coefficient alpha
reliabilities for subdimensions of transformatioteddership were .80, .82, .69, .65 for
idealized influence, inspirational motivation, ieetual stimulation, and individualized
consideration, respectively. The coefficient alpéleability for all transformational items
was .91. Coefficient alpha reliabilities for corgent reward and active management by
exception were .72 and .63, respectively.

Work-based regulatory focuSubordinates completed Wallace and Chen’s
(2006) Regulatory Focus at Work Scale (RWS), dbedrabove in Study 1. Coefficient
alpha reliabilities were .87 and .81 for promotamd prevention focus, respectively.

Creativity.Subordinates’ creativity was assessed using tbeagsifrom Oldham
and Cummings (1996). An example item is “how crests this person’s work?” Both
supervisors and subordinates provided these rat@agtficient alpha reliabilities were
.89 for supervisory ratings and .62 for subordigatatings.

Sensitivity to positive and negative outconfgoordinates’ sensitivity to positive
and negative outcomes was assessed using a mattitza ® Van Dijk and Kluger
(2004). Specifically, two items assessed subordgiaeactions to positive and negative
feedback from their supervisors: “Imagine your bloas just told you that you failed in
your task performance. Relative to your effort auijob thus far, how much effort

would you intend to invest next?” and “Imagine yboss has just told you that you



excelled in your task performance. Relative to y&ftwrt in your job thus far, how much
effort would you intend to invest next?”

Preference for stability versus chan&eibordinates’ preference for stability
versus change was assessed using the Conservati@panness to Change dimensions
from Schwartz’ value inventory (Schwartz, 1992)adxed above in Study 1. Coefficient
alpha reliabilities were .64 for stability and for openness to change.

Risk-taking/risk-aversiorSubordinates’ risk-taking was assessed using assefi
five risk-taking questions from Demaree, DeDonnotr3, Feldman, and Everhart
(2009) described above in Study 1.

Safety and productivity performancubordinates’ safety performance was
assessed using the eleven item Compliance witliySR&éhaviors Scale (Hays, Perander,
Smecko, & Trask, 1998), which was chosen becaugs o$e with both blue and white
collar workers. A sample item is “Overlooks safptgcedures in order to get his or her
job done more quickly (reversed).” Coefficient apfeliabilities were .85 for supervisory
ratings and .89 for subordinates’ ratings. Proditgtperformance was assessed using
Wallace, Johnson, and Frazier's (2008) five itenasoee of productivity performance.
Sample items are “finishes work tasks ahead ofrsttand “fails to meet deadlines
(reverse scored). Both supervisors and subordipatesded these ratings. Coefficient
alpha reliabilities were .88 for supervisory rasrand .70 for subordinates’ ratings.

Positive and negative affectivi4.short version of Watson, Clark, and Tellegen’s
(1988) Positive and Negative Affectivity SchedURANAS), described in Study 1, was
used to assess subordinates’ positive and negsteivity at work (Kercher, 1992).

Instructions were modified to ask participantsrtdicate to what extent they experience



those emotions in their current job. Coefficiergheal reliabilities were .83 and .84 for
positive and negative affectivity, respectively.

Organizational commitmenSubordinates rated their affective, normativel an
continuance organizational commitment measurecgudi@yer and Allen’s (1997)
revised scales. Six items each assessed affecgaaiaational commitment (e.g., “My
organization has a great deal of personal meawoingné”), normative organizational
commitment (e.g., “This organization deserves nyalty”), and continuance
organizational commitment (e.g., “Right now staywigh my organization is a matter of
necessity as much as desire”). Coefficient alphaliéties were .80, .85, and .80 for

affective, normative, and continuance organizaticoenmitment, respectively.



Chapter Five: Study 2 Results and Discussion

Preliminary Analyses

Data were inspected for violations of assumptidnsarelation and regression
analyses, and there was no indication that assangptf correlation and regression
analyses were violated. Scale scores were creat@&ith of the study variables. After
reverse scoring appropriate items, scale scores aveated by taking the average
response across items for each measure.

Descriptive statistics, including means, standadations, and coefficient alpha
reliabilities where appropriate, are reported ibl€b.1.
Control Variables

Age, gender, ethnicity, and tenure were examimext o focal analyses as
potential control variables. Using the correlatioatrices, each demographic variable
was examined as a potential control variable. tfepto preserve statistical power only
demographic variables that were significantly esdiato study variables were controlled
for during hypothesis testing. Several relatiopsiwere significant. Subordinate tenure
correlated with leader ratings of safety perforneaat-.29 | < .05). Leader tenure
correlated with subordinate ratings of safety panfance at .250(< .05). Subordinate
age correlated with leader ratings of creativity.21 @ < .05), with preference for
change at .17p(< .05), with subordinate ratings of safety at(d% .05), with leader

ratings of productivity performance at -.29< .05), and with continuance organizational



commitment at .21p(< .05). Subordinate ethnicftgorrelated with leader ratings of
creativity at -.17§ < .05). Subordinate gender correlated with prefeedor stability at
.21 (p <.05) and with subordinate ratings of safety?8t(p < .05). Leader age correlated
with leader ratings of creativity at .19 € .05) and with subordinate ratings of safety
performance at .29 (< .05). Leader ethnicity correlated with leadeimngs of creativity

at -.23 p < .05) and with subordinate ratings of creatiaty18 p < .05). However,

while these correlations were statistically sigrafit they were small (all < .30). These
correlations were not deemed practically signiftcand therefore were not used as
control variables in subsequent analyses.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Before hypotheses were tested a confirmatory fatatysis was performed to assess the
factor structure of the data. Prior to the confitong factor analysis scales with a large
number of variables were parceled in order to mlevewer indicators and a more
favorable participant to item ratio. Exploratorgtiar analyses with maximum likelihood
extraction and varimax rotation as well as religpsnalyses were first conducted to
ensure that all items were good indicators forrtrespective constructs. Based on the
results of the exploratory factor analyses paraele created, which consisted of the
average of several items. Each of the parcels twtat least one item that had a high

factor loading.

? For these analyses ethnicity was treated as a dichotomous variable, where 1 = Caucasian/White and 2 =
all other ethnicities.



Table 5.1 Study 2 means, standard deviations, correlationd, @phas.

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
MLQ
1. Transformational 3.90 0.58 (.91)
2. Idealized Influence 3.89 0.62 .92* (.80)
3. Inspir. Motivation 404 0.74 .83* .69** (.82)
4. Intellectual Stim. 3.80 0.69 .86** .70* .67** .Q9)
5. Indiv. Consideration 3.89 0.71 .81** .66* .52*.65* (.65)
6. Contingent Reward  4.09 0.69 .78* .73* .69** 26 .61** (.72)

~

. Active Mgt by Exc.  3.15 0.77 .23* .28* .10 A5 .22%  28*  (.63)
Work Based
Regulatory Focus

8. Sub. Promotion 3.89 0.75 .35* 30* 42* 28** 21* 35* 11 (.87)
9. Sub. Prevention 447 0.48 .36* .30** .36** .34* .26 .28** 02 .58*
Outcomes

10. Creativity (Sup.) 412 089 .05 .05 .04 -04 4.1 .10 01 011
11. Creativity (Sub.) ~ 3.54 0.99 .30* .23 30* 25+ 28 17* g  .10*%
12. Sens. to Neg. Out. ~ 4.48 0.79 .22* .17 .23 *20.17 .25 .0 .29*
13. Sens. to Pos. Out.  3.74 0.75 .37* .30* .38%30* .32% .33%* o5 .30%

14. Stability 194 0.78 .26** .26** .18* .30 .16 .31** .08 0.12
15. Change 217 0.81 .33% 26** .27 32%* 32**.23* .07 .35%*
16. Risk-taking 136 112 .07 .10 .03 .04 .04 11 .05 .04

17. Safety Perf. (Sup.) 4.79 068 .12 .05 .13 .1611 . .03 .02 .03
18. Safety Perf. (Sub.) 4.44 087 .14 .05 .17 *6*.06 .05 01 .12
19. Prod. Perf. (Sup.)  4.34 064 .07 .10 .02 -0210 . .10 -07 .16
20. Prod. Perf. (Sub.) 425 051 .17 .16 .11 .15 4 .1 .12 04 .42*
21. Pos. Affectivity 3.72 072 554%™  52%  A1¥ g% A6 45 g 41%*
22. Neg. Affectivity ~ 1.73 064 -13 -13 -11 -07-12 -13 07 .02
23. Aff. Org. Commit.  3.52 0.82 .39* .32% 18* g* .48~ 31* .01 .14
24.Norm. Org. Commit. 3.30 0.95 .33* 28%  21* 27% 3% 25% 25k 15
25.Cont. Org. Commit. 3.17 0.92 .15 .09 .07 .15 .24 .13 27 -15

Note: N= 137 matched supervisor-subordinate pairs. Goefit alphas are presented
in parentheses along the diagongk 05 **p<.01




Table 5.1(Continued).

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
9. Sub. Prevention (-81)
Outcomes
10. Creativity (Sup.) .02 (.89)
11. Creativity (Sub.) A2 14 (.62)
12. Sens. to Neg. Out.  .22** . 24** -03 NA
13. Sens. to Pos. Out. 27 .03 A8 .27 NA
14. Stability .20 -.08 A3 31 23**  (.64)
15. Change 29 .08 .43 13  .33* 21* (.77)
16. Risk-taking 13 .09 .15 -.01 A1 .09 .19* NA
17.Safety Perf. (Sup.) .21*  -.08 A2 A2 -.03 A1 .06 -.02 (.85)
18.Safety Perf. (Sub.) .24**  -.03 .09 .09 .15 A3 .16 .03 .20 (.89)
19. Prod. Perf. (Sup.) A5 .32x .02 19* 13 -.08 .10 .00 A2 -11
20. Prod. Perf. (Sub.) 34 .04 .10 A7+ .20% .16 .18*  -.06 .03 .18*
21. Pos. Affectivity A1 14 28**  25%  39** B+ 35 26% 01 A1
22. Neg. Affectivity -.09 -.09 .02 -23* .02 -.13 -.03 -.03 -12 -07
23. Aff. Org. Commit. .19* A3 .32v* 15 224%™ 22*  40** .07 .15 .09
24. Norm. Org. Commit. .15 21 .28**  .31** 20 .21* 24 12 .26* .13
25. Cont. Org. Commit.  -.09 -12 .14 .08 .15 .06 -.07 .06 -.03 .00

Note: N= 137 matched supervisor-subordinate pairs. Goeffi alphas are presented in
parentheses along the diagong@k 05 **p<.01

Table 5.1(Continued).

19 20 21 22 23 24 25
19. Prod. Perf. (Sup.) (.88)
20. Prod. Perf. (Sub.) 21* (.70)
21. Pos. Affectivity .03 .25%* (-83)
22. Neg. Affectivity -.10 -.16 -.05 (.84)
23. Aff. Org. Commit. 16 A3 54** -.09 (.80)
24. Norm. Org. Commit. .15 A1 .38** -12 ST 6B
25. Cont. Org. Commit. -.01 .01 .07 .10 .24 .38*  (.80)

Note: N= 137 matched supervisor-subordinate pairs. Goeffi alphas are presented in
parentheses along the diagongk 05 **p<.01

Four separate confirmatory factor analyses (CFAgewonducted: one for leader

behavior variables, one for regulatory foci, oneléader-rated work outcomes, and one

for subordinate-rated work outcomes. Variables Were measured with a single item

were not included.



For the leader behaviors CFA idealized influenospirational motivation,
individualized consideration, intellectual stimirex, contingent reward, and active
management by exception were specified as fadtoesidition, transformational
leadership was specified as a higher order fabtrdontained the four transformational
leadership factors. All factor loadings were sigraiht (p <.01), and fit indices were as
follows: RMSEA = .07, CFl = .88, TLI = .87, SRMR.67, 24541 = 402.79.

For the regulatory foci CFA two factors were spiedf work-based promotion
focus and work-based prevention focus. All factadings were significanp<.01), and
fit indices were as follows: RMSEA = .09, CFl = ,98.1 = .97, SRMR = .04y°gay =
16.26.

Three factors were specified in the leader-ratedanes CFA: creativity, safety,
and productivity performance. Two productivity pmrhance items were allowed to
correlate because both items were reverse scotkefdcfor loadings were significanp (
<.01), and fit indices were as follows: RMSEA =,.@| = .98, TLI = .97, SRMR = .05
vsody = 71.52.

Eight factors were specified in the subordinatedaiutcomes CFA: creativity,
safety performance, productivity performance, pesiaffectivity, negative affectivity,
affective organizational commitment, normative arigational commitment, and
continuance organizational commitment. All factmadings were significanp(<.01),
and fit indices were as follows: RMSEA = .08, CFiB4, TLI = .82, SRMR = .08@2(406

df) = 765.53.



Hypothesis Testing

Leadership and Regulatory Focli$ypotheses 1 and 3, regarding the
relationships between leadership condition and vibaed regulatory foci, were tested
simultaneously using path analysis. The hypothdsmedel specified that
subdimensions of transformational leadership woelate to work-based promotion
regulatory focus, contingent reward leadership waalate to work-based promotion and
prevention regulatory focus, and active managemgixception leadership would relate
to work-based prevention regulatory focus. Hypatsesand 3 received partial support.
Specifically, the inspirational motivation facettodnsformational leadership was
significantly related to subordinate work-basednpotion focus [§ = .23,p < .05),
contingent reward was significantly related to sdbmate work-based promotion focus
(B = .32,p < .05), and contingent reward was significantlated to subordinate work-
based prevention focuB € .31,p < .05). Fit statistics for the hypothesized mosete
as follows:%sqy = 10.68, RMSEA = .09, CFl = .93, TLI = .82, and\$R = .05. Full
results are reported in Table 5.2 and Figure 5.1.

For exploratory purposes a baseline model wasdegtd paths from each
leadership dimension to both regulatory foci inesrth determine whether any non-
hypothesized relationships emerged. No additioadigpwere significant. Full results are
reported in Table 5.3 and Figure 5.2.

Hypothesis 2, regarding the relative effects opirational motivation and other
transformational leadership dimensions, was supdas inspirational motivation was
the only transformational leadership dimension #ignificantly predicted subordinate

promotion focus. These results suggest that inspmal motivation is, in fact, more



important in predicting subordinate promotion fothwsn other dimensions of
transformational leadership.

Table 5.2Study 2 hypothesized relationships between leaeleg\bors and regulatory
foci.

Raw Regression Standard Standardized Regression

Path Weight Error Weight

I to Prom -.05 .14 -.04
IM to Prom .24 A1 23*
IS to Prom -.08 A2 -.08
IC to Prom -.08 .10 -.08
CR to Prom .35 13 32%*
CR to Prev 21 .06 31+
MbEA to Prev -.06 .05 -.09

Note:N = 137. Prom = Primed Promotion Regulatory FocusyR Primed Prevention
Regulatory Focug<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001.

CR

MbEA

Note: Il = Idealized influence facet of transforinatl leadership, IM = Inspirational motivation &of
transformational leadership, IS = Intellectual stiation facet of transformational leadership, IC =
Individualized consideration facet of transformatibleadership, CR = Contingent reward leadership,
MbEA = Active management by exception leadershipniP= Work-based promotion focus, Prev = Work-
based prevention focus.

Figure 5.1. Study 2 hypothesized relationships betwleader behaviors and regulatory
foci.



Table 5.3Study 2 baseline model of relationships betweetelebehaviors and
regulatory foci.

Raw Regression Standard Standardized Regression

Path Weight Error Weight

Il to Prom -.05 17 -.04
IM to Prom .36** 12 .36**
IS to Prom .01 .13 .00
IC to Prom -.07 12 -.06
CR to Prom A7 14 .16
MbEA to

Prom .05 .08 .06
Il to Prev .02 A1 .02
IM to Prev .15 .08 .23
IS to Prev .10 .09 .15
IC to Prev .02 .08 .03
CR to Prev .01 .09 .01
MbEA to Prev -.03 .05 -.05

Note:N = 137. Prom = Primed Promotion Regulatory Focusy B Primed Prevention
Regulatory Focug<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001.

CR

MbEA

Note: Il = Idealized influence facet of transforinatl leadership, IM = Inspirational motivation &of
transformational leadership, IS = Intellectual stiation facet of transformational leadership, IC =
Individualized consideration facet of transformatibleadership, CR = Contingent reward leadership,
MbEA = Active management by exception leadershipniP= Work-based promotion focus, Prev = Work-
based prevention focus.

Figure 5.2. Study 2 baseline model of relationshigtsveen leader behaviors and
regulatory foci.



Regulatory Focus and Work Outcomidgpotheses 4 and 5, regarding the
relationships between work-based regulatory focukveork outcomes, were also tested
using path analysis. The hypothesized model cootdbe identified when all outcomes
were included. By systematically adding outcomethéomodel until identification
problems occurred it was determined that the thrganizational commitment
dimensions were contributing to model nonidenttfma. Affective, normative, and
continuance commitment were highly intercorrelated] including any two in the same
model caused nonidentification. Therefore, | chos@clude affective commitment as it
is believed to be the strongest form of commitnweith the highest relations to work
outcomes (Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnyisk002).

Hypotheses 4 and 5 received partial support. Spatif, as hypothesized
promotion focus was significantly related to sulioate ratings of creativity (H4§;=
.29,p < .05), preference for change (H$os .35,p < .05), sensitivity to positive
outcomes (H4cp = .35,p < .05), subordinate ratings of productivity (Hfies .43,p <
.05), and positive affectivity (H4ff = .40,p < .05). Prevention focus, as hypothesized,
was significantly related to sensitivity to negatimutcomes (H5@ = .19,p < .05),
leader ratings of subordinate safety performandee(pi=.21,p < .05), and subordinate
ratings of safety performance (H3es .23,p <.05). Full results are reported in Table
5.4 and Figure 5.3.

For exploratory purposes a baseline model wasdegtd paths from each
regulatory focus to every work outcome in ordedétermine whether there were any
non-hypothesized significant relationships. The eloghas not identified when including

any of the commitment variables, so the reporteslo@e model excludes organizational



commitment variables. Two additional paths weraificant: promotion focus to
sensitivity to negative outcomes and preventiom$do positive affectivity. These
unexpected findings are further examined in theega@rdiscussion. Full results are
reported in Table 5.5.

Table 5.4 Study 2 path analysis for hypothesized relatiorsbigtween regulatory foci
and work outcomes.

Path Raw Regression Weight Standard Error StarmddRegression Weight
Promotion Paths

Sup. rated creativity .14 12 A1
Sub. rated creativity .38* 14 29%*
Change .38** .09 .35**
Sens. To Pos. Outcomes  .35** .08 .35%*
Risk -.02 .16 -.01
Sup. rated productivity .13 .07 .16
Sub. rated productivity 29%* .05 A3
PA .38** .08 A0
AOC 15 .09 14
Prevention Paths

Sup. rated creativity -17 .19 -.09
Sub. rated creativity -.23 .20 -11
Stability .23 .13 14
Sens. To Neg. Outcomes  .31* .14 .19*
Risk .22 .24 .09
Sup. rated safety 31* 12 21*
Sub. rated safety A2* .15 23*
NA -.07 A2 -.06

Note:N = 137.p<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001.
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21* Sup. Safety ‘
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Note: Promotion = Work-based promotion focus, Pnéie& = Work-based prevention focus, Change =
preference for change, Sens to Pos Out = SengitiviPositive Outcomes, PA = Positive AffectivigOC
= affective organizational commitment, Risk = Rtaking, Stability = Preference for stability, SeasNeg
Out = Sensitivity to negative outcomes, NA = Negataffectivity.

Figure 5.3. Study 2 path analysis for hypothesiztationships between regulatory foci
and work outcomes.



Table 5.5Study 2 baseline model for relationships betwegnlegory foci and work
outcomes.

Path Raw Regression Weight Standard Error StarmatdRegression Weight
Promotion Paths

Sup. rated creativity .18 13 .15
Sub. rated creativity .25 14 .19
Change .30%* A1 27
Stability -.00 A1 -.00
Sens. to pos. outcomes  .35%* .10 .35%*
Sens. to neg. outcomes  .26* A1 .25*
Risk -.09 .16 -.06
Sup. rated safety -.13 .09 -14
Sub. rated safety -.03 12 -.02
Sup. rated productivity .10 .09 12
Sub. rated productivity .23** 14 .33
PA .26** .09 27
NA .09 .09 .10
Prevention Paths

Sup. rated creativity -14 .20 -.07
Sub. rated creativity .02 21 .01
Change .22 17 .13
Stability .33* A7 21*
Sens. to pos. outcomes .11 15 .07
Sens. to neg. outcomes .13 17 .08
Risk .39 24 17
Sup. rated safety ALx* 15 29%*
Sub. rated safety 46* 19 .25%
Sup. rated productivity .10 .09 .08
Sub. rated productivity .16 .10 .15
PA .39* 14 .25*
NA -.19 14 -.15

Note:N = 137.p<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001.

Mediating Role of Regulatory Focusccording to Baron and Kenny’s (1986)
guidelines for testing mediation, several assumgtimust be met. First, the independent
variable (leader behavior) is significantly relatedhe outcome (work outcome).
Second, the independent variable (leader behagisiynificantly related to the mediator
(regulatory focus). Third, the mediator (regulatogus) is significantly related to the

criterion variable (work outcome). Finally, theatbnship between the independent



variable (leader behavior) and the criterion vdadlwork outcome) is significantly
reduced when the effects of the mediator variatggulatory focus) are controlled.

Tests of Hypotheses 1 and 3 provided evidencéhtosécond assumption. Tests
of Hypotheses 4 and 5 provided evidence for thel dsssumption. For mediation
hypotheses in which assumption two or three wasnattno further analyses were
conducted. However, for instances in which assuwnptiwo and three were met, further
analyses were conducted to determine whether asgumgme was met. In four instances
all three assumptions were met, and mediation aaalwere conducted to determine
whether the relationship between the leader behawvid work outcome was significantly
reduced when controlling for the effects of regoitgtfocus. Leader behaviors included
in the mediation analyses were the inspirationaivaton facet of transformational
leadership and contingent reward. Work-based priam@ind prevention focus were
included in mediation analyses. Work outcomes ihetlin the mediation analyses were
creativity, sensitivity to positive outcomes, pog@taffectivity, and sensitivity to negative
outcomes.

An initial path model was tested that included pdtbm leader behaviors to
regulatory foci and from regulatory foci to worktoames. Then direct paths from leader
behaviors to work outcomes were added one at aitirmgler to determine whether
model fit improved significantly. Specifically, pmmtion focus did not mediate the
relationship between inspirational motivation angbtivity. The relationship between
promotion focus and creativity was no longer sigatft after adding the additional path.
Promotion focus partially mediated the relationdtgpween inspirational motivation and

sensitivity to positive outcomes. The relationsbgiween promotion focus and



sensitivity to positive outcomes remained signifitgdout model fit improved
significantly (AX? = 4.49), indicating partial mediation. Promoti@tiis did not mediate
the relationship between contingent reward leagbabiors and positive affectivity
(Hef) as the predictor (contingent reward behaweats not significantly related to the
mediator (promotion focus) in the model. Prevenfmeus did not mediate the
relationship between contingent reward leader hesand sensitivity to negative
outcomes (H7c) as neither the mediator (preveribons) nor the predictor (contingent
reward) had significant relationships with sengyivo negative outcomes. Full results
are reported in Table 5.6.

To summarize, Hypotheses 1 received partial sugsoieader inspirational
motivation behaviors related to subordinates’ wioased promotion focus (H1b).
Hypothesis 2, regarding the relative effects afigfarmational leadership dimensions on
subordinates’ work-based regulatory foci, was sugoloas inspirational motivation was
the only transformational leadership dimension ghgnificantly related to subordinate
promotion focus. Hypothesis 3 received partial supps leader contingent reward
behaviors related to subordinates’ work-based ptmma@nd prevention foci (H3a).
Hypothesis 4, regarding the relationship betweerkvsased promotion focus and work
outcomes, received partial support as subordinatesk-based promotion focus related
to subordinate ratings of creativity (H4a), prefere for change (H4b), sensitivity to
positive outcomes (H4c), subordinate ratings otlpobivity performance (H4e), and
positive affectivity (H4f). Hypothesis 5, regarditite relationship between work-based
prevention focus and work outcomes, received datipport as subordinates’ work-

based prevention focus related to sensitivity tatige outcomes (H5c¢) and subordinate



ratings of safety performance (H5e). Hypothesisdgived partial support as promotion

focus partially mediated the relationship betweepirational motivation leadership and

sensitivity to positive outcomes. Hypothesis 7 wassupported as prevention focus

failed to mediate the relationship between contmgeward leadership and sensitivity to

negative outcomes.

Table 5.6 Study 2 mediation analyses.

Raw Regression Standard Standardized Regression
Path Weight Error Weight
Initial Model
IM to Prom 33* A1 33
CR to Prom 14 A2 13
CR to Prev 19* .06 .28**
Prom to Creativity .28* A1 21*
Prom to Sens to Pos Outcomes .36%* .08 .36%*
Prom to Positive Affectivity .38 .08 AQ**
Prev to Sens to Neg Outcomes 31 .14 19
X 96.48
df 14
IM to Creativity Added
IM to Prom 33 A1 33
Prom to Creativity .16 12 A2
IM to Creativity .30* 13 .22%
AX* 555
IM to Sens to Pos Outcomes
Added
IM to Prom .33* A1 .33
Prom to Sens to Pos Outcomes 29%* .09 29%*
IM to Sens to Pos Outcomes .19* .09 .19*
AX? 4.49
CR to PA Added
CR to Prom .14 12 .13
Prom to PA 29%* .08 31
CRto PA .30** .08 29%*
AX* 12.83
CR to Sens to Neg Outcomes
Added
CR to Prev 19 .06 .28**
Prev to Sens to Neg Outcomes .25 .14 .16
CR to Sens to Neg Outcomes .20 .10 17
AX* 3.67

Note:N = 137.p<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001.



Chapter Six: General Discussion

The purpose of this study was to integrate thesapéeadership and motivation
by examining how leaders affect their followergjuéatory focus. | hypothesized that
leader transformational and transactional behawviansld shape followers’ regulatory
foci, which would in turn affect follower outcomaswork. In addition, the relationships
between leader behaviors and state-based regufatary were expected to be
moderated by follower chronic regulatory focus.afdratory experiment was conducted
to examine the assumptions in a controlled laboyagetting, and a field survey was
conducted to test the full model in a field sangflsupervisor-subordinate dyads. This
research is important in understanding the mechahiswhich transformational and
transactional leadership have their effects or¥adirs’ work outcomes and in better
understanding the role of regulatory focus in tluekplace.

Leadership Behaviors and Follower Primed Regulateogus

In Study 1 Hypotheses 1 and 3, regarding the oglakiip between leader
behaviors and follower primed regulatory focus, eveot supported in a laboratory
setting. None of the leader behaviors were reltiahplicit or explicit measures of
primed promotion or prevention focus. One possibleclusion is that leader
transformational and transactional behaviors atemportant in motivating followers
through regulatory focus and that these leadenbetsahave their effects through some
other mechanism. However, other factors may haagepl a role, including participants’
level of motivation, a relatively weak situatiorarpcipants’ age and work experience,

the time frame of the experiment, and the operatipation of leaderhip behaviors.



Participants were psychology students who receaxdc credit in their courses
for participating in the experiment and receiveel $ame number of points no matter the
amount of effort they put forth. Therefore, studemiay not have been motivated to do
their very best in the experiment session as theyldvhave been during the orientation
period for a real job. Data was screened for randesponding, but this would not have
eliminated participants who put forth minimal (egtimal) effort.

Second, the laboratory environment may not hava bgeng enough to elicit a
particular regulatory focus in participants. Effovtere made to make the laboratory
setting as realistic as possible: the experimairessed in business attire, each
participant was given an employee orientation hirfidethe mock company with a letter
from the CEO, and the experimenter addressed tiieipants as though they were at a
new employee orientation. A manipulation checkcatkd that participants were able to
appropriately identify leader behaviors in the betw subjects design. However, it is
unclear to what extent participants were able tagime and fully engage themselves in
the role of a new employee in the organization.

Participant characteristics may also have conteibwd their inability to imagine
themselves in the employee role. If so, then tlosld have affected study results.
Participants were relatively young with an average of 19.88. They also had relatively
little work experience as only about half were entty employed. Thus, most
participants could not have had more than a fewsyefwork experience and had likely
not held long-term positions. Therefore, theseigadants compared to others may have
had more difficulty imagining themselves in theerof a new employee in the

organization.



Another potential explanation for the null findingshat leaders do not have
immediate effects on follower regulatory foci. Raththey shape followers’ regulatory
foci over a period of time based on many interaxgticA laboratory study that includes
one memo from a simulated leader may not be ag®anugh force to elicit a stable
promotion or prevention focus in followers. Wittaotual supervisor-subordinate dyads,
supervisors have much more time and many more appgbes to influence their
subordinates.

Finally, the operationalization of leader behavimay have contributed to the
null findings. Leader behaviors in the lab studyeveperationalized in a very broad way
(see Appendix A for the leader messages used ilathstudy). As a result participants
may not have connected the broad goals communibgtéte leader in the memo to their
performance on specific tasks. Perhaps, more spéaiéction from leaders would have
a greater effect on follower performance on vari@msks. For example, leaders might
directly prime promotion (prevention) focus by regting that followers work quickly
(accurately) on a task.

Because of motivation, strength of situation, ggvant characteristics, time
limitations, and the operationalization of leadehéviors, the relationship between
leader behaviors and follower regulatory focusasalear based on the results of the
laboratory study alone.

In Study 2 Hypotheses 1 and 3, regarding the &ffeicleader behaviors on
follower regulatory foci, were partially supporteétpecifically, the inspirational
motivation dimension of transformational leadershigs positively related to subordinate

promotion focus, and contingent reward leaderstap positively related to subordinate



promotion and prevention focus. The finding thaalbtransformational leadership
dimensions only inspirational motivation was retate subordinate regulatory focus
supported Hypothesis 2. Although all dimensiongafisformational leadership were
expected to relate to subordinate promotion fomsgirational motivation is most
closely aligned with promotion focus. Through inmggibnal motivation leaders
encourage followers to work toward an idealizedifeitstate, which is consistent with the
promotion focus emphasis on ideals and working tdwiasirable goals. Idealized
influence, individualized consideration, and irgetual stimulation dimensions of
transformational leadership were not related tonmtion focus. Idealized influence
focuses on the ethical and moral behavior of tadde, and a focus on moving toward
desired goals is not necessary for ethical behdindact, aligning behavior with social
and moral norms may represent an ought goal, whiaksociated with a prevention
focus). Individualized consideration involves shogvsupport to followers and treating
them as individuals, but nothing is known aboutdbetent of the leader’'s message.
Intellectual stimulation involves encouraging follers to reason and problem-solve, but
it does not specify problem-solving processes, wkmuld be either gain- or loss-framed.
Thus, of all transformational leadership dimensjanspirational motivation seems most
closely aligned with promotion focus.

Contingent reward leaders’ emphasis on fulfillingigations and avoiding
punishment is consistent with a prevention orieatatand their emphasis on praise and
rewards is consistent with promotion orientatios.expected, contingent reward leader

behaviors were associated with both promotion aadgntion focus in followers.



One reason for the nonsignificant relationshipveein active management by
exception and subordinate regulatory foci may la¢ fibllowers are not at all motivated
by these types of leadership behaviors. Prior reedaas demonstrated that active
management by exception leadership is not an eféefirm of leadership (e.g., Lowe et
al., 1996). While leaders who employ active managdrby exception may focus on
avoiding failure and mistakes, it is possible fisdibwers are not motivated by these
leaders and fail to adopt the leader’'s emphasevoiding failure.

Overall, evidence for the effects of leader bebis/on follower regulatory foci in
Study 2 was mixed, but suggested that inspiratior@lvation and contingent reward
behaviors may be most influential on employeesula&gry focus. Specifically,
inspirational motivation leader behaviors wereterlao subordinate promotion focus,
and contingent reward leader behaviors were relatedbordinate promotion and
prevention focus.

The purpose of conducting separate lab and fieldiess was to provide stronger
evidence upon which to base conclusions. Consifitetihgs between both studies
would have been strong evidence as the strengthalf research method offsets the
limitations of the other. Significant findings ind laboratory study would have helped
determine a causal link between leader behaviaddlower regulatory foci that was
not possible to determine with the correlationalraof the field study, whereas field
study results were likely more accurate reflectiohsupervisor-subordinate interactions
because they were based on real supervisors anddsudites rather than a role play with
an imagined leader. However, inconsistent findingisveen the lab and field studies are

difficult to interpret. The lack of a relationshygtween leader behaviors and follower



regulatory focus in Study 1 may stem from the afeeptioned limitations of the lab
study, including participants’ lack of motivatiathe weak situation, participants’
characteristics, and the short time frame. Thel &lidy is likely more representative of
supervisor-subordinate interactions because theg ba&sed on actual supervisor-
subordinate dyads. However, as with any self-regpdata one cannot be certain of
respondents’ accuracy. Thus, while relationshiga/éen leader behaviors and follower
regulatory foci were demonstrated in a field samiple causal nature of these
relationships is still unclear.
Follower Primed Regulatory Focus and Work Outcomes

In Study 1, Hypotheses 4 and 5, regarding the &ffefcfollower primed
regulatory focus on work-related outcomes, recewesy limited support. Specifically,
only the explicit measure of promotion focus wasifpeely related to preference for
change, providing minimal support for Hypothesis @hnly the implicit measure of
promotion focus was related to positive affectiyagain providing minimal support for
Hypothesis 4f. Finally, only the explicit measufeoevention focus was related to
preference for stability, providing minimal suppfot Hypothesis 5b. Overall,
participants’ primed regulatory focus was unreldtedork-related outcomes in Study 1.

In Study 2, Hypotheses 4 and 5, regarding thectffef follower primed
regulatory focus on work outcomes, received pasti@port. Specifically, subordinate
promotion focus was significantly related to suloates’ (but not supervisors’) ratings
of creativity in partial support of Hypothesis &ubordinate promotion focus was also
significantly related to subordinates’ (but not snpsors’) ratings of productivity

performance in partial support of Hypothesis 4daddinate promotion focus was also



positively related to preference for change, sesiisitto positive outcomes, and positive
affectivity, in support of Hypotheses 4b, 4c, afddspectively. Subordinate prevention
focus was positively related to supervisor and stibate ratings of safety performance,
in support of Hypothesis 5e. Subordinate prevertiens was also related to greater
sensitivity to negative outcomes in support of Hixesis 5c¢. Overall, the results of Study
2 suggest that employee regulatory focus has aortant impact on work-related
outcomes.

Several unexpected findings were observed wheroepry analyses of fully
saturated baseline models were conducted. In Stwiynificant positive relationships
were observed between explicit primed preventiau$ocand preference for change and
between explicit primed prevention focus and pesitffectivity. These relationships
were unexpected and inconsistent with existinganese In Study 2 significant positive
relationships were observed between work-basedgromfocus and sensitivity to
negative outcomes and between work-based prevefottois and positive affectivity.

Regarding unexpected findings, the relationshigvbenh prevention focus and
preference for change was only observed for théctxmeasure of primed regulatory
focus in Study 1 and was not observed in Studyh2. rElationship between promotion
focus and sensitivity to negative outcomes was ohberved for the work-based
measure of promotion focus in Study 2 and was heérved for either measure of
promotion focus in Study 1. Based on these inctersigindings and on prior research
these relationships are likely statistical artiéadthe positive relationship between
prevention focus and positive affectivity was als@xpected and runs counter to prior

research on the relationships between regulataiyafoed emotions. Extant research



suggests that negative affectivity emotions, siecheavousness and fear, are associated
with escaping threats and avoiding punishment, vaie prevention-related goals (see
Watson et al., 1999). However, in the present rebehis relationship was observed
with the explicit measure of primed prevention f®au Study 1 and with work-based
prevention focus in Study 2. Thus, future reseanely be warranted to further explore
the relationship between prevention focus and peséffectivity.

Again, findings were inconsistent between the labtmy and field studies. In
Study 1 subordinate regulatory foci did not havestiect on most work-related
outcomes, whereas in Study 2 subordinate regulébanaffected several work-related
outcomes. One possible explanation for these instamd results is a lack of fidelity in
the lab experiment. These differences may be dtieetaforementioned limitations of the
laboratory study, such as lack of motivation, ggpants’ inexperience, a weak situation,
and a short time frame. Participants in Study 2evigely motivated to perform well in
their jobs, had more work experience, were in &alifeasetting, and had many more
interactions with their supervisors over a longergd of time.

Of the significant hypothesized relationships ie field sample it is interesting
that all three performance-related outcomes —iergatproductivity, and safety — were
related to promotion and prevention focus as hyggied. One reason may be that
leaders focus their efforts toward motivating enyples toward improving these
important outcomes. However, it is important toentbtat only subordinate ratings of
these outcomes were significant, whereas leadaiags were not significant. Therefore,

it is possible that some of these observed relsiigps may have been inflated by



common method variance owing to the fact that detiee collected from a single source
(Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).
Mediating Role of Primed Regulatory Focus

In Study 1 Hypotheses 6 and 7, regarding the mediable of primed regulatory
focus in the relationship between leader behadacswork-related outcomes, were not
supported as the criteria for testing for mediath@re not met.

In Study 2 the mediation hypotheses were partgllyported in that promotion
focus partially mediated the relationship betwewpirational motivation leadership and
sensitivity to positive outcomes. Prevention fofaiked to mediate the relationship
between contingent reward leadership and sengitivihegative outcomes.

Although results of mediation analyses provided ssompport for partial
mediation these results should not be taken asitied evidence for or against
mediation. These meditational tests were condumedgonexperimental field data, and
according to Stone-Romero and Rosopa (2011) theityabf mediational analyses of
nonexperimental data are highly suspect and shHmulidterpreted with caution.
Moderating Role of Chronic Regulatory Focus

Hypothesis 8, regarding the moderating role of nlwroegulatory focus on the
relationship between leader behaviors and primgdlaéory focus was only tested in
Study 1. This hypothesis received very limited sarpps chronic prevention focus
moderated the relationship between leadershipssand implicit primed prevention
focus. However, simple slopes analysis revealetithigaslopes were not significant.

Comparison with Similar Research



The null findings in the present research wereesehat surprising given that
previous field research reported significant relasi of leader behavior with regulatory
foci and subsequent work-related outcomes. Spatiifidn a field study of 250
employees Neubert, Kacmar, Carlson, Chonko, ane&R®(2008) investigated the
relationship between leader initiating structurd aarvant behaviors and followers’
regulatory foci. Results indicated that followeeyention focus mediated the relationship
between leaders’ initiating structure behaviors idwers’ in-role performance and
deviant behaviors. Follower promotion focus mediates relationship between leaders’
servant behaviors and followers’ helping and cwesaltiehaviors. One potential
explanation for these discrepant findings is thatibert et al. examined different leader
behaviors. Specifically, Neubert et al. examinegittfluence of initiating structure and
servant leadership, whereas the present reseaachieed transformational and
transactional leader behaviors. Another possibjgagration for the discrepant findings is
that all of the data in the Neubert et al. studyenself-reported, whereas the present
research included performance-based measures iabbeatory study as well as several
leader-rated outcomes in the field study. Additibndhe present research used Wallace
and Chen’s (2006) Regulatory Focus at Work Scal@ %R whereas Neubert et al. used a
newly developed measure of work regulatory focus.

Implications and Future Research

Although these studies did not provide causal exadehat leader behaviors lead
to follower work outcomes through the priming olldaver regulatory focus, there was
some limited evidence that certain leader behawdogelated to follower regulatory

focus and that follower regulatory focus is relai@dome work-related outcomes.



Leader behaviors and followers’ work-based regutatocus.At times leaders
may wish to enhance a promotion or a preventiondac followers. Results of the field
study suggest leaders who want to enhance folloywssmotion orientation might utilize
inspirational motivation and contingent reward bebis, whereas leaders who want to
enhance followers’ prevention orientation mightizéi contingent reward behaviors.
Contingent reward behaviors were associated with pammotion and prevention
behaviors, and it is unclear whether certain aspafctontingent reward leadership elicit
promotion versus prevention focus. The contingemard behaviors of giving praise,
bonuses, and promotions may increase employee pinfocus, whereas contingent
reward behaviors focusing on obligations and taskiirements may increase employee
prevention focus. Further research is needed setapart the effects of various
contingent reward behaviors as well as to detertaeausal nature of this relationship.

Follower work-based regulatory focus and work-rehbutcomedn the present
studies promotion and prevention regulatory focievelated to several important work
outcomes. In one or both studies work-based pramdticus was related to sensitivity to
change (Studies 1 and 2), positive affectivity (&t 1 and 2), creativity (Study 2 only),
productivity (Study 2 only), and sensitivity to ptbge outcomes (Study 2 only). Work-
based prevention focus was related to prefererrcgdoility (Study 1 only), safety
(Study 2 only), and sensitivity to negative outcan(®tudy 2 only). Although leader
transformational and transactional behaviors mayndhe best way to elicit promotion
or prevention orientation, leaders may find othagsvto elicit these regulatory foci. For
example, leaders who model promotion-oriented bienalike working toward desired

goals may elicit follower promotion focus, wherésaders who model prevention-



oriented behaviors like meeting deadlines and atbégations may elicit follower
prevention focus. Leaders might also use languagesgmbols associated with a
particular regulatory focus. Leaders who discus®mplishing goals and exciting
visions may elicit a promotion focus in followevghereas leaders who discuss
responsibilities, deadlines, and obligations magited prevention focus in followers.
Limitations and Future Research

Several limitations of the present studies havaisations for the generalizability
of findings and could be improved upon in futuree@ch. Limitations of the laboratory
study included participants’ lack of motivationethrelative work inexperience, a weak
situation, and a short time frame. One way to iaseeparticipant motivation may be to
frame the lab session as a mock interview progessich participants would receive
feedback that would prepare them for a real apjdicand interview process.
Participants might also be selected based on hdadgrior work experience so that
they are better able to imagine themselves in thekmrganization. The laboratory
situation might be made stronger and more realwstimle playing with an in-person
leader rather than via written communication. Hindhe time frame might be extended
so that participants could have more interactioitls the leader.

Limitations of the field study included the crassctional nature of the design and
self-reports of study variables. The cross-sectidaaign limits the ability to draw causal
conclusions from this research, and future reseaap benefit from the use of a
longitudinal design that includes predictors, mei® and outcomes collected at
different points in time. With the use of self-repmeasures one cannot be certain of the

accuracy of the information provided. However, dass collected from employees and



their supervisors, and collecting data from mudtipburces reduces threats of same
source bias and self-generated validity (see Harés McLaughlin, 1996; Harrison,
McLaughlin, & Coalter, 1006).

An additional limitation of both studies is thatpeipants were recruited via
convenience sampling, rather than through randeonpbag, and as a result the sample
may not be representative of the larger populafitve laboratory experiment sample
was relatively homogenous and was comprised oflyn@ghite/Caucasian (79.1%)
undergraduate students with an average age of .IPh&8e participants also had
relatively little work experience as only 51.1% weurrently employed. Participants in
the field survey were also mostly White (83.21%wlbordinates and 78.10% of
supervisors). Subordinates in the field study wdrkestly part-time (79.41%) and were
relatively young, with an average age of 22.23uFatesearch should strive for more
representative samples.

However, other laboratory studies have been safidaa priming regulatory
focus in participants, asking participants to thafdout outcomes they would like to
achieve or avoid (e.g., Lockwood et al., 2002)miirag tasks in terms of gains or losses
(e.g., Shah et al., 1998), and even having paantgflex (to prime promotion) or extend
(to prime prevention) their arms (e.g., Cacioppalet1993). In addition, the leadership
behaviors manipulation check indicated that paréints did attend to the information in
the vignettes as their perceptions of leader behawere consistent with their assigned
condition.

Besides improving upon limitations of the presgnties, future research might

examine other ways in which regulatory foci affextéractions between leaders and



followers. Prior research has demonstrated the itapoe of regulatory fit. For example,
Lockwood, Jordan, and Kunda (2002) found that pigints were motivated by role
models whose strategies fit the participants’ oWwronic regulatory foci. Other research
has shown that congruence on other motivationahbims, such as self-concept, is
related to higher quality exchanges between leaataidollowers (Jackson & Johnson, in
press). Leader-follower regulatory focus congruaneg also improve dyadic
interactions.
Conclusions

Overall, the two studies did not provide supportthe model proposed by Kark
and Van Dijk (2007). There was some evidence tisirational motivation and
contingent reward leader behaviors were relatddlkmwer regulatory focus in the field
study, although these relationships were not oleskeirv the laboratory study. Follower
regulatory focus was also related to several welated outcomes. However, there was
very little evidence for the moderating role of@hic regulatory focus on the relationship
between leader behaviors and work-based regulédons, and very limited evidence for
the mediating role of work-based regulatory foeughe relationship between leader
behaviors and work-related outcomes. These stadean important step in
understanding the role of regulatory focus in tleelplace. However, results should be
interpreted with caution due to the aforementiolmadations. In addition to improving
upon these limitations future research may invastiglifferent types of leader behaviors
as well as other ways in which regulatory focus maymportant in the leader-follower

relationship (e.g., regulatory fit).
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Appendix A: Laboratory Study — Leader Vignettes

Group A - Transformational

Sub: Welcome to Magazines Inc.

1 message

Pat Gardner <pat.gardner@magazinesinc.com> 1 day ago
To: <Undisclosed-Recipient>

My name is Pat Gardner, and I'm the CEO of Magazine. | want to take this opportunity to welcome
you on board and present you with some informagioout our company and management t

At Magazines, Inc. we present our readers withr@siing and up-to-date information on a variety of
topics, including fashion, sports, travel, and hatasign. Our mission is to inform readers and gaitd
nourish their passion for various aspects of lifleeach of our magazines our team is passionatat abo
sharing their passions and experiences with readers

Magazines Inc. is one of the largest magazine plbts in the United States. We distribute milliohs
issues nationwide, and many of our brands contioggin larger audiences. In 2009, several of ocandk
were on the Gold Design Awards’ Hot List. Over gast decade, we have expanded our business to
include online versions of many of our magazines lzawve since become a leader in the online magazine
industry.

Our management philosophy at Magazines Inc. isdd by upholding ethical standards and providing
employees with meaningful goals for the future afddzines Inc. We strive to treat our employees as
individuals and encourage them to seek alternatiations when problem solving.

Our management team strongly believes that togetharan be successful through our shared values and
mission. Our managers consider the moral and eéttdcesequences of their decisions and go beyond the
self-interest to serve the good of their work gramd the company as a whole.

At Magazines Inc. we are enthusiastic about ouwtrgotential. We have seen a great deal of recent
growth and are confident that we will achieve auufe goal of expanding our distribution by 300,000
readers over the next year to bring us to the fontfof the magazine publishing industry, and we ar
excited to achieve this goal.

We believe in treating our employees as individusllanagers at Magazines Inc. spend much of tha ti
teaching and coaching employees in order to haip employee develop his or her strengths. We have
developed an individually tailored training systbatause we understand that each employee has unique
needs, abilities, and aspirations.

We believe in looking at problems from many difierangles to generate solutions. Managers consult
employees from different areas in order to get isd\yEerspectives when making decisions. They eragz
employees to re-examine critical assumptions agdesst new ways of completing assignments.

Again, welcome to Magazines Inc. — | look forwaodatorking with you.

Sincerely,
Pat Gardner

Pat Gardner, CEO

Magazines Inc.

phone: 555 555-5555

email: pat.gardner@magazinesinc.com




Group B — Contingent Reward

Sub: Welcome to Magazines Inc.

1 message

Pat Gardner <pat.gardner@magazinesinc.com> 1 day ago
To: <Undisclosed-Recipient>

My name is Pat Gardner, and I'm the CEO of Magazine. | want to take this opportunity to welcome
you on board and present you with some informagioout our company and nagement team.

At Magazines, Inc. we present our readers withr@siing and up-to-date information on a variety of

topics, including fashion, sports, travel, and hatasign. Our mission is to inform readers and eaitd
nourish their passion for various aspects of lifieeach of our magazines our team is passionatat abo
sharing their passions and experiences with readers

Magazines Inc. is one of the largest magazine pleis in the United States. We distribute milliohs
issues nationwide, and maof our brands continue to gain larger audienite2009, several of our bran
were on the Gold Design Awards’ Hot List. Over past decade, we have expanded our business to
include online versions of many of our magazines lzawve since become a leader in the online magazine
industry.

Our management philosophy at Magazines Inc. isward based on performance. We believe in
distributing rewards contingent on employee perfomoe. To that end, we the management team have set
the company policies to reward employee performalfirst-rate employees are what make the company
successful, and high levels of performance are-g@@thipensated.

At Magazines Inc. our management team believesaniging assistance in exchange for efforts. For
employees who put forth effort and display a stramgk ethic in their jobs, managers are committed t
providing high levels of assistance and support.

We believe in being specific about who is respdeditr achieving performance targets. Each emplsyee
responsibilities are well-documented in our joballigdions, and each employee receives a quartstlpf
performance goals to be achieved individually ahwvhis or her work group. Each employee and/or work
group is held accountable for achieving their cerlytperformance targets.

We also believe in making it clear what employess expect to receive when performance goals are
achieved. Each quarter, along with performancestargnanagement specifies corresponding rewards for
meeting or exceeding performance targets.

Finally, we believe in expressing our satisfactidren expectations are met. On a day-to-day basis,
managers at Magazines Inc. acknowledge and reagairsfactory performance. Employee achievements
are regularly recognized informally and in staffetiegs. Each department also recognizes an emplafyee
the month, who is acknowledged within the departraewd in the company newsletter.

Again, welcome to Magazines Inc. — | look forwaodatorking with you.
Sincerely,

Pat Gardner

Pat Gardner, CEO

Magazines Inc.

phone: 555 555-5555
email: pat.gardner@magazinesinc.com




Group C — Active Management by Exception

Sub: Welcome to Magazines Inc.
1 message

Pat Gardner <pat.gardner@magazinesinc.com> 1 day ago
To: <Undisclosed-Recipient>

My name is Pat Gardner, and I'm the CEO of Magazine. | want to take this opportunity to welcome
you on board and present you with some informagioout our company and management t

At Magazines, Inc. we present our readers withr@siing and up-to-date information on a variety of

topics, including fashion, sports, travel, and hatasign. Our mission is to inform readers and eaitd
nourish their passion for various aspects of lifleeach of our magazines our team is passionatat abo
sharing their passions and experiences with readers

Magazines Inc. is one of the largest magazine pleis in the United States. We distribute milliohs
issues nationwide, and many of our brands contiowggin larger adiences. In 2009, several of our bra
were on the Gold Design Awards’ Hot List. Over plast decade, we have expanded our business to
include online versions of many of our magazines lzawve since become a leader in the online magazine
industry.

Our management philosophy at Magazines Inc. ied& for deviations from standards and take comwecti
action when necessary. Our mission at Magazinesdrioc ensure that every deadline is met andrtbat
mistakes are made. Therefore, we make every gffdiid mistakes and correct them.

We believe that it is necessary to focus our prynadtention on irregularities, mistakes, and déerat

from standards. On a day-to-day basis, managéiagsizines Inc. monitor employees’ work for problems
and ensure that they are properly resolved. Closguarterly deadlines managers inspect each employ
work even more closely to ensure that each issfreésof errors.

Management at Magazines Inc. believes in concémgraur full attention on dealing with mistakes,
complaints, and failures. We take customer and ad«&r complaints very seriously, and we expendtgrea
effort to ensure that every complaint is resolved.

We believe that it is important to keep track dfmaistakes in order to determine where errors ifiedyl to
occur and prevent them in the future. Managers kaggpof errors, and memos are periodically seht@u
employees advising them of common mistakes to avoid

Finally, we believe in directing employees’ attenttoward failures to meet standards in order forave
performance. At staff meetings managers focus onetistandards and missed deadlines, and in annual
performance reviews managers discuss with emplapedasshortcomings and present them with areas for
improvement.

Again, welcome to Magazines Inc. — | look forwaodatorking with you.
Sincerely,
Pat Gardner

Pat Gardner, CEO

Magazines Inc.

phone: 555 555-5555
email: pat.gardner@magazinesinc.com




Appendix B: Field Study Participation Request fog&nizations

Department of Psychology

USF College of Arts and Sciences
University of South Florida

HCI)\II}}F/I}EIRFSLIggIS/E 4202 E. Fowler Ave., PCD 4118G

COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES Tampa, FL 33620
Dear Supervisor,

My name is Erin Jackson, and | am a PhD candidate in the Psychology Department at University
of South Florida. My area of specialization is industrial-organizational psychology, which
examines organizational behavior, including employee job attitudes and performance. | am
currently completing my dissertation and would like to request your assistance. Below is a
summary of my request.

Overview:

An organization is defined by its leaders, and effective leadership is one of the cornerstones to
organizational success. Leaders affect employee morale and performance, and two effective
forms of leadership are transformational and transactional leadership. Transformational leaders
provide vision, inspire followers, encourage problem solving, and give followers personal
attention. Transactional leaders reward followers for their effort and recognize their
accomplishments.

In my dissertation | am studying what effects these types of leadership have on employee
motivation and performance, specifically safety, productivity, and commitment to their
organization.

Request:

| would ask that surveys be distributed to employees and their supervisors. Each survey will take
about 10-20 minutes to complete. | can provide surveys in an online and/or paper-and-pencil
format. All information collected will remain strictly confidential, and only the researcher will
have access to the data.

Benefits to You:

In return | would provide:



A summary of the data, including statistics on employee job attitudes and perceptions
of leadership

Recommendations for improving leadership and employee motivation within your
organization based on the data | collect

| am also willing to collect and report information on other issues that are of specific
interest to your organization upon request

Note: In order to uphold confidentiality and encourage honesty in survey responses reported
statistics will not include identifying information about individual employees.

Sincerely,

Erin M. Jackson

Phone: 225-241-7587 Email: erinmjackson@gmail.com




Appendix C: Field Study Emails to Supervisors

Dear Supervisor,

You are receiving this email because one of yobosiinates has recently contributed to
research on leadership in the workplace by commqgedisurvey. Your feedback is
requested, which will complement the data provibggour subordinate (data are
collected in supervisor-subordinate pairs).

| am a doctoral student at the University of Sdeitirida, and this study is part of my
dissertation. Results of this study will providether understanding of effective
leadership in the workplace.

Your participation is voluntary and will only takeminutes of your time. If you are
interested in participating, please visit the falilog website:

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/supervisorsurveyl

You will need to input the following information foge beginning the survey:

Employee name:

8-digit code:

Please be assured that all responses you prowedmafidential, and the questionnaire
resides within a secure site. At no point will ysubordinate ever see or have access to
your responses. If you have any questions, plessdree to contact me. Thank you in
advance for considering this request. By fillind thus survey, you will help me
complete my dissertation and contribute to our Kedge of leadership in the workplace.
If you would prefer to complete this survey on pajpéease reply to this email with your
mailing address, and | will mail a copy of the di@maire to you with a postage-paid
return envelope.

Sincerely,

Erin Jackson Walker
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