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ABSTRACT
GEORGE STOCK. Values-based Leader Behaviors and Influence: A Conceptual Refresh and
Experiment
(Under the direction of DR. GEORGE C. BANKS)

Values-based leader behavior is commonly referenced by scholars and practitioners as an
effective style of leadership. Problematically, multiple definitions of the concept exist that are
either ambiguous, tautological, or valanced. Additionally, the concept has been researched
almost entirely via questionnaires with little triangulated evidence. The current study reviews
previous conceptualizations of values-based leader behavior as well as the key components of
leadership, values, and behavior to arrive at a new conceptualization framed from a signaling
theory perspective: goal-oriented action or inaction signaling an individual’s, organization’s, or
society’s value structure. Then, | review three commonly referenced manifestations of values-
based leader behaviors (charismatic leader tactics, ethical leader signals, and transformational
leader behaviors) and make the case that pay-for-performance strategies too can signal one’s
value structure. Using a pre-registered experimental design, | explore the extent to which each of
these values-based leader behaviors influence stakeholder in- and extra-role behavior compared
to a control condition in a realistic text labeling task. Results found that pay-for-performance
strategies influenced workers such that their in-role performance was significantly greater than
the control condition, and ethical leader signals influenced workers such that they were
significantly more likely to participate in an unpaid extra-role task. | conclude with a discussion

of the theoretical and practical implications as well as future research directions.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Scholars and practitioners alike have suggested that values help leaders influence
stakeholders to engage in behavior that is above and beyond expectations (e.g., Bass, 1985;
Majer, 2004; MasterClass, 2022; Sinek, 2017). Appealing to others’ values may be a particularly
influential leader tactic as values are broad and desirable goals that motivate action and serve as
guiding principles in our life (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2022). Problematically, however, research on
values-based leadership often suffers from two issues that preclude causally determining the
extent to which such leader behaviors influence performance above and beyond expectations.

First, missing from the literature is a definition that identifies precisely what values-based
leader behavior is and what it is not. Although this popular concept is often mentioned during
reviews of leader behaviors (e.g., Banks et al., 2018; Bass, 1985; Fischer & Sitkin, 2023), rarely
is a definition provided (for an example of a provided conceptualization, see House, 1996).
Moreover, when a definition is provided, it typically falls into one of three conceptualizations
that are related yet also meaningfully different. As with any time there are multiple definitions
for a concept, two people mentioning values-based leadership in separate conversations may not
be referring to the same concept. The use of inconsistent and inadequate definitions severely
limit our ability to rigorously explore the concept and accumulate knowledge that can inform
theory and practice.

Second, research on values-based leadership typically involves self- and other-report
questionnaires to capture leaders’ and stakeholders’ values and behavior (e.g., Brown & Trevino,
2009; Sosik, 2005). Scholars from both the leadership and values literature reference how social
desirability, demand effects, and neutral or extreme response biases that can impact such data

(e.g., Banks et al., 2021b; Dobewall et al., 2014; Fischer, 2023; Fischer & Sitkin, 2023).



Consequently, the findings regarding effect sizes and causality may be misleading or even
inaccurate (Antonakis et al., 2010)

Avoiding these limitations can be achieved through alternative conceptual and
methodological approaches. Conceptually, a review of previous definitions of values-based
leadership as well as the focal topics of leadership, values, and leader behaviors is needed. From
this review, we can deduce the necessary and sufficient conditions of values-based leader
behaviors to determine what it is and what it is not (Podsakoff et al., 2016). Methodologically,
the predominantly questionnaire-based designs need triangulated evidence from approaches such
as mixed methods studies and experiments designs. Experiments are a particularly advantageous
technique given their ability to clearly establish temporal precedence, reliably measure the
relationship between x and y (the relationship being beyond chance), and rule out alternative
explanations (Antonakis et al., 2010; Campbell & Stanley, 1963).

The primary goal of the current study is to investigate the extent to which values-based
leader behaviors influence stakeholders to perform above and beyond expectations. To
accomplish this, | first review values-based leadership by evaluating previous conceptualizations
as well as outline the relevant components of leadership (Yammarino, 2013), Schwartz’s theory
of human values (Schwartz et al., 2012), and behavior (Banks et al., 2021b; Levitis et al., 2009).
Resulting from this review, | present a new conceptualization of values-based leader behavior
that we can more rigorously explore. Additionally, | identify modern leader behavior concepts
(charismatic, ethical, and transformational leader behaviors) that contain the expression of values
in their respective definitions as well as make the case that pay-for-performance strategies can

also involve the expression of values.



Second, | review stakeholder in- and extra-role behavior and expand on how these
concepts can be positioned as indicators of influence. Third, | conducted a randomized, between-
subjects virtual experiment (n = 540) that exposes a worker to one of five leader behavior
conditions: (1) standard leader behavior (i.e., the active control group), (2) pay-for-performance
strategies, (3) charismatic leader behavior, (4) ethical leader behavior, and (5) transformational
leader behavior, and then ask workers to complete a realistic text labeling task. For evidence of
the extent to which values-based leader behaviors influence stakeholder performance and
performance beyond expectations, | measure workers’ output in a data science labeling task
during the in-role task (performance), their decision to participate (or not) in the extra-role task
(performance beyond expectations), and worker output in an extra-role task (performance
beyond expectations). | conclude by discussing the implications of this study as well as

limitations and future directions.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Values-Based Leadership

Values-based leadership is typically mentioned or conceptualized in one of three ways.
The first way is as a meta-level concept referenced when discussing an individual leader
behavior concept. For instance, when discussing the implications of their study on charismatic
leader tactics in a virtual environment, Ernst and colleagues (2022) mentioned the potential
implications their study had for other values-based leadership styles. A second common
conceptualization is as messages that appeal or resonate with stakeholders’ values (e.g., Brown
& Trevino, 2009). These messages have been thought to be delivered primarily through
charismatic-transformational behaviors (House, 1996). A third common conceptualization,
presented either implicitly or explicitly, is as morally principled behavior (i.e., doing the right
thing for others; Reilly & Ehlinger, 2007). Although these conceptualizations productively
identify key attributes, the range covered across each conceptualization also suggests a lack of
collective precision regarding our understanding of values-based leadership.

The first common conceptualization of characterizing values-based leadership as a meta-
level concept proves advantageous by allowing for the expression of a spectrum of values
through diverse behaviors. However, this conceptualization is also inherently ambiguous,
precluding the identification of clear conceptual boundaries. Without clear conceptual
boundaries, it is impossible for scholars and practitioners to know precisely when such behavior
is being enacted. Consequently, a new definition should include clear conditions to identify such
behavior.

The second common conceptualization, value messages that appeal to stakeholders’

values, is beneficial as it implies an interactive communication process between the message



sender and receiver. However, this conceptualization is also problematic due to its tautological
framing that encompasses an effect (whether a stakeholder finds the value message appealing)
within its definition. This poses a fundamental limitation to any research that leverages this
definition because identifying values-based leader behaviors then becomes retrospective which
reduces the ability to rule out alternative explanations. Future research should leverage a
conceptualization that is not tautological so that we can better understand the concept as well as
the process through which value messages are communicated.

The third common conceptualization, morally principled action (i.e., doing the right thing
for others), effectively highlights certain values that can be expressed (e.g., pro-social values).
However, the inclusion of only other-oriented values, and the exclusion of self-enhancement
values, omits half of the human values that can be expressed and is a clear example of a valance-
based leadership style (Fischer & Sitkin, 2023). Valanced-based leadership styles are patterns of
behavior that are labeled as either good or bad rather than capturing the realistic nuances of
leader behavior. Fischer and Sitkin found this to be a common issue that increases the risk of
construct redundancy, behavioral amalgamation, and causal indeterminacy (for a full review, see
Fischer & Siktin, 2023). Consequently, an adequate definition of values-based leader behaviors
should either include the full range of human values or provide justification for only including
other-oriented values.

Although each common conceptualization of values-based leadership contains a degree
of insight, they fall short of creating clear boundaries that help define what it is and distinguish it
from what it is not. To gain more clarity, | will review and integrate additional insights from

research on leadership, human values, and behaviors.



2.1.1 Leadership. Leadership is among the most widely discussed and researched areas
in the organizational sciences due to its significant practical and theoretical implications (Ernst et
al., 2022; Schyns & Schilling, 2013; Yukl et al., 2019). In his review of the past, present, and the
future of leadership, Yammarino (2013) identified three essential elements to any
conceptualization of leadership. First, leadership is a multilevel concept, and any definition of it
must account for this. Second, leader and stakeholder interactions should be framed as process
based. That is, current interactions can be thought of as being shaped by the past and
simultaneously shaping future interactions. Third, it is critical that leaders and stakeholders work
together and that they desire to accomplish goals together. Central to this third point is the
concept of influence. Influence implies that the behaviors enacted by the leader can or have
caused change(s) in the expected aspect of a social system (Mumford & Barrett, 2012).

Thus, leadership at its core is a social and goal-oriented influence process comprised of
inputs (e.g., leader behaviors) and outputs (e.g., follower behaviors, organizational effectiveness;
Fischer et al., 2017; Yukl, 2012). Importantly, this conceptualization incorporates Yammarino’s
conditions and remains broad enough to include the many potential attributes of leadership (e.g.,
empowering, directive, corrective). Additionally, it frames leadership as an influence process
which avoids defining the concept by an outcome (e.g., leadership is having followers).

There are numerous tactics (i.e., inputs) that leaders can use to influence stakeholders
such as power-derived tactics (e.g., manipulation, expertise), relational-derived tactics (e.qg.,
social identification, external attribution), and values-derived tactics (e.g., values-based behavior;
Barbuto, 2000). Values-based tactics are particularly interesting because they can induce action

toward the completion of a goal, potentially aligning multiple stakeholders to contribute to



something that they are not required to do but may benefit from in the long run such as a public

good.

2.1.2 Values. Values capture convictions about desirable end states or behaviors that
transcend specific situations, inform one’s evaluation of behavior and events, and are organized
by relative importance (Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987). Once ordered, one’s value structure
determines what is and what is not socially desirable and personally rewarding (Locke, 1991),
which then motivates action (McClelland, 1985). Recent organizational science research on
values has relied on Schwartz’s values theory (2012). Although other approaches to the study of
values exist (e.g., De Raad et al., 2016; Gouveia et al., 2014), I adopt Schwartz’s theory of
values as it is the most widely used throughout social and cross-cultural psychology and has the
most empirical support with a diverse demographic sampling (Maio, 2010).

There are seven primary components of values that help define what they are as well as
what they are not (e.g., attitudes, needs, goals, motives, and traits; Sagiv & Schwartz, 2022).
First, people form a hierarchy of their values, ordering them in terms of relative importance. The
more important a value is to someone, the more likely it will guide their behavior (Rokeach,
1973). Second, individuals consider their value structure to be inherently desirable, worthy, and
good (Roccas et al., 2014; Rokeach, 1973). Third, because of their social desirability, values can
be used to gain cooperation from others in the pursuit of goals by communicating values inherent
to the goal pursuit (Schwartz, 1992). Fourth, values are broad goals that traverse contexts. Fifth,
values are mostly stable over time, both in their relative importance (i.e., rank-order difference)
and their absolute importance (i.e., mean-level difference) (e.g., Milfont et al., 2016; Vecchione
et al., 2016). Sixth, values can easily be brought to mind, reflected upon, and consciously chosen

to be pursued or ignored at any time (Rokeach, 1973). Seventh, values can be used to make sense



of life by using them to justify, judge, and evaluate one’s own and others’ behavior (Rokeach,
1973; Schwartz, 1992).

Schwartz and colleagues identified ten basic values and nineteen further refined values
that make up an individual’s value structure (Schwartz, 2017; Schwartz et al., 2012). Table 1
provides a description of these ten basic values as well as the refined values. Schwartz and
colleagues also found evidence that the values fit into a circular framework with two axes (2012;
see Figure 1). The first axis contains the value’s orientation toward self-enhancement or self-
transcendence, which refers to whether the value aligns more so to individual or collective
interests. An individual orientation emphasizes achievement, power, and success, whereas a
collective orientation emphasizes altruism and universalism. The second axis contains the
value’s orientation toward openness to change or conservation which captures the extent to
which one values experimentation, flexibility, and change, compared to seeking conformity,
upholding tradition, and meeting obligations. The framework is circular such that values with

greater compatibility are positioned closer to one another.



Table 1: Four Higher Order Values, 10 Basic Values, and 19 More Narrowly Defined Values in the Refined Theory

of Values

Higher Order

10 Original Values

Common Labels

19 More Narrowly Defined

Self-
transcendence

Conservation

Self-
enhancement

Benevolence: Preservation and
enhancement of the welfare of
people with whom one is in
frequent personal contact

Universalism: Understanding,
appreciation, tolerance, and
protection for the welfare of all
people and of nature

Conformity: The restraint of
actions, inclinations, and
impulses that are likely to
upset or harm others and
violate social expectations or
norms

Tradition: Respect,
commitment, and acceptance
of the customs and ideas that
traditional culture or religion
provides

Security: Safety, harmony,
and stability of society,
relationships, and self

Power: Control or dominance
over people and resources

Achievement: Personal
success through demonstrating
competence according to social
standards

Hedonism: Pleasure and
sensuous gratification for
oneself

Honest, loyal,
helpful, forgiving,
responsible

Broadminded,
wisdom, a world of
beauty, equality,
unity with nature, a
world at peace,
social justice,
protecting the
environment

Self-discipline,
obedient, politeness
honoring of parents
and elders

Respect for tradition,
humble, accepting
my portion in life,
devout moderate

Family security,
national security,
reciprocation of
favors, social order,
clean

Social power,
wealth, authority,
preserving my public
image

Successful,
ambitious, capable,
influential

Pleasure, enjoying
life

Benevolence-Dependability: Being
a reliable and trustworthy member of
the in-group

Benevolence-Caring: Devotion to
the welfare of in-group members
Universalism-Tolerance:
Acceptance and understanding of
those who are different from oneself
Universalism-Concern:
Commitment to equality, justice, and
projection for all people
Universalism-Nature: Preservation
of the natural environment
Humility: Recognizing one’s
insignificance in the larger scheme of
things

Conformity-Interpersonal:
Avoidance of upsetting or harming
other people

Conformity-Rules: Compliance with
rules, laws, and formal obligations

Tradition: Maintaining and
preserving cultural, family, or
religious traditions

Security-Societal: Safety and
stability in the wider society
Security-Personal: Safety in one’s
immediate environment

Face: Security and power through
maintaining one’s public image and
avoiding humiliation
Power-Resources: Power through
control of material and social
resources

Power-Dominance: Power through
exercising control over people
Achievement: Definition unchanged

Hedonism: Definition unchanged
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Openness to
Change

Stimulation: Excitement,
novelty, and challenge in life
Self-Direction: Independent

thought and action, choosing, independent, Self-Direction-Thought: The
creating, and exploring curious, choosing freedom to cultivate one’s own ideas
own goals and abilities

A varied life, daring,
an exciting life
Creativity, freedom,

Stimulation: Definition unchanged
Self-Direction-Action: The freedom
to determine one’s own actions

Source: Adapted from Schwartz & Cieciuch (2022) and Maio et al. (2009)

Figure 1: Circular motivational continuum of 19 values in the refined value theory.

Note: Figure adapted from Schwartz & Cieciuch (2022).
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2.1.3 Behaviors. Behaviors are “the internally coordinated responses (actions or
inactions) of whole living organisms (individuals or groups) to internal and/or external stimuli,
excluding responses more easily understood as developmental changes™ (Levitis et al., 2009, pg.
103). Signaling theory has increasingly become adopted across the organizational sciences as an
explanatory mechanism for how behavior (e.g., leader behavior) can convey information about
the signal sender to the receiver (Banks et al., 2021b; Connelly et al., 2011). Signaling theory is
fundamentally concerned with information asymmetry, a condition wherein one party has more
or better information than another (Bergh et al., 2019). As a result of the information asymmetry,
the involved parties can then choose to either increase or decrease the level of asymmetry
through signals. Signals are sent or received via verbal and non-verbal behaviors that are visible
and in part designed to communicate (Spence, 2002).

In the case of leadership, signals have been positioned as an explanatory mechanism for
how leader behaviors can influence stakeholders’ behavior and evaluations of the leader (e.g.,
reduced counterproductive work behaviors, increased prosocial behavior; Antonakis et al., 2021,
Banks et al., 2023; Ernst et al., 2022; Stock et al., 2023). From a stakeholders’ perspective,
signals serve as information that will inform whether they find the signal sender to be a
competent leader, one who has stakeholders’ best interest in mind, and one that can be trusted,
among other factors (Bastardoz & Van Vugt, 2019).

For values-based leader behavior specifically, a leader may be signaling information
about the leader’s personal values, the values that guide the team, or the organization’s values.
For instance, if a leader were to close the office early so that the team could socialize outside of
the office, this behavior could be the leader’s direct expression of valuing benevolence (i.e., that

which is good for the group) and hedonism (i.e., having fun, enjoying life). The same behavior,
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however, may be an unusual expression for a particular leader (e.g., one who is extremely task-
focused), so closing the office early for team bonding may better capture the organization’s
values and the leader’s commitment to honoring the organization’s values. This is to say, the
behavioral expression of values is multi-level, with one’s behavior potentially signaling personal
values, the values of a team, or organization values.

2.1.4 Values-Based Leader Behaviors. Thus, by incorporating insights from previous
conceptualizations of values-based leadership as well as key components of leadership, values,
and behavior, values-based leader behavior is goal-oriented action or inaction signaling an
individual’s, organization’s, or society’s value structure.

This conceptualization includes several key attributes to help clarify precisely what is
meant by values-based leader behaviors. First, it introduces the necessary attribute of goal-
orientation which is a common attribute across both leadership and values. Second, drawing
upon research on behavior, this conceptualization clarifies that values-based behavior can be
expressed through action or inaction. For instance, the act of acknowledging an individual team
member’s accomplishment can express valuing individual achievement and simultaneously,
according to Schwartz’s circular values framework, the inaction of acknowledging the entire
team’s effort expresses valuing a team-oriented approach to a lesser degree. That is, all leader
behavior can be viewed from a values perspective, with the key differentiators between these
behaviors being the values that are signaled through the behavior (e.g., self-enhancement values
compared to other-oriented values) as well as the extent to which the behavior saliently expresses
the value.

Third, the inclusion of an individual, organizational, and societal perspective creates a

multi-level framework through which these behaviors can signal information. Fourth, the
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inclusion of value structures posits that all entities (e.g., individuals, teams, and organizations)
have a value structure that influences their behavior and can be used when making judgements
about others (e.g., whether a stakeholder will follower a leader signaling a particular value
structure). Fifth, the value structure component also entails the full spectrum of values,
distinguishing values-based leader behaviors from only being morally principled action.

With a proposed conceptualization of values-based leadership in hand, the next important
piece is to identify how to adequately measure this concept. Previous research on value-based
leadership typically involves questionnaires to gather data on leaders, stakeholders, values,
and/or behaviors (e.g., Brown & Trevino, 2009; Sosik, 2005). Although questionnaires are not
inherently problematic, when used to study leader behaviors and values they are prone to
considerable amounts of error due to artifacts such as endogeneity bias (Antonakis, 2010), recall
bias (Steiner & Rain, 1989), and social desirability (Nederhof, 1985), among other inconvenient
truths (Fischer et al., 2020). Other-report questionnaires are particularly problematic as they
position evaluations of behavior as a proxy for actual behavior. In doing so, introducing
retrospective bias and one’s positive (negative) affect at the time of the response (Fischer et al.,
2020; Hansbrough et al., 2015) as well as the respondent’s evaluation of the execution quality of
the behavior (Fischer & Sitkin, 2023). Consequently, future values-based leadership research,
although not needing to abandon questionnaires, should leverage other measurement devices and
study designs.

Recent leadership research has leveraged behavioral taxonomies to measure and test the
effects of leader behaviors (e.g., Antonakis et al., 2021; Ernst et al., 2022). Three existing leader
behavior concepts that are particularly salient examples of values-based leader behavior include

charismatic leader tactics (CLTs; Antonakis et al., 2016), ethical leader signals (ELSs; Banks et
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al., 2021a; 2023), and transformational leader behaviors (TLBs; Stock et al., 2023). Importantly,
each of these behavioral concepts necessarily includes the expression of at least one human
value, and the behavioral taxonomies provide mechanisms to communicate these values
saliently. 1 also make the argument that pay-for-performance behaviors (PFPs) are also value-
based, because such incentivization structures can saliently communicate a leader or
organization’s goal(s) which can communicate the organization’s value structure.

Although all leader behaviors can be viewed from a values perspective, leader behaviors
differ in the extent to which they saliently express a value or set of values. For instance, standard
(i.e., generic) leader behavior may broadly communicate to stakeholders the importance of doing
the right thing. While such behavior broadly expresses information about the leader prioritizing
prosocial values in their value structure, ELSs could accomplish this more saliently and
potentially generate greater influence. That is, ELSs such as rewarding ethical behavior or
correcting unethical behavior can more clearly signal the extent to which the leader prioritizes
pro-social values on their value structure compared to statements that broadly state the
importance of doing the right thing.

Next, | provide a brief review of CLTs, ELSs, TLBs, and PFPs to clarify how these
behaviors signal information about a leader’s value structure more saliently compared to
standard leader behavior.

Charismatic leader tactics. Charismatic leadership has received considerable attention
since House (1977) began its scientific exploration and Bass (1985) added to its popularity. After
receiving numerous critiques (e.g., van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013), Antonakis and colleagues
(2016) conducted a rigorous review of the topic, reconceptualizing charismatic leader tactics as

“value-based, symbolic, and emotion-laden leader signaling” (Antonakis et al., 2016, p. 304).



Their reconceptualization also identified nine verbal charismatic leader tactics with associated

definitions, presented in Table 2.

15
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Table 2: VValues-based leader behaviors

CLTs

ELSs

TLBs

Metaphor (or simile):

o Metaphor refers to a word or
phrase used to describe an object
or action that is different from its
original meaning. A simile is a
related comparison which often
uses “like” or “as.”

Stories / anecdotes:

o Generally, refers to particular
places, events, characters. Has a
plot and/or resolution. Do not
need to be true.

Moral conviction:
¢ Personal statement of values or
assessment of a situation that is
value-laden. Often asserts right
from wrong.

Sentiment of the collective:

o Statement of what one believes
the followers are thinking,
feeling, or aspiring to.

Setting high expectations:

e Explicit goal-setting for
followers that is ambitious, often
specific.

Create confidence that goals can
be achieved:

e Statement that the speaker
believes goals can be achieved.

Contrasts:

e Figure of speech in which one
idea is opposed to another one.

Lists and repetition:

e Lists are composed of at least
three parts and usually a
maximum of five. Can be explicit
(using numbers) or implicit.
Repetition refers to a word or
phrase repeated two or more
times.

Rhetorical questions:
¢ Question that is asked to create
an effect or make a statement, not
to gather information

Expressions about altruistic
action
o Makes statements about the
importance of engaging in actions
that promote the welfare of others
as an outcome
Expressions regarding, upholding
rules and norms
o Makes statements about rewards
and the importance of collective
ethical norms, rules, standards, or
values

Expressions regarding fair

decision making:

¢ Makes statements about the
importance of unbiased
consideration of the interests of
different entities (e.g., employees,
stakeholders) in decision making
processes

Expressions regarding two-way
communication:

e Openness — Makes statements
about an environment where all
individuals feel like they can be
open and share information

e Transparency — Makes
statements about communicating
transparently and sharing what
he/she can about situations that
arise within an appropriate time
frame

Expressions about corrective
action:

o Makes statements about
corrective actions for unethical
processes or outcomes

Virtue signaling:

o Makes statements about his or
her own moral character

Illustrative example:

o Discusses instances involving
other parties to portray what the
leader believes is right or wrong

Expressions regarding rewarding

moral behavior:

¢ Discusses official recognition for
ethical actions

Question critical assumptions:

o Makes statements with questions
that examine the fundamental
elements of an idea or argument

Words of affirmation:

o Makes statements with content

regarding a follower’s strengths
Seek different perspectives:

o Makes statements asking others
to express their creative ideas to
generate the best solution

Teaching life lessons:

o Makes statements with a lesson
or principle applicable to one or
more areas of life

Introduce follower to

developmental opportunity:

o Makes statements encouraging
others to step out of their comfort
zone for the sake of growth and
development

Present different perspectives:

o Makes statements that include
ideas or arguments that display
different perspectives on a matter




17

Given that CLTs include values-based leader signaling more broadly, these behaviors can
involve the expression of the entire spectrum of human values which can communicate
information about the sender’s value structure. Charismatic signals have been found to engage
with stakeholders in different ways. First, evidence suggests that leaders who enact CLTs receive
more positive evaluations from stakeholders compared to leaders who enact standard leader
behaviors (e.g., Antonakis et al., 2011; Hausefield, 2023). That is, stakeholders attend to these
signals and use the information to form an impression of the leader. Second, evidence suggests
that CLTs convey information that causes stakeholders to increase performance output (e.g.,
Antonakis et al., 2021; Ernst et al., 2022; Fest et al., 2021; Meslec et al., 2020; Nieken, 2022).
Although numerous studies have found evidence for the impact that CLTs can have on in-role
performance, less have explored the extent to which CLTSs influence extra-role performance
(e.g., Ernst et al., 2022). In their experiment, Ernst and colleagues found no statistically
significant relationship between CLTs and extra-role behavior but did find a practically
significant difference in that the CLT condition saw a 50% increase in the proportion of workers
who stayed to complete a voluntary work task compared to a control condition.

Related studies in the values literature have found experimental evidence that
communicating (i.e., priming) participants with different values can cause behavioral responses.
For instance, priming participants with achievement and competition-based values caused them
to better succeed at a word search task compared to being primed by neutral terms (Bargh et al.,
2001). Such findings may translate and have meaningful implications for leaders who express
values in their communication. Thus, evidence suggests CLTs could influence both performance

and performance beyond expectations by communicating the full range of human values.
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Ethical leader signals. The study of ethical leadership has seen a significant rise in
popularity and relevance in the 215 century. This rise is likely the result of an increasing number
of widely publicized scandals (Adler, 2002) as well as a growing belief that positive stakeholder
outcomes are just as, if not more, important than shareholder outcomes (Freeman, 2019).
Recently, Banks and colleagues (2021a) addressed concerns over ethical leader behavior’s
conceptual ambiguity and relativity by reconceptualizing it as “signaling behavior by the leader
(individual) targeted at stakeholders (e.g., an individual follower, group of followers, or clients)
comprising the enactment of prosocial values combined with the expression of moral emotions”
(pg. 6). Banks and colleagues (2023) then went on to identify eight verbal ethical leader signals
(see Table 2).

ELSs serve as signals to others regarding the extent to which the leader holds self-
transcendental values (e.g., universalism) and the emotions that motivated the leader to action
(i.e., moral emotions). Evidence suggests that these behaviors cause stakeholders to evaluate the
leader as more ethical, cause a reduction in financial theft, and an improvement in performance
(Banks et al., 2023). Banks and colleagues tested but did not find a statistically significant
relationship between ELSs and extra-role behavior; however, their experiment also seems to
currently be the only published behavioral investigation of ethical leader behavior and true extra-
role behavior.

Drawing upon studies in the values literature, evidence indicates that activating
universalism values raises the likelihood of selecting an environmentally friendly television
(Verplanken & Holland, 2002) and individuals who were primed with helpfulness demonstrated
higher likelihood of providing assistance to an experimenter after a minor lab incident (Macrae

& Johnston, 1998). That is, both studies found evidence that such values could increase the
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likelihood of participants acting in a way that they were not required. Thus, evidence suggests
that ELSs could influence both performance as well as performance beyond expectations.

Transformational leader behaviors. Transformational leadership, which has historically
been conflated with charismatic leadership, has been cited as one of the most popularly studied
leadership concepts (Banks et al., 2018; DeRue et al., 2011). Stock and colleagues (2023)
recently reviewed and reconceptualized TLBs to address critiques of the concept (e.g., van
Knippenburg & Sitkin, 2013), redefining it as “leader signaling through developmental and
prosocial behaviors tailored for each unique stakeholder” (pg. 6). Their work also identified six
verbal transformational leader behaviors (see Table 2).

TLBs can create social influence and reduce information asymmetries by communicating
the leader’s values and goals involving their desire to improve and enhance an individual, team,
and/or organization. Leaders can express stimulation values that can communicate novel ideas
regarding personal growth and challenges to help stakeholders with some aspect of development.
For instance, leaders can hold private information such as a good understanding of a team
member’s strengths and blind spots (Vazire & Carlson, 2011), the best avenue for a team
member to develop a specific skill set, and an understanding of meaningful goals and effective
strategies for completing them.

TLBs can inform stakeholders of the extent to which the leader values developing others
and contributing toward the good of the group (Bastardoz & Van Vugt, 2019; Brewer &
Gardner, 1996). Resulting from this information, stakeholders may be influenced to engage in
developmental activities, contribute more effort toward the good of the group, and more fully
adopt values related to a development-orientation. Evidence suggests that leaders who enact

TLBs can cause stakeholders to view the leader as more transformational as well as cause
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stakeholders to contribute more financially to a public goods pot (rather than keeping money for
personal gain) compared to leaders who enact standard leader behavior. Relatedly, priming
participants with the value of stimulation can increase curious behavior (e.g., number of
questions asked, Maio et al., 2009). Thus, evidence suggests TLBs could influence both
performance and performance above and beyond expectations.

Pay-for-performance. Pay-for-performance is a form of transactional leader behavior
which emphasizes providing rewards that are contingent upon the fulfillment of a contractual
obligation (Podsakoff et al., 2006). Traditionally, and especially from an economics viewpoint,
transactional and pay-for-performance leadership relationships are framed as absent of values
(Zehnder et al., 2017). However, pay-for-performance behaviors may instead inform
stakeholders of the sender’s value structure. PFPS may serve as costly signals (financially costly)
that carry information about what behavior(s) and output management and the business find most
desirable.

Meta-analytic evidence suggests a relatively strong relationship between pay-for-
performance behavior and performance output by quantity (;) =.34; Jenkins et al., 1998). Other
evidence suggests that money and cultivating a sense of community are goals that serve
conflicting values (Grouzet et al., 2005). Relatedly, Burgoyne and Lea (2006) found that priming
money can decrease the extent to which someone is helpful. Thus, evidence suggests PFPs may
communicate information about the sender’s value structure which would likely influence

performance but not performance above and beyond expectations.
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2.2 Influence, In-Role Behavior, and Extra-Role Behavior

Cognitive dissonance theory serves as a leading explanatory mechanism for how values-
based leader behavior can influence stakeholder behavior (Sosik, 2005). Given that one’s value
structure represents their prioritization of socially desirable behavior, individuals who act
inconsistently with the social expectations they endorse will likely experience guilt, self-
deprecation, or shame (Kluckhohn, 1951). Cognitive dissonance theory emphasizes that
individuals seek to find stability such that there is minimal dissonance between one’s held values
and behavior (Festinger, 1959). Consequently, when a leader saliently signals their value
structure (i.e., values-based leader behavior), these signals can moderate the extent to which a
stakeholder is influenced due to their desire to act in accordance with their value structure.
Importantly, acting in accordance with one’s value structure may or may not involve acting in
accordance with the leader’s value structure.

Important for determining the (in)efficacy of values-based leader behavior is capturing
the extent to which it influences stakeholders’ behavior. Work role behaviors (i.c., in- and extra-
role behavior) provide meaningful boundary conditions to measure stakeholder behavior in a
way that also provides evidence of influence. Practically speaking, work roles provide workers
and managers with a framework for distinguishing required from unrequired work behavior. In-
role behavior consists of the required responsibilities for a role and is the basis of job
performance (Katz, 1964). Extra-role behavior is that which benefits or is intended to benefit the
organization, goes beyond existing role expectations, and is discretionary (Van Dyne et al.,
1995).

In the case of leadership research, a significant increase or decrease of in- and/or extra-

role behavior can serve as indicators of influence (Tur et al., 2018). That is, leader behaviors
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shown to cause a meaningful change in stakeholder behavior provides evidence that the leader
behaviors influenced the stakeholder. Although in- and extra-role behavior can both serve as
indicators of meaningful behavior change, extra-role behavior can be positioned as a particularly
salient manifestation of influence.

Van Dyne and colleagues (1995) put forth three necessary conditions to define extra-role
behavior and distinguish it from in-role behavior: (1) that the behavior is not specified in
advance by role prescriptions, (2) it is not recognized by the reward system, and (3) it is not
cause for punishment when not performed. Although these conditions are limited in that they do
not capture all the complexities of work behavior (e.g., a behavior is not listed in a role
prescription yet becomes expected work behavior), when used cautiously (i.e., when workers and
managers are both clear on the distinction), they provide boundary conditions to identify and
distinguish in- and extra-role behavior. Given these conditions, such behavior can provide
evidence that a stakeholder was influenced to behave above and beyond expectations by choice
rather than through some other forceful mechanism (e.g., manipulation).

Thus, 1 will leverage the concepts of in- and extra-role behavior to serve as indicators of
the extent to which values-based leader behaviors influence stakeholders’ performance as well as
performance that is above and beyond expectations.

Hypothesis 1: Participants in the CLT (1a), ELS (1b), TLB (1c), and pay-for-performance
(1d) conditions will have higher levels of in-role performance than participants in the control
condition.

Hypothesis 2: Participants in the CLT (2a), ELS (2b), and TLB (2c), conditions will have
higher levels of extra-role performance than participants in the control and pay-for-
performance conditions.

Research Question 1: Which values-based leader behavior condition has the greatest
influence on in-role performance?



Research Question 2: Which values-based leader behavior condition has the greatest
influence on extra-role performance?
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS
3.1 Overview of Experiment

The between-subjects, virtual experiment tested whether values-based leader behaviors
influence stakeholder behavior. Workers watched an instructional video and were then asked to
complete a paid, pro-social task for ten minutes that involved labeling sentences as either nice or
not nice. The work-task is prosocial because the data gathered from the workers (whether they
think a sentence is nice or not nice) will actually be used to train a machine learning algorithm to
identify nice or not nice sentences (e.g., identify mean social media posts and alert the author).
Workers were informed in the instructional video that the outlets for this algorithm include our
society (the United States) or the entire world.

The workers were randomly assigned to one of five conditions with the difference
between each condition being the type of values-based leader behaviors they were exposed to in
the instructional video (or not exposed to in the case of the control condition). After completing
the ten-minute paid task, the workers were then shown a thank you video that again exposed the
worker to the values-based leader behaviors that coincided with their assigned condition. The
thank you video also asked the workers if they would be willing to stay for an additional five
minutes with no pay to help continue labeling sentences. | examined the effect that the values-
based leader behaviors had on influencing the workers’ behavior by measuring the number of
sentences they labeled during the ten-minute paid task (in-role performance), whether they chose
to stay to label additional sentences for no pay (yes/no; extra-role performance), and the number

of sentences labeled during the five-minute unpaid task period (extra-role performance).
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3.2 Open Data and Materials
The experimental design, hypotheses, and analysis plan were pre-registered on the Open
Science Framework and can be found here:

https://osf.io/m3kda/?view_only=e4207833c8054b909ff05abb2077a3b3. Additionally, all

materials, data, and analytic code will be made available upon submission of the manuscript to a

journal, and a transparency check will be completed.
3.3 Participants

| conducted an a priori power analysis using G*Power (Faul et al., 2009) to calculate the
sample size needed to detect a medium effect size (d = 0.30) of values-based leader behaviors on
stakeholder performance. The d value of .3 corresponds to observed effect sizes in previous
experimental manipulations of values-based leader behaviors (Banks et al., 2023; Ernst et al.,
2022; Stock et al., 2023). The analysis suggested a sample size of 540 was needed to detect this
effect size at a level of .80 power, with an alpha value of .05.

Temporary workers were recruited through a research listserv recruitment email at a large
southeastern university as well as through Prolific to gain a representative sample of university
students across the United States. All workers received $5 compensation for their work, with
workers from the large southeastern university receiving payment in the form of an Amazon gift
card and workers recruited through Prolific receiving cash. The difference in compensation
format was due to varying institutional payment restrictions, with the compensation format
expected to have no impact on the study.

The $5 compensation amount and the expected duration of the study (approximately 20
minutes) equates to a $15 hourly rate, at minimum. Workers that were randomly assigned to the

pay-for-performance condition were offered an additional $1 for every 50 sentences they labeled.


https://osf.io/m3kda/?view_only=e4207833c8054b909ff05abb2077a3b3

26

The 50-sentence amount was determined after a pilot session suggested that participants label on
average 132 sentences in 10 minutes. Consequently, with additional motivation, it was estimated
that most participants in the pay-for-performance condition would label approximately 132-199
sentences and earn an additional $2-3. This pay-for-performance ratio serves as an opportunity
for workers to receive a meaningful pay increase (approximately 150% pay increase) for

increasing their performance output.
3.4 Procedure and Design

The between-subjects, virtual experiment tested whether values-based leader behaviors
influence stakeholder performance and performance beyond expectations. To start, the workers
were randomly assigned to one of five conditions. The difference between the conditions was the
leader behaviors that the workers were exposed to during the five-minute instructional video
prior to the in-role task as well as the leader behaviors in the thank you video after the in-role
task (see Appendices A-D for the written speeches that were recorded for the instructional and
thank you video). The first condition served as the control, with the leader in the instructional
and thank you videos enacting standard leader behaviors. The other four conditions contained the
enactment of either CLTs, TLBs, ELSs, or PFP values-based leader behaviors, respectively. The
content shared in the videos was very similar across each of the conditions such that each worker
was informed about the purpose of the task, why it mattered, and how to complete the task.

Following the instructional video, the workers were presented with a short, written
description reiterating what they are being asked to do. The control, CLT, TLB, and ELS
conditions all received the exact same set of written instructions (see Appendix E). The PFP
condition’s short written description was adapted to inform workers that they would receive $1

for every 50 sentences they labeled during the 10-minute in-role task (see Appendix F). The
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written instructions also reminded the workers (they were first informed during the instructional
video) that the leader’s team has the ability to check whether a worker’s responses consistently
deviated from the norm.

After selecting the arrow at the bottom of the written instruction page, the 10-minute
timer began, and the workers were presented with the first sentence. The timer was visible at the
top left side of the page counting down from 10-minutes to 0 seconds (e.g., 10:00, 9:59, etc.).
The sentences were presented one at a time, in the same order for every worker, and with the
option to select whether the worker thought each sentence was nice or not nice. Once the 10-
minute timer reached 0 seconds, the page automatically advanced to the thank you video that was
associated with the workers’ assigned condition.

The thank you videos were each approximately one minute in duration and served
multiple purposes. First, the video expressed gratitude to the workers and reminded them of the
importance of the task. Second, it exposed the workers in the CLT, ELS, and TLB conditions to
more behaviors associated with their assigned condition. Third, the workers were asked if they
would be willing to stay for an extra five minutes to label sentences for no pay.

At the conclusion of the thank you video, the workers could advance to the next page
where they were presented the question of whether they would be willing to complete the
sentence labeling task for an additional five minutes for no pay. If the worker elected to stay,
then they would be presented with more sentences to label and a timer on the top of the screen
counting down from 5 minutes. If the worker elected not to stay, then they were advanced to
demographic questions. Those who elected to stay were advanced to the demographic questions

after completing the 5 minutes of extra work. The workers from the southeastern university



needed to provide their university email address to receive payment, which also allowed me to

check that participants only participated once.

3.4.1 Leadership Manipulation. An experienced actress was recruited and paid to
perform the speeches for all the instructional and thank you videos. The videos were
professionally recorded and edited for highest quality.

To write the speeches that were then performed and recorded, the control speech was
written first and then adapted for each condition to include the respective values-based leader
behaviors. This approach ensured that the experimental conditions were not being compared
against a weak or bad control condition (i.e., a poison vs. medicine comparison; Lonati et al.,
2018). Care was taken to maintain as much consistency as possible across the speeches (e.g.,
word count, number of signals) so that the values-based leader behaviors were the only
manipulation. The control instructional video speech (i.e., standard leader behavior) contained
956 words. The PFP speech was identical to the control speech. The CLT instructional video
speech contained 949 words, a 0.8% difference from the control speech. The TLB instructional
video speech had 954 words, a 0.3% difference from the control speech. The ELS instructional
video speech contained 971 words, a 1.2% difference from the control speech.

As far as the content and delivery of the speeches, the speeches in the control condition

were of good quality with the use of appropriate facial gestures, voice tone, and intentionally
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contained minimal values-based leader behaviors. The PFP speeches were identical to the control

speeches because the concept does not have a taxonomy of leader behaviors with validity
evidence. The work to test and develop such a taxonomy of behaviors was beyond the scope of

the current project. Instead, the PFP condition received the same instructional video as the

control condition, with the leadership manipulation occurring in the written instruction presented
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after the instructional video. The PFP condition received additional instruction in bold lettering
stating that they will receive $1 for every 50 sentences that they label.

The speeches for the other three conditions were written to include a mixture! of values-
based leader behaviors associated with its condition (for a review of the leader behaviors, see
Table 2). The ELS speech expressed prosocial values (universalism). This was manifested in the
speeches by framing the algorithm’s impact as capable of making the world a better place (i.e.,
that which is good for all) and conveying that workers were hired to help develop this algorithm
to reduce the likelihood of biases. The TLB speech expressed developmental (stimulation) and
benevolent values (i.e., that which is good for the in-group). These values were manifested by
framing how the algorithm could help our society (i.e., more localized than speaking about the
entire world) and how this task itself could be a development opportunity for workers. Lastly,
given that CLTs are value-laden, they necessarily involve the expression of values but are not
restricted in which values the behaviors express. The values in this condition were manifested
through emphasizing values that were not as prevalent in the other conditions such as individual
achievement (“how much do you want to make a difference?”’) as well as mentioning how this

task can contribute to the prosocial mission of eliminating mean social media posts.

! To date, there is no conceptual nor empirical evidence that CLTs, ELSs, or TLBs need to be used in equal
proportion (e.g., using each CLT twice in a speech) to increase efficacy. Consequently, | incorporated leader
behaviors throughout the speeches where they seemed to fit most naturally.
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3.4.2 Manipulation checks. Several manipulation checks were conducted to ensure each
experimental speech contained significantly more of its values-based behaviors compared to the
other speeches. Results from the manipulation check can be found in Table 3. First, each speech
transcript was fed through a proprietary natural language processing algorithm that codes written
content for CLTs (Garner et al., 2019). The algorithm identifies the probability that a sentence
contains a CLT. This algorithm provided evidence that the CLT speech contained significantly
more CLTs compared to the other speeches. Second, each speech transcript was fed through an
ELS natural language processing algorithm (Banks et al., 2023) to analyze the number of
sentences in each speech that contained an ELS. The algorithm found evidence that the ELS
speech contained significantly more ELSs than the other speeches. Third, two trained human
raters coded the speech transcripts for TLBs. This approach was taken given that a TLB natural
language processing algorithm has not been published. The two experienced coders received a
coding guide with definitions of each TLB to score the speech transcripts. The human raters
found a significant difference in the amount of TLBs in the appropriate speech compared to the
speeches for the other conditions. The observed agreement of 84% between the two coders was
acceptable (Cohen’s kappa = .68). Estimates of Cohen’s kappa of .61 to .80 is considered

substantial agreement (Landis & Koch, 1977).
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Table 3: Counts of Values-based Leader Behaviors Incorporated in each Speech

Control &

PFP Speech CLT Speech | ELS Speech | TLB Speech

CLT NLP
Coding
(Garner et al.,
2019)

ELS NLP
Coding (Banks 10 11 21 12
et al., 2022)
TLB Human
Coders (8,0) 9, 2) (6, 1) (27, 18)
Note: Both the instructional speech and the thank you speech were combined to capture
the total number of respective behaviors throughout the entire condition

5 24 12 3

3.5 Work task and performance measure.

The work task selected for this study consisted of labeling sentences as either nice or not
nice. Participants were informed that their input would be used as data to train a machine
learning algorithm that could alert individuals if their behavior could be perceived by others as
unpleasant. For instance, the machine learning algorithm could be incorporated onto social media
platforms to alert people before they post a message that could be perceived as mean or
malicious.

To compile the sentences, | leveraged ChatGPT to generate 300 sentences for the in-role
task and 150 sentences for the extra-role task. To generate the sentences, | entered prompts such
as “Can you provide 20 examples of rude leader behavior with examples of how to say it
nicely?” and “What are examples of passive aggressive behavior on social media?” |
intentionally generated more mean sentences as this was ultimately more beneficial for training
the machine learning algorithm (270 not nice sentences and 180 nice sentences). Additionally, |
checked that there were no two sentences the same (see Appendix G for example sentences).

This task was selected for three reasons. First, language classification tasks are

commonly used to study human behavior (e.g., Rosch, 1975). Second, the preponderance of
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mean and malicious behavior on the internet (e.g., hate speech) is a well-known issue
(Matamoros-Fernandez & Farkas, 2021). Creating an algorithm with the purpose of reducing the
amount of mean behavior in society is something that most people would agree is a social good.
Consequently, it was a non-controversial mission which allowed for greater experimental
control. Third, it is a real-world task in that the data will actually be used to train a machine
learning algorithm for a separate project and workers were paid a competitive hourly wage for
their contribution. Fourth, it is a relatively easy task that does not require a specialized skill set.

One benefit of using Prolific was that workers could easily message me with thoughts or
concerns they had. Several messages alluded to how they took the work task seriously. For
instance, one worker shared some of the sentences they were unsure whether they were nice or
not nice. Another worker said that this algorithm would be very useful and great to have. Thus,
although anecdotal, these comments provided further evidence that this was perceived as a
realistic and prosocial task.

The performance measurements consisted of objective measures of in- and extra-role
behavior. For the in-role behavior measure, | counted the number of sentences workers labeled
during the 10-minute paid task. For the extra-role behavior measures, I first captured whether
they agreed to stay to voluntarily stay to label more sentences. Then, | counted the number of
sentences labeled across each condition (capturing the average and net output produced by each

condition).



33

CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
4.1 Data Preparation and Screening

Data were gathered through Qualtrics and exported as a .csv file to be analyzed in the
statistical software package, R. I used Qualtrics’s quota feature to prevent oversampling.
Consequently, data collection automatically stopped when the sample reached the targeted 540
complete responses.

I went through a series of screenings before finalizing the dataset for analysis. The first
screening involved reviewing participant university email addresses to check for duplicates. This
screening yielded zero duplicate participants. Relatedly, Prolific has a built-in feature that limits
participants’ ability to complete a research study or task more than once. The second screening
involved removing workers who did not complete the task. For workers recruited from the
southeastern university, completion of the task required that they provide their university email
address to receive payment. There were 30 incomplete responses that did not count towards the
quota. These partial responses were removed from the final dataset. Although dropping out
midway through may be meaningful in and of itself, this exclusion criteria matches Prolific’s
automatic procedure of deleting a response if the participant stopped mid-way through the task
and timed out. The median completion time for the task was 22 minutes and 14 seconds.

The third screening included checking the Prolific data for the presence of bots (i.e.,
“algorithmically controlled accounts that emulate the activity of human users but operate at
much higher pace”) (Bessi & Ferrara, 2016, para. 2). Although Prolific has several procedures to
safeguard against bots (e.g., submission limitation by unique IP address, Bradley, 2018), bots are
important to check for in online research as they threaten the integrity of data quality (Griffin et

al., 2022). Potential bots in the data were screened for by comparing demographic information
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between that gathered through the Qualtrics survey and users’ Prolific demographic data (Griffin
et al., 2022). This work indicated bots were not present in the data.

The fourth screening involved analyzing the ratio of times each worker’s responses
deviated from the norm for each sentence labeled. Consistent deviation from the norm could
suggest insufficient effort responding, introducing error into the results. 50% deviation or more
was the cutoff point, with 50% deviation or more suggesting insufficient effort responding. This
is an imperfect cutoff yet, given that there was not a 50% chance of selecting the right answer at
random (270 not nice sentences and 180 nice sentences), would at least identify workers that
clearly selected responses at random. The average deviation was 7.6%, with no workers crossing
the 50% threshold. Table 4 provides the means and standard deviations for percent deviation
from the norm across all conditions.

Table 4: Percent flagged responses mean and standard deviation by condition and role behavior

Conditions
Control CLT ELS PFP TLB
M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
In-role 7.52 5.53 6.06 4.04 10.25 8.78 6.52 5.39 7.69 6.25

Flagged

Extra-role  4.47 4.47 4.36 4.43 6.49 6.95 4.72 4.28 4.52 6.53
Flagged

4.2 Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
Participant demographic data broken down by each condition can be found in Table 5 and
the same information by each sample in Table 6. Means, standard deviations, and correlations for

study variables can be found in Table 7.



Table 5: Participant characteristics by condition

N

Women

Men

Non-binary / third gender

Prefer not to say

American Indian

Asian

Black or African American
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish Origin
Middle Eastern or North African
White

Some other race, ethnicity, or origin
Multi-racial/ethnic

Control CLT ELS PFP TLB Totals
111 105 109 104 111 540
65 52 54 59 57 287 53%
42 48 52 43 50 235 43%
2 4 2 0 3 11 2%
2 1 1 2 1 7 1%
1 1 1 0 0 3 1%
20 13 16 18 7 74 14%
21 18 24 17 20 100 19%
4 12 4 7 4 31 6%
1 1 0 1 5 8 1%
55 44 49 47 55 250 46%
1 2 1 1 2 7 1%
8 14 13 13 18 66 12%

Table 6: Participant characteristics by sample

N

Age
Women
Men

Non-binary / third gender

Prefer not to say
American Indian
Asian

Black or African American
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish Origin
Middle Eastern or North African

White

Some other race, ethnicity, or origin

Multi-racial/ethnic

Sample 1  Sample 2

240
33.86
112
123
4
1
0
23
72
12
2
99
3
29

300
23.63
175
112
7
6
3
51
28
19
6
151
4
37

35
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Table 7: Means, standard deviations, and correlations with confidence intervals

Variable M

1. Age 28.19
2. Woman 0.53
3. White 0.46
4, Control 0.21
5.CLT 0.19
6. ELS 0.20
7. PFP 0.19
8. TLB 0.21
9. Extra-role

(YIN) 0.42
10. In-role 120.93
Performance

11. Extra-role

Performance 25.14

SD
10.51
0.50
0.50
0.40
0.40
0.40
0.39

0.40

0.49

48.44

33.73

1

-.04
[-.13, .04]
_.14**
[-.22, -.06]
-.02
[-.10, .07]
-01
[-.09, .07]
04
[-.04, .13]
-01
[-.09, .08]
-01
[-.09, .08]

20%*
[.13, .29]
_.12**
[-.20, -.03]
A7
[.09, .25]

2

-01
[-.09, .08]
06
[-.03, .14]
-.04
[-12, .05]
-.04
[-12, .05]
04
[-.05, .12]
-.02
[-.10, .07]

-06
[-.14, .03]
05
[-.04, .13]
-.05
[-.13, .04]

3

03
[-.05, .12]
-.04
[-.13, .04]
-01
[-.10, .07]
-01
[-.10, .07]
03
[-.05, .12]

-.08
[-.16, .01]
15%*
[.07, .24]
-03
[-12, .05]

4

_‘25**
[-33,-.17]
_.26**
[-33,-.18]
_.25**
[-33,-.17]
_‘26**
[-34,-.18]

-10*
[-.19, -.02]
-05
[-13, .04]
-08
[-.16, .00]

5 6 7 8 9 10
_.25**
[-.32, -.17]
- 24%% - 25%%
[-32,-16]  [-.32,-.16]
_.25** _.26** _.25**
[-33,-17] [-33,-18]  [-33,-17]
01 08 03 -02
[-07,.10]  [-.00,.17] [-06, .11]  [-10,.07]
-11* -.09* 27%* -.02 -.06
[-19,-03]  [-.17,-.00] [19,.35]  [-11,.06] [-14, 03]
-.04 03 09* 01 87+ A7
[-12,.05]  [-.06,.11] [00,.17]  [-08,.09] .85, .89] [.09, .25]

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. The
confidence interval is a plausible range of population correlations that could have caused the sample correlation (Cumming, 2014). * indicates p <.05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table 5 shows that the randomization was effective, with each condition featuring
comparable distributions of participants’ demographic characteristics. In terms of worker
productivity, there was an average of 121 sentences labeled during the 10 minute in-role task.
Regarding extra-role effort, 42% of workers elected to voluntarily stay to label more sentences
for no pay. Of those who stayed, there was an average of 59 sentences labeled in the 5-minute
extra-role work period. Table 8 provides the averages across each condition for in-role

performance and extra-role performance.



In-role

Extra-
role:
all
worker
S
Extra-
role:
only
worker
who
stayed

Table 8: Performance mean, standard deviation, and total sentences labeled by condition and role behavior

38

Conditions
Control CLTs ELSs PFP TLBs
M SD T M SD T M SD T M SD T M SD T

116.27 45.31 12,906

19.80

61.06

31.57

23.23

2198

110.16 42.02 11,567

22.48

51.30

30.25

24.56

2360

11255 43.60 12,268

26.94

53.38

32.02

24.75

2936

147.71 59.60 15,362

31.23 39.62

69.11

28.98

3248

118.92 41.20 13,200

2552 3410 2833

62.96 22.30
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Steps were taken to search for meaningful difference between the two samples. An
independent two samples t-test found no significant differences between the two samples for in-
role performance (t(457.30) = -1.05, p =0.29) and extra-role performance (t(501.37) = -0.50, p
=0.62). Additionally, binary logistic regression was performed for the decision to stay and found
no significant difference (b = .12, p = 0.46)

4.3 Experiment Results

To test Hypothesis 1, that participants in the CLT (1a), ELS (1b), TLB (1c), and PFP (1d)
will have higher levels of performance than participants in the control condition, | conducted a
one-way ANOVA using the ‘stats’ package in R (R Core Team, 2013). The results suggest a
significant main effect (F(1, 538) = 7.98, p = 0.005). A post-hoc Dunnett’s test (Dunnett, 1955)
using the ‘DescTools’ package in R (Signorell et al., 2022) revealed that the PFP condition (M =
147.71, SD = 59.60) had a greater influential effect on workers than standard leader behaviors
(M =116.27, SD = 45.31), CLTs (M = 110.16, SD = 42.02), ELSs (M = 112.55, SD = 43.60),
and TLBs (M =118.92, SD = 41.20). This influential effect resulted in the PFP condition
collectively labeling 15,362 sentences compared to 12,906 for the standard leader behavior
condition, 11,657 for the CLT condition, 12,268 for the ELS condition, and 13,200 for the TLB
condition. Thus, only hypothesis 1d received support.

In response to Research Questions 1, which asked which values-based leader behavior
has the greatest influence on in-role performance, the results found that the PFP condition had
the greatest influence on in-role performance.

To address Hypothesis 2, that participants in the CLT (2a), ELS (2b), and TLB (2c)
conditions will have higher levels of extra-role performance than participants in the control and

PFP conditions, | conducted multiple analyses to gather evidence. First, I conducted binomial
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logistic regression to analyze differences in the decision to stay across conditions. To do so, |
dummy coded the conditions, using the control condition as the reference group. The results
indicated that workers from the ELS condition (b =.75, p =.007) were significantly more likely
to stay compared to the control condition, whereas workers from the PFP condition (b = .54, p =
.056), CLT (b =.48, p=.086) and TLB (b = .535, p =.21) were not significantly more likely to
stay compared to workers from the control condition. Practically speaking, 32% of the control
condition, 44% of the CLT condition, 50% of the ELS condition, 45% of the PFP condition, and
41% of the TLB condition chose to stay to complete additional work.

Second, I conducted a one-way ANOVA that compared the extra-role performance of
those who stayed for the extra-task from each condition (i.e., excluding those who did not stay).
The results suggest a significant effect (F(1, 227) = 3.95, p = 0.048), but a post-hoc Dunnett’s
test found no significant differences between the control condition (M = 61.06, SD = 23.23) and
CLTs (M =51.30, SD = 24.56), ELSs (M = 53.38, SD = 24.75), PFPs (M = 69.11, SD = 28.98),
and TLBs (M =62.96, SD = 22.30). These results suggest no significant differences between the
conditions regarding the number of sentences labeled by workers who chose to stay for the extra-
task (i.e., their work pace during the extra-role task). Importantly, this analysis was
underpowered given that it only included 42% of the total sample.

Third, I conducted a Kruskal-Wallis test that compared the extra-role performance across
all workers in the extra-role task (i.e., including both those who stayed and those who did not
stay) (Kruskal & Wallis, 1952). The results suggest no significant difference (p = 0.16) in the
medians across the conditions.

To answer Research Question 2, which values-based leader behavior condition has the

greatest influence on extra-role performance, the binominal logistic regression analysis suggests
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that the presence of ELSs was the greatest predictor of a worker being influenced to stay for the
extra-role task. Regarding performance output, no statistically significant differences were found

between conditions.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
5.1 General Discussion

Values-based leader behaviors have been considered highly effective behaviors capable
of influencing stakeholders to perform above and beyond expectations. However, research to
date has leveraged numerous conceptualizations which causes concern regarding the extent to
which previous studies are referring to and measuring the same concept. Additionally, the
overreliance on questionnaires needs triangulated support to provide additional validity evidence
for the (in)effectiveness of values-based leader behaviors. The current manuscript took a first
step at addressing these issues so that scholars and practitioners can better understand what
values-based leader behavior is and to what extent it is effective.

To that end, the first major contribution of this work is providing a conceptualization of
values-based leader behavior that draws upon previous related definitions yet avoids the issues
they contained. Additionally, it incorporates best practices regarding developing conceptual
definitions (Podsakoff et al., 2016) by gathering the key attributes of the concept and ensuring
that the definition does not include outcomes (Fischer & Sitkin, 2023). Importantly, this new
conceptualization is framed from a signaling theory perspective which positions values-based
leader behavior as a way for people to communicate their value structure more saliently. From
this conceptualization, we can then research consequential relationships such as the extent to
which various behavioral expressions of values appeals to stakeholders and/or influences their
behavior.

Based on this new conceptualization, I then identified four manifestations of values-based
leader behaviors: CLTs, ELSs, TLBs, and PFPs. Charismatic, ethical, and transformation leader

behaviors have often been considered value-based leader behaviors (Banks et al., 2018; House
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1996) and all contain value-laden behaviors in their respective definitions. Pay-for-performance
is often considered the practical opposite of values-based leader behaviors. However, pay-for-
performance strategies can signal the sender’s (e.g., leader’s or organization’s) value structure
through the task and goal they are incentivizing workers to achieve. Thus, with a new
conceptualization of values-based leader behaviors that is better equipped to be studied
rigorously and four operationalizations of the concept, | conducted an experiment to explore the
extent to which values-based leader behaviors cause stakeholders to perform above and beyond
expectations.

The second major contribution of this study was conducting a randomized experiment
that explored the causal effects of values-based leader behaviors. This experiment accomplished
multiple objectives. First, it incorporated values-based behaviors that expressed a range of
human values rather than focusing only on other-oriented values. Second, it incorporated a
realistic work task with consequential work outcomes to evaluate the extent to which values-
based leader behavior caused workers to perform above and beyond expectations.

For the first measure of influence, | used the quantity of sentences labeled during the in-
role task to measure the extent to which these behaviors impacted performance. For the second
measure of influence, I captured workers’ decision to voluntarily participate in an extra-role task
as an indicator of performance above and beyond expectations. For the third measure of
influence, 1 used the number of sentences labeled by workers in the extra-role task as an
indicator of performance above and beyond expectations.

The findings from this experiment found minimal evidence that values-based leader
behaviors are an effective tactic to influence performance above and beyond expectations

compared to a control group. The results found that pay-for-performance strategies are capable
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of positively influencing performance (in-role behavior), and that ELSs are capable of
influencing performance above and beyond expectations (extra-role behavior). Most surprising
of these findings is that only pay-for-performance strategies had a significant influence on in-role
behavior and that only ethical leader signals had a significant influence on performance above
and beyond expectations.

Regarding the effect of values-based leader behaviors on in-role behavior, the influence
caused by PFPs was not surprising. A vast amount of evidence suggests that PFPs can influence
in-role performance (Jenkins et al., 1998). More surprising was that CLTs, ELSs, and TLBs did
not significantly influence stakeholders such that it increased their output. The expectation was
that these values-based leader behaviors would saliently communicate the leader’s value
structure more so than the control group, and this information would cause workers to increase
their effort and engagement with the task.

A few reasons could explain why there was no significant difference found between
CLTs, ELSs, and TLBs compared to the control group. First, CLTs, ELSs, and TLBs may not
have saliently communicated (i.e., signaled) the leader’s values more so than the control group.
That is, the prosocial task that workers across all conditions completed may have saliently
communicated the leader’s value structure, with values-based leader verbal behaviors having
little incremental effect above and beyond the values communicated through the task itself.
Second, CLTs, ELSs, and TLBs may have communicated the leader’s values such that workers
were aware of the leader’s value structure priorities, but this information did not influence their
behavior to accomplish a higher output than the control group. Third, CLTs, ELSs, and TLBs
communicated the leader’s values such that the workers were aware of them, and they influenced

workers’ behavior in the opposite direction than expected. For instance, the CLT and ELS
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conditions produced less output during the in-role task compared to the control group, and this
may have been caused by CLTs and ELSs influencing workers to focus on the quality (i.e.,
completing the task slowly and cautiously) of their output rather than the quantity.

Regarding the effect of values-based leader behaviors on workers’ extra-role behavior,
ELSs were the only behaviors found to significantly increase the likelihood of a worker staying
to participate in the extra-role task. This finding was expected and provides evidence that ELSs,
which should communicate the leader’s value prioritization of prosocial values (i.e.,
universalism), are capable of influencing stakeholder behavior significantly more than a control
group. Although this did not cause the workers in the ELS condition to produce the greatest
output across all conditions, it provided evidence that ELSs can influence stakeholders to
participate in a task that they are not required to do, will not be punished if they do not do, and
will not be rewarded if they do.

Regarding the surprising findings that CLTs and TLBs were not as influential as
expected, the results were in the hypothesized direction. Additionally, and practically speaking,
CLTs and TLBs were still influential in that 12% and 9% more of workers in these conditions,
respectively, chose to stay and participate in the extra-role task compared to the control
condition. Findings from related studies found evidence that CLTs caused participants to
evaluate a leader more positively (i.e., prototypical leader) as well as increase in-role
performance (e.g., Antonakis et al., 2021; Ernst et al., 2021), however, cause no significant effect
on extra-role behavior. Relatedly, Stock and colleagues (2023) found evidence that TLBs cause
participants to evaluate the leader as more transformational as well as contribute more money to
a prosocial good account. Moreover, studies from the values literature have found evidence from

across cultures and contexts that the presence of values (e.g., priming stakeholders’ values) are
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associated with influencing stakeholder behavior such as donating money, sharing and giving,
and volunteering to invest time for a social cause (reviewed in Arieli et al., 2020, Sanderson &
McQuilkin, 2017) as well as increasing performance outputs on tasks (Bargh et al., 2001; Maio,
2010).

A couple of reasons could explain why CLTs and TLBs did not influence workers to stay
to a similar extent compared to ELSs. First, the prosocial nature of the task itself may have been
enough to influence more workers from the control group to stay, reducing the observed
difference in workers’ decision to stay. Second, the ELSs may have been perceived as more
costly than CLTs and ELSs, such that ELSs provided workers with a more convincing plea for
why they should stay.

Interestingly, although not a statistically significant predictor, workers in the PFP
condition performed better than expected regarding the likelihood that they would stay to
complete the extra-role task as well as their output during the extra-role task. While this may
have been due to chance, future research could further explore potential explanations for this
finding to better understand the extent to which PFPs communicate values and are capable of
influencing stakeholders to perform above and beyond expectations.

One potential explanation worth exploring further regarding PFPs influence on extra-role
behavior is that workers in the pay-for-performance condition felt the need for reciprocity given
the additional pay they received beyond the expected $5. Reciprocity is one of the “rules” of
exchange explained by social exchange theory (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Gouldner (1960)
defined reciprocity as a force by which a recipient of a positive act feels an obligation to return,
in some form, as much as they were given. Reciprocity could explain, at least to some extent,

how PFPs could influence extra-role performance.
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A second explanation worth exploring, and the one that aligns most with my proposed
conceptualization of values-based leader behaviors, is that the PFP condition provided a costly
and salient signal of the leader’s value structure. That is, the prosocial mission of creating an
algorithm to reduce mean social media behavior coupled with the willingness to pay workers
extra for increasing their output communicates that the leader truly cares about this cause.
Resulting from this communication, the workers in the PFP condition were then influenced to
stay to complete additional work. Future research could explore this relationship further by
manipulating the value that is expressed through a task that the leader is asking stakeholders to
complete to test whether PFPs saliently communicate values and, if so, the extent to which this
influences stakeholders.

A third explanation worth exploring is the extent to which the experimental task and
leader behavior manipulations influenced stakeholder behavior. That is, given that the pay-for-
performance condition was informed prior to beginning the task of an unexpected incentive that
will be based on their performance output, perhaps these workers thought they would receive a
surprising reward for their effort in the extra-role task. Future research can explore such

psychological mechanisms further.



48

5.2 Theoretical Implications

5.2.1 Signaling Theory. Evidence from the experiment in this study provides some
support for the new conceptualization of values-based leader behaviors proposed earlier in this
manuscript. Perhaps the most important contribution of this new definition is the integration of
signaling theory. The inclusion of the signaling framework shifts the focus of the concept from
how appealing the values message is to focus on the behaviors that serve as conduits of
information regarding the sender’s value structure. This reframing provides both a clearer
definition of values-based leader behaviors and allows it to be studied more rigorously by de-
conflating the behavior from its effect (whether the value message appealed to others).

Additionally, the integration of signaling theory provides a framework that incorporates
the cost of the signal into the communication process. Evidence from the experiment suggests
that, although not a statistically significant predictor, paying workers based on their in-role
performance may be a costly signal that conveys information about the leader’s value structure
which can increase the likelihood of stakeholders performing above and beyond expectations.

Bird and Smith (2005) presented four necessary characteristics of behavior for it to
qualify as costly signaling. First, others must be able to easily observe the behavior. Second,
there must be a cost to the actor’s resources, energy, or another significant domain. Third, the
signal must reliably communicate information about the signaler, such as their intelligence,
health, or access to resources. Fourth, the costly behavior must create some degree of advantage
for the signaler. Given that values-based leader behaviors align with these conditions, the
signaling theory framework allows for future research to further explore mechanisms through

which behaviors are seen as more or less costly as well as the impact this has on their influence.
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5.2.2 Values-based Behaviors in Leadership. Values are an important component to
bring more central to the conversation of leader behaviors. Over the years there have been
intermittent efforts to further integrate values and leadership (e.g., Lord & Brown, 2001).
However, given the inclusion of the concept of values as a key attribute in multiple definitions of
leader behaviors, understanding the role of values in leader behavior is quite important.

There are multiple benefits that could come from further integrating literature on
leadership and values. VValues may help with the conversations on construct redundancy that are
circulating the leadership literature (e.g., Banks et al., 2018; Bormann & Rowold, 2018; Fischer
& Sitkin, 2023). For instance, two behaviors in separate leader behavior taxonomies such as
teaching life lessons (TLB) and illustrative examples (ELS) may look very similar and cause
scholars to consider whether they are redundant. However, similar behaviors may be
communicating different information depending on the values that are expressed through these
behaviors. That is, the behaviors themselves may appear redundant on the surface, but the
information communicated through the behaviors is meaningfully different. Consequently,
values may play an important role in further understanding the extent to which construct
redundancy impacts leadership research.

One observation from conducting this study is that additional thought will be needed to
determine the extent to which the concept of values-based leader behaviors and charismatic
leader tactics are distinguishable. Currently, the definitions are largely overlapping given that
charisma covers “values-based” behaviors broadly compared to ethical and transformational
behaviors which focus on a specific subset of values. Interestingly, the signaling theory and
behavioral revolution was largely initiated by Antonakis and colleagues’ (2011; 2016) work on

charismatic leadership tactics. These scholars paved the way for the theoretical relationship
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between leader behaviors and signaling theory which has allowed for leader behavior concepts to
be studied with considerably more rigor. Additionally, Antonakis and colleagues (2016)
provided a road map for the need to reconceptualize charisma which was then replicated to
enhance other leader behavior concepts (e.g., Banks et al., 2021a; Stock et al., 2023). However,
after redefining the concept of values-based leader behaviors, the definition seems largely
overlapping with charismatic leader tactics.

A reasonable question is whether the concept of values-based leader behaviors was even
needed given that its definition seemingly overlaps significantly with CLTs. The experiment in
the current study provides evidence that a meta-level concept that both unites related behaviors
and distinguishes them is a meaningful contribution to both theory and practice. That is, the
concept of values-based leader behaviors helps explain how two seemingly unrelated leader
behavioral concepts, PFPs and ELSs, can communicate information about a leader’s value

structure which can influence stakeholders to perform above and beyond expectations.
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5.3 Practical Implications

5.3.1 Influence. The current study and related studies provide evidence that values-based
leader behaviors can influence stakeholders to act in accordance with a leader’s or organization’s
goal. Although the effect sizes vary, even a small effect size can have important practical
implications. For instance, if an organization reaches out to a large group of stakeholders to
consider donating to charity with the organization agreeing to match the stakeholder’s collective
donation (a costly values-based signaling behavior at the organization-level; Charness & Holder,
2017), even a small effect size can be a meaningful outcome for the charity and its mission.
Relatedly, leaders may be able to leverage values-based leader behaviors to maintain adequate

levels of engagement to drive positive business outcomes (Harter et al., 2002).

5.3.2 Leadership Training. Framing values-based leader behaviors as signals regarding
one’s value structure can be particularly advantageous for leadership training. The current work
and related behavioral studies provide evidence that values-based leader behaviors can influence
stakeholder behavior. Consequently, a growing body of evidence supports understanding these
behaviors as conduits of information regarding the sender’s value structure. This perspective
allows for a natural progression of helping experienced and emerging leaders understand their
value structure. After developing that understanding, the next steps would be helping leaders
understand how their behavior can and does express their value structure and how this
information can influence stakeholder behavior. This approach to leader training should help
enhance both self-awareness (Chon & Sitkin, 2021) as well as aid help leaders create an

actionable development plan for continued growth as a leader.
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5.4 Limitations and Future Research Directions

One limitation of this work, which is also a common critique of experiments in
organizational behavior more generally, is that experiments are limited in their ability to capture
the complexities and nuances of workplace behavior (Podsakoff & Podsakoff, 2019). That is,
laboratory experiments, although offering control, are often considered artificial in that the
manipulation can be short and weak which reduces ecological validity. On the other hand, field
experiments, although necessarily having greater ecological validity and tending to have greater
external validity than laboratory experiments, are limited in the extent to which extraneous
variables can be controlled. The current study attempted to strike a balance between the
advantages and limitations of both by conducting a virtual experiment that incorporated a real-
world work task. The virtual environment via an online platform allowed for a considerable
amount of control and the real-world work task increased the ecological validity. Additionally, to
address concerns of a weak experimental manipulation, this study added a second leader
behavior speech (e.g., the thank you speech) to strengthen the manipulation. These components,
while not making the perfect organizational experiment, created the conditions necessary for
causal determinacy and building our collective understanding of values-based leader behaviors.

Future studies could extend this work by conducting field experiments where leaders and
team members have a true longer-term relationship. For instance, the organization could organize
values-based leader training for team leaders or emerging leaders (e.g., high potential
candidates). Researchers could then analyze individual, team, and organizational metrics (e.g.,
promotion rates, team and organizational performance, retention, engagement) and compare the
values-based leader behavior trainees to a control group (e.g., trainees who went through a

standard leader training) or individuals who did not receive any training.
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A field study investigating the longitudinal nature of work relationships could be a
particularly important area to investigate values-based leader behaviors. Overtime, the likelihood
increases that leaders would act in disaccord with their most commonly expressed values
(Morrison & Robinson, 1997). For instance, if the leader often expresses and has a reputation for
valuing universalism and caring for others but makes a decision (or multiple decisions) that
appear to value their own well-being at some cost to others (e.g., Adams et al., 2011),
stakeholders viewing this behavior may see these values as incompatible. This may then
influence stakeholders’ evaluation of the leader (e.g., view the leader negatively) which could
hinder the leader’s ability to influence others to accomplish the mission or goal. Thus, a general
research question worth exploring in future research is: to what extent do values-based leader
behaviors pose a risk to the signal sender?

A second limitation of this study is the restricted range of enacted values in the leadership
manipulation. The limited range of selected values is in part due to designing a feasible
experiment with a sample size that could realistically be attained. That is, to manipulate each
value would have required ten (basic values) or nineteen (further refined values) conditions. The
restricted range of enacted values was also due to the limited emphasis that leadership research
has placed on the values component. To my knowledge, only CLTs, ELSs and, TLBs 1) contain
the enactment of values in their respective definitions and 2) have a behavioral taxonomy with
validity evidence. Future research should continue to integrate and explore the leadership
literature and Schwartz’s theory of values to gain a better understanding of how these values are
enacted as well as the effect they have on stakeholders.

A third potential limitation of this study is the use of a student only sample. This too is a

common critique of experiments in the organizational sciences (Podsakoff & Podsakoff, 2019).
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The primary argument of the critique being that the findings of a student only sample are not
generalizable (i.e., lack external validity). However, evidence suggests that laboratory studies
(which often involve student samples) tend to have greater external validity than critics suggest
and, perhaps more importantly, offer a place where researchers can test theory in a controlled
environment (Dobbins et al., 1988). To that end, | have reviewed and selected concepts that align
with my overall research questions, identified their best operationalization to answer the research
questions, and designed an experiment that involves a real work task to increase the ecological
validity and external validity. Additionally, values-based leader behaviors and their effects
theoretically apply to more than only adults in a professional work environment. Thus, the
student only sample provided an appropriate environment for early theory testing.

Future research could explore research questions regarding values-based leader behaviors
by using different methodologies and targeting diverse contexts. For instance, future studies
could use textual analysis to explore social media posts for higher and lower amounts of values-
based behaviors and compare engagement with the post (e.g., likes, comments, reposts;
Ponizovskiy et al., 2020).

A fourth limitation of this work is using an outcome variable, extra-role behavior, which
has a history of being conflated with in-role performance, is related to a proliferation of similar
constructs (e.g., organizational citizenship behavior), and has over-relied on evidence from
questionnaires. Consequently, extra-role behavior does not have a strong collection of validity
evidence. However, this framework was selected given its conditions that, when used cautiously,
allow for a clear distinction between in-role and extra-role behavior. Future research should

further refine the concept of extra-role behavior to differentiate it from in-role behavior.
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5.5 Conclusion

The current study proposed a conceptual refresh for values-based leader behaviors,
reframing the concept as conduits of information regarding the sender’s values structure. A
virtual experiment provided evidence that such behavior is capable of influencing stakeholder
performance above and beyond expectations. This work contributes to a growing body of
evidence that values-based leader behaviors may have important implications for leader and
organizational signaling behavior, and that training on such behavior may be advantageous for

emerging and experienced leaders.



56

REFERENCES
Adams, R. B., Licht, A. N., & Sagiv, L. (2011). Shareholders and stakeholders: How do directors
decide? Strategic Management Journal, 32(12), 1331-1355.

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.940

Adler, P. S. (2002). Corporate scandals: It’s time for reflection in business schools. Academy of

Management Perspectives, 16(3). https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.2002.8540425

Antonakis, J., Bastardoz, N., Jacquart, P., & Shamir, B. (2016). Charisma: An Ill-Defined and
I1I-Measured Gift. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational

Behavior, 3(1). https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-041015-062305

Antonakis, J., Bendahan, S., Jacquart, P., & Lalive, R. (2010). On making causal claims: A
review and recommendations. The Leadership Quarterly, 21(6).

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.10.010

Antonakis, J., d’Adda, G., Weber, R. A., & Zehnder, C. (2022). “Just Words? Just Speeches?”
On the Economic Value of Charismatic Leadership. Management Science, 68(9).

https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2021.4219

Antonakis, J., Fenley, M., & Liechti, S. (2011). Can Charisma Be Taught? Tests of Two
Interventions. Academy of Management Learning & Education, 10(3).

https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2010.0012

Avrieli, S., Sagiv, L., & Roccas, S. (2020). Values at Work: The Impact of Personal Values in

Organisations. Applied Psychology, 69(2), 230-275. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12181


https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.940
https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.2002.8540425
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-041015-062305
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2021.4219
https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2010.0012
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12181

57

Banks, G. C., Fischer, T., Gooty, J., & Stock, G. (2021). Ethical leadership: Mapping the terrain
for concept cleanup and a future research agenda. The Leadership Quarterly, 32(2), 101471.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101471

Banks, G. C., Gooty, J., Ross, R. L., Williams, C. E., & Harrington, N. T. (2018). Construct
redundancy in leader behaviors: A review and agenda for the future. The Leadership

Quarterly, 29(1). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.005

Banks, G. C., Ross, R., Toth, A. A, Tonidandel, S., Goloujeh, A. M., Dou, W., & Wesslen, R.
(2022). The triangulation of ethical leader signals using qualitative, experimental, and data

science methods. The Leadership Quarterly, 101658.

Banks, G. C., Woznyj, H. M., & Mansfield, C. A. (2021). Where is “behavior” in organizational
behavior? A call for a revolution in leadership research and beyond. The Leadership

Quarterly, 101581. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2021.101581

Barbuto, J. E. (2000). Influence triggers: A framework for understanding follower compliance.

The Leadership Quarterly, 11(3). https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(00)00045-X

Bargh, J. A., Gollwitzer, P. M., Lee-Chai, A., Barndollar, K., & Trétschel, R. (2001). The
automated will: Nonconscious activation and pursuit of behavioral goals. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 81(6), 1014-1027.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.6.1014

Bass, B. M. (1985). Leadership and performance beyond expectations. New York : Free Press ;

London : Collier Macmillan. http://archive.org/details/leadershipperfor0000bass

Bastardoz, N., & Van Vugt, M. (2019). The nature of followership: Evolutionary analysis and

review. The Leadership Quarterly, 30(1). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2018.09.004


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101471
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2021.101581
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(00)00045-X
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.6.1014
http://archive.org/details/leadershipperfor0000bass
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2018.09.004

58

Bergh, D. D., Ketchen, D. J., Orlandi, I., Heugens, P. P. M. A. R., & Boyd, B. K. (2019).
Information Asymmetry in Management Research: Past Accomplishments and Future

Opportunities. Journal of Management, 45(1). https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318798026

Bessi, A., & Ferrara, E. (2016). Social Bots Distort the 2016 US Presidential Election Online
Discussion (SSRN Scholarly Paper 2982233). https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2982233
Bliege Bird, R., & Smith, E. A. (2005). Signaling Theory, Strategic Interaction, and Symbolic

Capital. Current Anthropology, 46(2), 221-248. https://doi.org/10.1086/427115

Bormann, K. C., & Rowold, J. (2018). Construct proliferation in leadership style research:
Reviewing pro and contra arguments. Organizational Psychology Review, 8(2-3), 149-173.

https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386618794821

Bradley, P. (2018, August 10). Bots and data quality on crowdsourcing platforms. Prolific.

https://blog.prolific.co/bots-and-data-quality-on-crowdsourcing-platforms/

Brewer, M. B., & Gardner, W. (1996). Who is this “We”? Levels of collective identity and self
representations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71, 83-93.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.83

Brown, M. E., & Trevifio, L. K. (2009). Leader—follower values congruence: Are socialized
charismatic leaders better able to achieve it? Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(2), 478—

490. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014069

Burgoyne, C. B., & Lea, S. E. G. (2006). Money Is Material. Science, 314(5802), 1091-1092.

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1135429


https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318798026
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2982233
https://doi.org/10.1086/427115
https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386618794821
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.83
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014069
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1135429

59

Campbell, D. T., & Stanley, J. C. (2015). Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for

Research. Ravenio Books.

Charness, G., & Holder, P. (2019). Charity in the Laboratory: Matching, Competition, and Group

Identity. Management Science, 65(3), 1398-1407. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2017.2923

Chon, D., & Sitkin, S. B. (2021). Disentangling the Process and Content of Self-Awareness: A
Review, Critical Assessment, and Synthesis. Academy of Management Annals, 15(2), 607—

651. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2018.0079

Connelly, B. L., Certo, S. T., Ireland, R. D., & Reutzel, C. R. (2011). Signaling theory: A review
and assessment. Journal of Management, 37, 39-67.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310388419

Cropanzano, R., & Mitchell, M. (2005). Social Exchange Theory: An Interdisciplinary Review.
Journal of Management, 31, 874-900. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602

De Raad, B., Morales-Vives, F., Barelds, D. P. H., Van Oudenhoven, J. P., Renner, W., &
Timmerman, M. E. (2016). Values in a Cross-Cultural Triangle: A Comparison of Value
Taxonomies in the Netherlands, Austria, and Spain. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology,

47(8), 1053-1075. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022116659698

Derue, D. S., Nahrgang, J. D., Wellman, N., & Humphrey, S. E. (2011). Trait and Behavioral
Theories of Leadership: An Integration and Meta-Analytic Test of Their Relative Validity.

Personnel Psychology, 64(1), 7-52. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01201.x

Dobbins, G. H., Lane, I. M., & Steiner, D. D. (1988). A Note on the Role of Laboratory
Methodologies in Applied Behavioural Research: Don’t Throw Out the Baby with the Bath

Water. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 9(3), 281-286.


https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2017.2923
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2018.0079
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310388419
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022116659698
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01201.x

60

Dobewall, H., Aavik, T., Konstabel, K., Schwartz, S. H., & Realo, A. (2014). A comparison of
self-other agreement in personal values versus the Big Five personality traits. Journal of

Research in Personality, 50, 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2014.01.004

Dunnett, C. W. (1955). A Multiple Comparison Procedure for Comparing Several Treatments
with a Control. Journal of the American Statistical Association.

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/01621459.1955.10501294

Ernst, B. A., Banks, G. C., Loignon, A. C., Frear, K. A., Williams, C. E., Arciniega, L. M.,
Gupta, R. K., Kodydek, G., & Subramanian, D. (2022). Virtual charismatic leadership and
signaling theory: A prospective meta-analysis in five countries. The Leadership Quarterly,

33(5). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2021.101541

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A.-G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using
G*Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior Research Methods,

41(4), 1149-1160. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149

Fest, S., Kvalgy, O., Nieken, P., & Schéttner, A. (2021). How (not) to motivate online workers:
Two controlled field experiments on leadership in the gig economy. The Leadership

Quarterly, 32(6). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2021.101514

Festinger, L. (1959). Cognitive dissonance. New York.

Fischer, T. (2023). Measuring behaviors counterfactually. The Leadership Quarterly, 34(6),
101750. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2023.101750
Fischer, T., Dietz, J., & Antonakis, J. (2017). Leadership Process Models: A Review and

Synthesis. Journal of Management, 43(6). https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316682830


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2014.01.004
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/01621459.1955.10501294
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2021.101541
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2021.101514
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2023.101750
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316682830

Fischer, T., Hambrick, D. C., Sajons, G. B., & Van Quaqguebeke, N. (2020). Beyond the
ritualized use of questionnaires: Toward a science of actual behaviors and psychological

states. The Leadership Quarterly, 31(4). https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(20)30076-X

Fischer, T., & Sitkin, S. B. (2023). Leadership Styles: A Comprehensive Assessment and Way
Forward. Academy of Management Annals, 17(1), 331-372.

https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2020.0340

Freeman, J. (2019, August 19). Opinion | Big Business and its ‘Stakeholders.” Wall Street

Journal. https://www.wsj.com/articles/big-business-and-its-stakeholders-11566251445

Garner, P., Bornet, O., Loupi, D., Antonakis, J., & Rohner, D. (2019, June). Deep learning of

charisma. In Software Demonstration: Swiss Text Analytics Conference.

Gouldner, A. W. (1960). The Norm of Reciprocity: A Preliminary Statement. American

Sociological Review, 25(2), 161-178. https://doi.org/10.2307/2092623

Gouveia, V. V., Milfont, T. L., & Guerra, V. M. (2014). Functional theory of human values:
Testing its content and structure hypotheses. Personality and Individual Differences, 60,

41-47. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.12.012

61

Griffin, M., Martino, R. J., LoSchiavo, C., Comer-Carruthers, C., Krause, K. D., Stults, C. B., &

Halkitis, P. N. (2022). Ensuring survey research data integrity in the era of internet bots.
Quality & Quantity, 56(4), 2841-2852. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-021-01252-1
Grouzet, F. M. E., Kasser, T., Ahuvia, A., Dols, J. M. F., Kim, Y., Lau, S., Ryan, R. M.,
Saunders, S., Schmuck, P., & Sheldon, K. M. (2005). The Structure of Goal Contents
Across 15 Cultures. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89(5), 800-816.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.5.800


https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(20)30076-X
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2020.0340
https://www.wsj.com/articles/big-business-and-its-stakeholders-11566251445
https://doi.org/10.2307/2092623
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.12.012
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-021-01252-1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.5.800

62

Hansbrough, T. K., Lord, R. G., & Schyns, B. (2015). Reconsidering the accuracy of follower
leadership ratings. The Leadership Quarterly, 26(2).

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.11.006

Harter, J. K., Schmidt, F. L., & Hayes, T. L. (2002). Business-unit-level relationship between
employee satisfaction, employee engagement, and business outcomes: A meta-analysis.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(2), 268-279. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.87.2.268

Hausfeld, M. M. (2023). The Effectiveness of Charismatic Signaling by Gender: A Prospective
Meta-Analytic Review [Ph.D., The University of North Carolina at Charlotte].

https://www.proquest.com/docview/2753654220/abstract/91BF50CB1A3C4241PQ/1

House, R. J. (1977). A Theory of Charismatic Leadership. Leadership : The Cutting Edge.

https://cir.nii.ac.jp/crid/1574231875460272384

House, R. J. (1996). Path-goal theory of leadership: Lessons, legacy, and a reformulated theory.

The Leadership Quarterly, 7(3).

Jenkins Jr., G. D., Mitra, A., Gupta, N., & Shaw, J. D. (1998). Are financial incentives related to
performance? A meta-analytic review of empirical research. Journal of Applied Psychology,

83(5), 777-787. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.5.777

Katz, D. (1964). The motivational basis of organizational behavior. Behavioral science, 9(2),

131-146.

Kenny, D. A. (1979). Correlation and causality. New York: Wiley.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.268
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.268
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2753654220/abstract/91BF50CB1A3C4241PQ/1
https://cir.nii.ac.jp/crid/1574231875460272384
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.5.777

63

Kluckhohn, C. (1951). Values and value-orientations in the theory of action: An exploration in
definition and classification. In Toward a general theory of action (pp. 388-433). Harvard

university press.

Kruskal, W. H., & Wallis, W. A. (1952). Use of ranks in one-criterion variance analysis. Journal

of the American statistical Association, 47(260), 583-621.

Landis, J. R., & Koch, G. G. (1977). The Measurement of Observer Agreement for Categorical

Data. Biometrics, 33(1), 159. https://doi.org/10.2307/2529310

Levitis, D. A,, Lidicker, W. Z., & Freund, G. (2009). Behavioural biologists do not agree on
what constitutes behaviour. Animal Behaviour, 78(1).

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2009.03.018

Locke, E. A. (1991). The motivation sequence, the motivation hub, and the motivation core.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 50, 288-299.

https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90023-M

Lonati, S., Quiroga, B. F., Zehnder, C., & Antonakis, J. (2018). On doing relevant and rigorous
experiments: Review and recommendations. Journal of Operations Management, 64, 19—

40. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2018.10.003

Lord, R. G., & Brown, D. J. (2001). Leadership, values, and subordinate self-concepts. The

Leadership Quarterly, 12(2), 133-152. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(01)00072-8

Macrae, C. N., & Johnston, L. (1998). Help, | Need Somebody: Automatic Action and Inaction.

Social Cognition, 16(4), 400-417. https://doi.org/10.1521/50c0.1998.16.4.400


https://doi.org/10.2307/2529310
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2009.03.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90023-M
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2018.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(01)00072-8
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1998.16.4.400

64

Maio, G. R. (2010). Mental Representations of Social Values. In Advances in Experimental
Social Psychology (Vol. 42, pp. 1-43). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-

2601(10)42001-8

Maio, G. R., Pakizeh, A., Cheung, W.-Y., & Rees, K. J. (2009). Changing, priming, and acting
on values: Effects via motivational relations in a circular model. Journal of Personality and

Social Psychology, 97(4), 699-715. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016420

Majer, K. (2004). Values-Based Leadership: A Revolutionary Approach to Business Success And

Personal Prosperity (1st edition). MajerCommunications.

MasterClass. (2022). Coach K on Values-Based Leadership—2023. MasterClass. Retrieved
December 21, 2023, from https://www.masterclass.com/articles/coach-k-on-values-based-

leadership

Matamoros-Fernandez, A., & Farkas, J. (2021). Racism, Hate Speech, and Social Media: A
Systematic Review and Critique. Television & New Media, 22(2), 205-224.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1527476420982230

McClelland, D. C. (1985). How motives, skills, and values determine what people do. American

Psychologist, 40, 812-825. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.40.7.812

Meslec, N., Curseu, P. L., Fodor, O. C., & Kenda, R. (2020). Effects of charismatic leadership
and rewards on individual performance. The Leadership Quarterly, 31(6).

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101423

Milfont, T. L., Milojev, P., & Sibley, C. G. (2016). Values Stability and Change in Adulthood: A

3-Year Longitudinal Study of Rank-Order Stability and Mean-Level Differences.


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(10)42001-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(10)42001-8
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016420
https://www.masterclass.com/articles/coach-k-on-values-based-leadership
https://www.masterclass.com/articles/coach-k-on-values-based-leadership
https://doi.org/10.1177/1527476420982230
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.40.7.812
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101423

65

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 42(5), 572-588.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216639245

Morrison, E. W., & Robinson, S. L. (1997). When employees feel betrayed: A model of how
psychological contract violation develops. Academy of Management Review, 22(1), 226—

256. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1997.9707180265

Mumford, M. D., & Barrett, J. D. (2012). Leader Effectiveness: Who Really is the Leader? In M.
G. Rumsey (Ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Leadership. Oxford University Press.

https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195398793.013.0025

Nederhof, A. J. (1985). Methods of coping with social desirability bias: A review. European

Journal of Social Psychology, 15, 263-280. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420150303

Nieken, P. (2022). Charisma in the gig economy: The impact of digital leadership and
communication channels on performance. The Leadership Quarterly, 101631.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2022.101631

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2016). Recommendations for Creating
Better Concept Definitions in the Organizational, Behavioral, and Social Sciences.

Organizational Research Methods, 19(2). https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428115624965

Podsakoff, P. M., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2019). Experimental designs in management and
leadership research: Strengths, limitations, and recommendations for improving
publishability. The Leadership Quarterly, 30(1), 11-33.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2018.11.002


https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216639245
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1997.9707180265
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195398793.013.0025
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420150303
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2022.101631
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428115624965
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2018.11.002

66

Ponizovskiy, V., Ardag, M., Grigoryan, L., Boyd, R., Dobewall, H., & Holtz, P. (2020).
Development and Validation of the Personal Values Dictionary: A Theory—Driven Tool for
Investigating References to Basic Human Values in Text. European Journal of Personality,

34(5), 885-902. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2294

Reilly, A. H., & Ehlinger, S. (2007). Choosing a Values-Based Leader: An Experiential
Exercise. Journal of Management Education, 31(2), 245-262.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1052562906292565

Roccas, S., Sagiv, L., Oppenheim, S., Elster, A., & Gal, A. (2014). Integrating Content and
Structure Aspects of the Self: Traits, Values, and Self-Improvement. Journal of Personality,

82(2), 144-157. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12041

Rokeach, M. (1973). The nature of human values. Free press.

Rosch, E. (1975). Cognitive representations of semantic categories. Journal of Experimental

Psychology: General, 104(3), 192—-233. https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.104.3.192

Sagiv, L., & Schwartz, S. H. (2022). Personal Values Across Cultures. Annual Review of

Psychology, 73(1), 517-546. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-020821-125100

Sanderson, R., & McQuilkin, J. (2017). Many Kinds of Kindness: The Relationship Between
Values and Prosocial Behaviour. In S. Roccas & L. Sagiv (Eds.), Values and Behavior:
Taking a Cross Cultural Perspective (pp. 75-96). Springer International Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-56352-7_4

Schwartz, S. H. (1992). Universals in the Content and Structure of Values: Theoretical Advances

and Empirical Tests in 20 Countries. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in Experimental Social


https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2294
https://doi.org/10.1177/1052562906292565
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12041
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.104.3.192
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-020821-125100
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-56352-7_4

67

Psychology (Vol. 25, pp. 1-65). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-

2601(08)60281-6

Schwartz, S. H. (2017). The Refined Theory of Basic Values. In S. Roccas & L. Sagiv (Eds.),
Values and Behavior: Taking a Cross Cultural Perspective (pp. 51-72). Springer

International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-56352-7_3

Schwartz, S. H., & Bilsky, W. (1987). Toward a universal psychological structure of human
values. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53, 550-562.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.53.3.550

Schwartz, S. H., Cieciuch, J., Vecchione, M., Davidov, E., Fischer, R., Beierlein, C., Ramos, A,
Verkasalo, M., Lonngvist, J.-E., Demirutku, K., Dirilen-Gumus, O., & Konty, M. (2012).
Refining the theory of basic individual values. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 103(4), 663-688. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029393

Schyns, B., & Schilling, J. (2013). How bad are the effects of bad leaders? A meta-analysis of
destructive leadership and its outcomes. The Leadership Quarterly, 24(1), 138-158.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.09.001

Signorell A (2023). DescTools: Tools for Descriptive Statistics. R package version 0.99.51,

https://github.com/AndriSignorell/DescTools/, https://andrisignorell.github.io/DescTools/.

Sinek, S. (2011). Start with Why: How Great Leaders Inspire Everyone to Take Action (Reprint

edition). Portfolio.


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60281-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60281-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-56352-7_3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.53.3.550
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029393
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.09.001
https://andrisignorell.github.io/DescTools/

68

Sosik, J. J. (2005). The role of personal values in the charismatic leadership of corporate
managers: A model and preliminary field study. The Leadership Quarterly, 16(2), 221-244.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2005.01.002

Spence, M. (2002). Signaling in Retrospect and the Informational Structure of Markets.

American Economic Review, 92(3). https://doi.org/10.1257/00028280260136200

Steiner, D. D., & Rain, J. S. (1989). Immediate and delayed primacy and recency effects in
performance evaluation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74, 136-142.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.74.1.136

Stock, G., Banks, G. C., Voss, E. N., Tonidandel, S., & Woznyj, H. (2022). Putting leader
(follower) behavior back into transformational leadership: A theoretical and empirical
course correction. The Leadership Quarterly, 101632.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2022.101632

Kuczmarski, S., S. (1995). Values-based leadership. Prentice Hall.

http://archive.org/details/valuesbasedleade00kucz

Tur, B., Harstad, J., & Antonakis, J. (2022). Effect of charismatic signaling in social media
settings: Evidence from TED and Twitter. The Leadership Quarterly, 33(5), Article 5.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101476

Van Dyne, L., Cummings, L. L., & Parks, J. (1995). Extra-role behaviors: In pursuit of construct

and definitional clarity. Research in Organizational Behavior, 17, 215-285.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2005.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1257/00028280260136200
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.74.1.136
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2022.101632
http://archive.org/details/valuesbasedleade00kucz
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101476

69

van Knippenberg, D., & Sitkin, S. B. (2013). A Critical Assessment of Charismatic—
Transformational Leadership Research: Back to the Drawing Board? The Academy of

Management Annals, 7(1). https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2013.759433

Vazire, S., & Carlson, E. N. (2011). Others Sometimes Know Us Better Than We Know
Ourselves. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 20(2).

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411402478

Vecchione, M., Schwartz, S., Alessandri, G., Doring, A. K., Castellani, V., & Caprara, M. G.
(2016). Stability and change of basic personal values in early adulthood: An 8-year
longitudinal study. Journal of Research in Personality, 63, 111-122.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2016.06.002

Verplanken, B., & Holland, R. W. (2002). Motivated decision making: Effects of activation and
self-centrality of values on choices and behavior. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 82(3), 434-447. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.434

Viera, A. J., & Garrett, J. M. (n.d.). Understanding Interobserver Agreement: The Kappa

Statistic. Family Medicine.

Yammarino, F. (2013). Leadership: Past, Present, and Future. Journal of Leadership &

Organizational Studies, 20(2), 149-155. https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051812471559

Yukl, G. (2012). Effective Leadership Behavior: What We Know and What Questions Need
More Attention. Academy of Management Perspectives, 26(4).

https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2012.0088


https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2013.759433
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411402478
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2016.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.434
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051812471559
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2012.0088

70

Yukl, G., Mahsud, R., Prussia, G., & Hassan, S. (2019). Effectiveness of broad and specific
leadership behaviors. Personnel Review, 48(3), 774—-783. https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-03-

2018-0100

Zehnder, C., Herz, H., & Bonardi, J.-P. (2017). A productive clash of cultures: Injecting
economics into leadership research. The Leadership Quarterly, 28(1), 65-85.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.10.004


https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-03-2018-0100
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-03-2018-0100
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.10.004

71

APPENDIX A: STANDARD AND PAY-FOR-PERFORMANCE LEADER BEHAVIOR
IN-ROLE AND EXTRA-ROLE SPEECHES

Standard Leader Behavior and Pay-for-Performance Leader Behavior In-role Speech -
https://youtu.be/ISHYHNRCn-o

Hi. My name is Lauren, and | am working with the team that is leading this initiative.
I’m here today to brief you on the importance of what you are about to do.

In the next couple of minutes, | want to explain the nature of this initiative and why we are
recruiting people to help label text.

Of course, you are here to work on a labeling task for a little while and you will also get paid.
That is clear.

But, at the same time your efforts will also help my team achieve its mission of helping people
better understand the positive and negative implications of the text in their social media posts.

Your efforts will make a difference because the text you label will be used to help develop an
algorithm capable of providing feedback to people before they post something on social media
that may be harmful.

For example, teenagers and even adults sometimes engage in passive aggressive behavior online
or bullying behaviors that hurts other people’s feelings.

These comments can be destructive and harmful in many different ways.

Our algorithm will be able to identify the passive aggressive or bullying behavior and alert them
before posting to social media or sending the message to someone.

Another use of the algorithm could be in a work setting, helping business leaders determine what
we all tend to consider appropriate behavior.

For instance, how to write a good email compared to behavior that is inappropriate or ineffective.
Therefore, the job you are about to do is really important for a number of different reasons.
Every day some people are exposed to unpleasant or malicious comments or actions online.

These comments or actions may be directed at us, or we may witness them being directed toward
other people.

This issue seems to be worsened by the ever-growing influence that social media has on our
lives.

This is an unfortunate problem, and one that my team thinks we can help address by developing
this algorithm.

Now let me tell you about the behaviors you will be coding.


https://youtu.be/lSHyHNRCn-o
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We have examples of unpleasant sentences as well kinder sentences, and we’re asking you to
select whether you think a sentence is appropriate or whether it could be seen as unpleasant
behavior.

The sentences that you code will become data points that help train our algorithm to identify
unpleasant or malicious behavior.

Once we have enough data, the algorithm can then be used to alert people when a social media
post or email they are typing may be perceived by others as unpleasant.

Each sentence you label today can potentially help reduce the amount of unpleasant online
behavior.

A simple nudge from a software tool may be all it takes to convince someone to rewrite their
message to make it more pleasant and less harmful.

Our team is dedicated to doing whatever we can to help people better understand the
implications of our online behavior.

The text that you label today will help us work toward this mission, and should ultimately help
reduce the amount of unpleasant social media posts we experience.

Every sentence you label will make a difference.
We will also be checking for accuracy by comparing your answers to the rest of the group.

We are not expecting everyone to answer exactly the same for every sentence, but we will be
able to tell if anyone’s responses consistently differ from the norm across the board.

So, I want you to be professional when you are doing this job.
If you work hard and focus, you can label a lot of text.

You will receive payment for this task regardless of how much text you label, but the more you
do, the better.

The more text you label, the faster we can have enough data to support our tool.
The task itself is quite simple.

You will read a sentence and then indicate whether you think it is pleasant or unpleasant
behavior.

Make sure to provide as accurate of a response as you can.

We don’t want text that is labeled inaccurately, because inaccurately labeled text will reduce the
extent to which the algorithm can actually be an asset.

Also, while you work on this task, please think of the amount of unpleasant and malicious
behavior that you might be able to reduce, because every sentence you label may be able to help.
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As you get into the work of labeling the text, you might be tempted to only do the minimum
requirement —you might think that your extra effort won’t really help.

But this is not true.
Just think of all the other people we have hired to do this task as well.

Remember that the more text you label, the faster we can develop an algorithm and share it with
others to use.

At the end of the day, if everyone works hard we will be able to make a much bigger difference,
which is really what matters most of all.

So please do your best by doing your job as well as you can and to the best of your ability,
because doing so will really help make a difference.

Of course, this will help you to earn some money too, so we are all winning here.

As you are working on this text labeling task remember that each response is important, so
please pay attention to your work and do the best that you can.

Thank you for listening to me.

You may now begin the task.

Standard Leader Behavior and Pay-for-Performance Leader Behavior Extra-role Speech -
https://youtu.be/t1HGrInbQJE

Thank you for your hard work and effort on that text labeling task.

Your efforts have been invaluable to our mission of helping people better understand the positive
and negative implications of the text in their social media posts.

We truly appreciate your contribution to this important cause.

As we continue to work towards our mission, we would be honored if you stayed for five more
minutes to continue to help us with this task.

Each sentence you label today can potentially help reduce the amount of unpleasant behavior
people use in their behavior online.

The task would be the exact same as before.
We won’t be able to pay you for any additional work you do.
However, the more labeled text we have the faster we can develop this algorithm.

If you’re unable to stay longer at this time, we understand and we will by no means hold it
against you.


https://youtu.be/t1HGrJnbQJE
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You will receive payment for the 10 minutes of work you have already completed regardless of
your decision to stay for another 5 minutes.

If you’ve decided to stay, please advance to the next page and select the “yes” option.
If you’ve decided not to stay, please advance to the next page and select the “no” option.

Regardless of your decision, we thank you for your time and effort today.
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APPENDIX B: CHARISMATIC LEADER TACTIC IN-ROLE AND EXTRA-ROLE
SPEECHES

Charismatic Leader Tactics In-role Speech — https://youtu.be/4tsjeBela8U
Hi. My name is Lauren and | am working with the team that is leading this initiative.
I’m here today to brief you on the importance of what you are about to do.

In the next couple of minutes, | want to explain 1) the nature of this initiative, 2) why we recruit
people to label text, and 3) how this task can ultimately have a positive impact on society.

Of course, you are here to work on a labeling task that you will be compensated for, but that’s
only one piece of the puzzle.

Your efforts will also help my team achieve our ambitious mission of eliminating mean and
malicious behavior from social media.

You may be asking yourself, “How could my efforts on this task possibly contribute to the
elimination of mean social media behavior?”

Your efforts will make a difference because the text you are about to label will be used to
develop an algorithm that can identify mean or malicious social media posts before they’re
posted, and alert the individual about the potentially harmful content in their message.

Just the other day, I saw someone post about one of their coworkers being stupid and I couldn’t
believe why they thought that was an appropriate use of social media.

Have you ever seen a post similar to that and wondered the same thing?
I wouldn’t be surprised if you have.
Perhaps you are already thinking of other ways this algorithm could be used.

Another area where we think it could potentially be used is in a business setting to help train
leaders on what behavior is appropriate compared to behavior that is inappropriate or ineffective.

For instance, if a team member makes a mistake, does the manager blow a fuse and email them
back screaming at them, or do they make the mistake into a teaching moment.

Therefore, the job you are about to do may not only contribute to a more positive social media
experience, but may also contribute to better work experiences.

Now let me tell you about the text you will be labeling.

Every day some people are exposed to these unpleasant or malicious comments or actions online.


https://youtu.be/4tsjeBela8U
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These comments or actions may be directed at us, directed toward other people, or just rotten
statements directed at no one in particular.

This issue seems to be worsened by the ever-growing influence that social media has on our
society.

To me, this issue in our society has become like a toothache; no matter what | am doing, I can
almost always feel the ache and pain of this mean and malicious behavior.

To begin to address it, we have examples of text from unpleasant comments and posts as well as
examples of text from kinder comments and posts, and we’re asking you to indicate whether you
think the example is pleasant or unpleasant behavior.

Some examples may seem clearly pleasant, some may seem clearly unpleasant, and some may
seem to exist in a gray area where it is not exactly clear.

For those that are not as clear, we ask that you use your best judgement.

The text that you label will become data points that help train an algorithm to decipher
unpleasant or malicious behavior from pleasant and appropriate behavior.

Once we have enough data, the algorithm can then be used to alert people when a social media
post or email they are typing may be perceived by others as unpleasant.

You could think of the algorithm as a shoulder angel that not only discourages people from doing
the wrong thing, but also encourages people to do the right thing.

A little tap on the shoulder from an algorithm may be all it takes to convince someone to rewrite
a message to make it more pleasant and less harmful.

This task is a relatively simple one, but its potential impact is quite profound.

The more text you label today, the faster we can bring this algorithm to the public, the faster we
can eliminate mean behavior, and the faster we can make a difference.

I think it’s safe to say that we would all enjoy and benefit from more positivity.
So, how hard are you willing to work to help us get there?

The more text you label, the sooner we might be able to live in a world where less of these
painfully negative social media posts and comments are said to one another.

You will receive payment for this task regardless of how much text you label, but | want you to
think of how much of an impact could be made with less negative social media posts, less mean
texts, and less mean managers.

Also, we have the capability to check for accuracy by comparing anyone’s answers to the rest of
the group.
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We are not expecting everyone to answer exactly the same, but we will be able to tell if anyone’s
responses consistently differ from the norm.

| am confident that you will do your very best to label the text as accurately as possible.
Inaccurately labeled text will reduce the extent to which the algorithm can actually be an asset.

I’m confident that if we work hard, we work accurately, and we work together, we can make a
difference.

And, with your help, I’'m confident that we can work towards our ambitious goal of eliminating
mean and malicious behavior from these different areas of our life.

Thank you for listening to me.

And, once again I ask you, how much do you want to make a difference?

You may now begin the task.

Charismatic Leader Tactics Extra-role Speech — https://youtu.be/gtdcSRQaWES
| want to thank you for your hard work, effort, and focus on that text labeling task.

Achieving our mission of eliminating mean and malicious behavior on social media is like
running a marathon, and your effort today got us closer to crossing the finishing line.

You helped us take one more step to advance this important cause.
As we continue working towards our ambitious mission, we really need all hands on deck.
Would you stay for 5 more minutes to help us label more text?

We won'’t be able to pay you, but think about the impact that could be made with less negative
social media posts, less mean texts, and less mean managers.

I know you’re likely very busy but of all of the ways to spend a few minutes, why not spend it
contributing to something impactful?

We’re not asking you to work around the clock on this; we’re only asking for five minutes.


https://youtu.be/gtdcSRQaWE8
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APPENDIX C: ETHICAL LEADER SIGNALS IN-ROLE AND EXTRA-ROLE SPEECHES

Ethical Leader Signals In-role Speech - https://youtu.be/ETnuhPIZVIM

Hi. My name is Lauren, and | am working with the team that is leading this initiative.
I’m here today to brief you on the importance of what you are about to do.

In the next couple of minutes, | want to explain the nature of this initiative, and how today you
have the opportunity to help us make our world a better place.

Our mission is to encourage our world to use more ethical behavior in their online interactions,
and discourage the use of unethical behavior.

At least once a day, | witness a post on social media that is just flat out malicious or mean.
It may be an attack on someone else or just being rude for what to me is no good reason.
To me, it’s of the utmost importance that we do something about this.

That’s why my team and I are working to develop an algorithm that can label text as either
ethical and appropriate for social media or unethical and inappropriate.

From the inception of this plan to develop an algorithm, my team and | knew that the right way
to train this algorithm was to collect the opinions of many different people.

Doing it this way ensures that the data informing our algorithm are representative of what most
people tend to think is either right or wrong.

If it were only my team and | to simply decide what we thought was right and wrong, then
clearly our biases would impact the data being used to train the algorithm.

We felt it was important to create an open environment where many people, just like yourself,
can provide their input on what they find to be appropriate and inappropriate behavior.

That way, this algorithm could ultimately help make a world that most people find to be truly
better.

For the task, we have a lot of text that contains examples of human behavior.

We are asking that you read a line of text and label whether you think the behavior is appropriate
or inappropriate.

The behaviors may be something someone might say on social media, or it may be something
someone might say throughout the day.

Some may be very clear examples of someone doing the right thing, such as showing grace to
someone who has made a mistake and allowing them to learn from that mistake.

Or on the contrary, some may be very clear examples of someone not doing the right thing, such
as telling someone that they are stupid and useless.


https://youtu.be/ETnuhPlZVIM
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Some examples may exist in a gray area, where it is not exactly clear whether the behavior is
morally right or wrong.

For these, we ask that you use your best judgement.

Having all of you label these sentences helps ensure that it is not the biases of just a few people
influencing this algorithm.

Instead, we are intentionally opening it up to as many people as possible to determine what is
right or wrong.

We believe an algorithm like this can truly help make our world a better place by encouraging
people to act more ethically and appropriately in addition to discouraging people from acting
unethically and inappropriately.

| want to show you how this algorithm could reward and encourage ethical behavior as well as
discourage unethical or inappropriate behavior.

Imagine someone posting a kind message on social media or texting someone a compliment.

Now imagine an algorithm being able to reward them with a smiley emoji or a “thanks for being
kind” today message.

We don’t necessarily need that positive reinforcement in order to act ethical and appropriate, but
we know that rewarding behavior can increase the likelihood that we do it again.

My team and | want to try to leverage this in order to make this world a better place.

Now imagine someone texting or posting something mean and inappropriate, and for them to
receive a nudge from the algorithm to rephrase the message.

The nudge would discourage them from posting the mean message, and encourage them to
rephrase the message.

| want to be transparent about where we are in the life cycle of this project.

Once we collect all of these data we will need to develop the algorithm and test whether it
actually has a meaningful effect on increasing people’s ethical behavior and reducing unethical
behavior.

My team and | would never take this out to the public without first testing it and exploring any
potential unintended consequences of people using this algorithm.

We are very optimistic, however, that the widespread use of this algorithm can make this world a
better place.

You will receive payment regardless of how many sentences you label, but the more sentences
you label the faster we can collect the data we need to begin testing this algorithm.

Also, we have the capability to check for accuracy by comparing anyone’s answers to the norm
for the rest of the group.
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We are not expecting everyone to answer exactly the same, but we wanted to be able to evaluate
the integrity of the data given the impact it could have on society.

If we all work honestly and hard, then we can collect the data faster to inform this algorithm and
get to the testing phase even faster.

There’s no guarantee that this algorithm will help make an app that can make this world a better
place, but I would say it’s at least a big step in the right direction.

As you are working on this sentence labeling task, remember that your work today can make this
world a better place.

Thank you for listening to me.
You may now begin the task.

Ethical Leader Signals Extra-role Speech - https://youtu.be/Dc7YD04WOLQ

Thank you for your hard work on that task.

Your efforts have helped advance our mission of encouraging others to use more ethical
behavior, and discourage the use of unethical behavior.

We truly appreciate your contribution to this important cause.

To develop this algorithm the right way, we need help from a lot of people, such as yourself, so
that we can evaluate this content in a fair and unbiased way.

Would you stay for 5 more minutes to help us label more text?

We won’t be able to pay you, but remember that your work today will make this world a better
place.

To be clear, leaving isn’t necessarily the wrong thing to do, but the amount of good that could be
generated from even a few people staying is immeasurable.

Generally, | think the right thing to do is to try to act in a way that makes this world a better
place, and helping with this task is one way that you can do that.

If you’ve decided to stay, please advance to the next page and select the “yes” option.
If you’ve decided not to stay, please advance to the next page and select the “no” option.

Regardless of your decision, thank you for helping us develop this algorithm the right way, so
that one day it can encourage and perhaps reward ethical behavior.


https://youtu.be/Dc7YD04WOLQ
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APPENDIX D: TRANSFORMATIONAL LEADER BEHVAIOR IN-ROLE AND
EXTRA-ROLE SPEECHES

Transformational Leader Behavior In-role Speech - https://youtu.be/sndnnyVz04M

Hi. My name is Lauren and | am working with the team that is leading this initiative.

In the next couple of minutes, | want to explain the nature of this initiative, and why we recruit
people to help label text.

The mission behind this initiative is to transform the way we interact with others by seeking the
perspectives from different people, such as yourself, asking you to label examples of human
behavior as either appropriate or inappropriate.

This initiative started from a conversation | was having with a friend, when we were questioning
why we as a society tend to tolerate so much negativity to fill our social media feeds and even
just our everyday lives.

So often, we are exposed to passive aggressive behavior online or even bullying behavior that
clearly hurts other people’s feelings.

At times, when we are not at our best, we may even be the ones acting passive aggressively or
posting mean content.

My friend and I couldn’t help but wonder how our society got here, and we couldn’t help but ask
ourselves if this is really how we as a society should be treating one another.

We were cycling through many of the life lessons we had learned growing up, such as “If you
don’t have anything nice to say, then don’t say anything at all.”

Or, “Do unto others as you would have them do unto you.”

Part of me wishes we were able to do this task in person so that | could ask you all for some
related life lessons you have learned about how we should treat other people.

However, the other part of me knows that we are able to reach so many more people by doing
this task virtually.

Anyway, my friend and I couldn’t understand why even though life lessons like these were
commonplace in many childhoods throughout our society there is still so much mean and
malicious behavior out there, particularly on social media.

And, with this issue being so pervasive, | occasionally ask myself if most of us just assume that
there’s nothing we can do about it.


https://youtu.be/sndnnyVz04M
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However, | want to push back on those thoughts, and | encourage you to do the same if you have
them.

| want you do a quick thought experiment and consider how powerful it could be if we
collectively question that assumption...the assumption that we can’t do anything about this issue.

After doing that, consider this, think about how powerful it could be if we all work together to
encourage people to use more positive online behavior.

That brings us to why you are here today.

The task you are about to do is an opportunity for all of us to put our diverse and great minds
together and use our best judgement to determine what type of behavior we wish to encourage
throughout our society.

For this task, we have examples of inappropriate and unpleasant text as well as appropriate and
kind text, and we’re asking for your perspective on whether you think the text is appropriate or
whether it could be seen as unpleasant.

The sentences that you code will become data points that help train our algorithm to identify
unpleasant or malicious behavior.

Once we have enough data, the algorithm can then be used to alert people when a social media
post they are typing may be perceived by others as unpleasant, and propose an alternative option
that’s more pleasant.

We think that the alternative option proposed to people can also be viewed as regular
developmental opportunities, reminding them throughout the day to intentionally be kind to
others.

It is becoming common knowledge that negative social media behavior can have a significant
impact on individuals’ mental health, and we are determined to encourage people to question the
underlying assumption that there’s nothing we can do about this.

When we first came up with the idea to develop this algorithm, we considered just having our
own team code the behavior.

However, we quickly realized that it was critical to seek out the perspectives of a diverse sample
in order to develop an algorithm that is informed by many people throughout our society.

So, the more effort we put in today, the faster we can develop this algorithm.

The faster we can develop this algorithm the sooner we can begin nudging people to act more
kindly toward others by suggesting alternative options to their messaging.

Over time, these nudges may even help change people’s behavior to be kinder overall.
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We will also be checking for accuracy by comparing your answers to the rest of the group.

We are not expecting everyone to answer exactly the same for every sentence, but we will be
able to tell if anyone’s responses consistently differ from the norm across the board.

What you have before you is a very simple task that can have a profound effect on our society.
As you complete this task, think about the benefit this could have on our society.
Also, please think about other uses for this algorithm.

Another outlet we are also pursuing for this algorithm is to transcribe work meetings and then
have the algorithm code the meeting leader’s behavior to provide feedback as a development
opportunity.

We are also open to any ideas you may have on how this algorithm could be used to impact
society in a positive way.

As you are working on this text labeling task, think about a life lesson that stands out to you
about how we should treat others, and consider sharing it with someone later.

Thank you for listening to me.

You may now begin the task.

Transformational Leader Behavior Extra-role Speech - https://youtu.be/SqBngy8-Tbw
Thank you for your hard work on that task.

Your efforts have helped advance our mission of transforming the way we interact with others by
seeking the perspectives from different people, such as yourself.

This task makes me think of something my mentor said, “People’s lives can be significantly
influenced by your actions that you underestimate.”

The way | see it, there are likely many times when people post mean or malicious messages on
social media without any consideration for how it impacts others.

If you too were reminded of a life lesson you’ve heard before, I encourage you to go share it with
someone today.

As we continue working toward our mission, we truly value seeking as many perspectives as
possible on what people think is right or wrong behavior.

Would you stay for 5 more minutes to help us label more text?

We won’t be able to pay you, but you are creating tremendous societal value.


https://youtu.be/SqBngy8-Tbw
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Perhaps you are also finding this task to be somewhat developmental for yourself.
If you’ve decided to stay, please advance to the next page and select the “yes” option.
If you’ve decided not to stay, please advance to the next page and select the “no” option.

Regardless of your decision, remember the lesson credited to Aesop. “No act of kindness, no
matter how small, is ever wasted.”
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APPENDIX E: STANDARD LEADER BEHAVIOR, CLT, ELB, TLB WRITTEN
INSTRUCTIONS

We would like to confirm that you are being asked to label text for 10 minutes and in return you

will receive $5 compensation. As a reminder, we will be checking for accuracy. While we do not
expect everyone to respond exactly the same, anyone whose responses consistently deviate from
the norm will be flagged in the system.
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APPENDIX F: PAY-FOR-PERFORMANCE CONDITION WRITTEN INSTRUCTIONS

We would like to confirm that you are being asked to label text for 10 minutes and in return you
will receive $5.00 compensation. On top of this base pay, we will give you an additional $1.00
for every 50 sentences that you label. As a reminder, we will be checking for accuracy. While
we do not expect everyone to respond exactly the same, anyone whose responses consistently
deviate from the norm will not be eligible for the additional pay of $1.00 for every 50 sentences.
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APPENDIX G: EXAMPLE OF SENTENCES FROM THE LABELING TASK
Q9 You're a good manager, for someone who's so hands-off.
Nice
Not nice
Q10 I only work with the best and the brightest.
Nice
Not nice

Q11 Your presentation was great, but I think we could have a stronger impact by adding some
data to support your points.

Nice
Not nice
Q12 You are a great problem solver and always find innovative solutions.
Nice
Not nice

Q13 I think you're a great listener, but sometimes you can come across as too passive. Have you
thought about being more assertive when expressing your opinions?

Nice

Not nice



