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This dissertation examines how a newly assigned teader’s status and
leadership behaviors interact to affect the liketith of influence rivalries with
subordinate group members, and how these rivairipact other group members and
the group as a whole. In this research, | makendisdns between a leader-directed
team interaction process and an emergent teamgw,omed between leader-directed
goalsetting and participative goalsetting. | hygsile that leaders who use directive
behaviors can be viewed as unfair, while leaders allow a team process to emerge
might be viewed as unassertive, and that leadersstall moderate these
relationships to affect subordinates’ assessmériteedeader’s effectiveness and
influence ability. This sets the stage for a pagmfluence rivalry between the new
leader and a subordinate team member, which initypacts team performance.

| test my theory with a series of three studiesgisi number of different
methodologies. | find that low status leaders aeged more favorably when they use
a directive style while high status leaders areve® more favorably when they use an
emergent style. In addition, | find that teams whtesaders are viewed more favorably
perform better on a complex interdependent tadisduss the implications for both

theory and practice.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Imagine this scenario: the members of a Reseamdibamelopment team
working inside a large organization complete tinearst recent project successfully,
and the team’s leader is transferred to a newilmtaf new leader is assigned to the
team and they start working on a new project almmstediately. Now imagine that
in one case, the incoming leader is a scientidt witeputation for expertise and
technical skill. In the other case, the incomiradier is fresh out of business school
and has no technical expertise whatsoever. Howldleach of these new leaders take
charge of their team and establish themselvesaitetdership role? What behaviors
will gain them the respect and credibility of theubordinates and allow them to
effectively lead the team to accomplish its task?

Literally thousands of research studies have lo@lebe effects of particular
leadership behaviors (Yukl, 2001), but in this diation | will argue thatvhothese
leadersare has as much importancewabatthese leaderdo. This is not to say that |
am following in the tradition of the thousands dfer research studies which have
looked at the effects of leadership traits (segduBono, llies, and Gerhardt, 2002 for
a qualitative review). Instead, | argue that certdiaracteristics of the leader -
specifically, leader status - will impact team memsh affective, cognitive, and
behavioral reactions to certain types of leaderbbipaviors. The same leadership
style that works well for one incoming leader miphtve negative consequences for
another leader.

Consider the experiences three new managers hadtakieg charge of their
workgroups. The first is Winona Finch, whose teaas wasked with launching a

magazine in Latin America. Finch was known to hawearm and personable way



with people, but she lacked experience in the LAtirerican market and in managing
profit-and-loss responsibilities. In order to béeefive in her new role, Finch
established a demanding culture for her team mesnBsrone of Finch’s
subordinates recalls:
“She [Winona] would ask and ask and ask to geli¢dobttom of something.
You would say something to her, she would sayadklia you, and that way
everyone was 100% clear on what we were talkingialionce she got the
information and knew what you were doing, you habe consistent. She
would say, ‘You told me X; why are you doing Y? lanfused™ (Hill, 2007:
54).

Compare Winona Finch’s experience to that of Plsemberg, who took over the
leadership of a group of senior traders in a glabaéstment bank. Although he was
new to the team, Isenberg was an experienced tvatteestablished credentials, and
he was eager to demonstrate his expertise:
[Isenberg] adopted a hands-on approach, advisaugts to close down
particular positions or try different trading sergtes. The traders pushed back,
demanding to know the rationale for each directilengs got uncomfortable.
The traders' responses to their new boss's comrhbeagsne prickly and
terse... In the traders' eyes, he was becoming amamager and a "control

freak" who didn't deserve their respect. (Hill, Z0B83)

What was different about the situations faced bypdia Finch and Peter
Isenberg that accounts for their different experex? Why did Finch have to be
demanding in order to effectively lead her teamilevisenberg had to take a hands-

off approach in order to earn his team membergeet® Now consider the experience



of Lisa S., a marketing consultant | interviewedha early stages of the current
research When | asked her to recall a time when an inféleeder emerged in a
hierarchical team, Lisa recounted this story:
“A director had never led a market research teaforbebut someone on her
staff had a significant amount of experience inkatairesearch. During the
course of the project, the team needed guidancéhandirector was providing
either unclear or no guidance. As a result, thentesnded to reach out to the
employee with the market research expertise falange, resulting in loss of

influence by the director.”

Why, in this case, did a hands-off style resulih@ leader losing influence to
such an extent that a subordinate team member ethasgga rival source of guidance
for the team? | contend that part of the explamaiss in the fact that these new
leaders came into their teams with different lewélstatus relative to the rest of their
team members, and that the leadership behavioy<tiese to employ drew upon
different bases of power. In this dissertationjll argue that a team leader’s status
interacts with the manner in which he or she esthé$ goals and manages the work
processes of the team, either enhancing or dimigghe leader’s ability to influence
members. In addition, team leader status and behienteract to affect the likelihood
that a subordinate will emerge as a rival souraafafence within the team.

Ultimately, this interaction will impact team perfisance.

I nfluence Patternsin Teams

! Prior to starting this research, | surveyed a nemalh people, asking them to recall a time when the
formal leader in a workgroup lost influence and gheup members turned instead to an informal leader
for guidance and leadership. Respondents camedraide range of occupations ranging from
consulting to manufacturing to operations managenkespondents’ anecdotes were used in the early
stages of theory building.



Researchers in the management field have long necedythat consideration
of power and influence is important for understagdirganizational behavior and
managerial effectiveness (Pfeffer, 1981; Mintzb&&f3; Yukl and Falbe, 1991).
Examining the way in which influence patterns ereesigrnong members of a work
team — knowing what impacts members’ ability tduahce others — adds to this
understanding. Today’s organizations increasingly upon the use of teams and
groups to get things done (Barley, 1990; Hackm8801 Devine, Clayton, Philips,
Dunford and Melner, 1999). In many organizatiohsste teams have a formalized
hierarchical structure with a designated leadepulRy management books teach that
in order to be most effective in aligning the wefkorts of the team members with
organizational goals, the team leader must be lestad as the primary source of
influence in the group (Kotter, 1977; 1990), dinegtgroup members’ work activity,
making or swaying their decisions, or driving theshavior in some manner. For the
past half century, leadership researchers haveséacan understanding how leaders
should behave in order to exert influence and bstmfbective in achieving positive
outcomes and favorable assessments from suborslifeatg, Fleishman, 1953; House,
1971; Yukl, 2001). As Amabile (2004) points oudership failures have been, for
the most part, considered only from the perspediteaders exhibiting too few
positive behaviors.

More recently, organizational scholars have staxddok at the way in which
some behaviors might negatively impact leaderdfmp.example, in a study of the
effects of leader behavior on subordinates’ peroaptof the leader, Peterson (1997)
found that leaders’ outcome directiveness - makneg preference known and trying
to persuade others to redefine their own prioriikesl to decreased group confidence
among subordinates. In a qualitative study of fifeces of leader behavior on group

creativity, Amabile and her colleagues (2004) fotimat assigning tasks, directing



how to do work, and communicating expectationstéeldwer perceptions of support
from the leader and lower levels of subordinatatvey. And in a recent study of
subordinates' perceptions of leaders, Ames anchHB©07) observed a curvilinear
relationship between assertiveness and leadettigfaess. Leaders who were very
low in assertiveness were perceived as weak bgdbple they led, while leaders who
were very high in assertiveness were seen as dagegationships, and both
perceptions led to lower ratings of leader effemtiess.

It is clear that certain leader behaviors mightardy fail to achieve high
levels of positive outcomes, but might actuallyutes less favorable assessments of
the leader and negative outcomes for the groupndsoée. At the same time, in an
interdependent workgroup, the team leader is rebtily source of influence
encountered by each individual team member. Eatikiidual is also influenced to
some extent by every other person on the team¢camithually faces a decision of
how much influence to accord to each of the teatmmb®gs, including the leader. The
influence patterns that evolve are doubtless aftebly a multitude of factors:
personalities, skills, competence, and behavideai members and team leaders
alike.

In some instances, the team leader’s actions &ution) might open the door
for a subordinate group member to emerge as asowake of influence within the
group. This can occur because of an elevationeofehm member’s standing (for
example, if a group member displays previously cogaized expertise on the task at
hand), or because of a decline in the leader'sistgnor both. A good deal of the
literature on status in groups has shown that groembers’ status can change over
time (see Ridgeway, 1987; Owens and Sutton, 200fd8rson, 2003, for example).
However, little work has been done that examines adeader’'s own behaviors can

serve to augment or undermine the effects of hiseosstatus. And, to my knowledge,



no one has studied the impact that a newly appbieteder’s status might have on

subordinates’ reactions to the leader’s behavior.

Dissertation Overview

Although a complete analysis of all types of ledaknavior in all types of
contexts would be ideal, this is well beyond thepecof the current research. Hence,
this dissertation focuses solely on incoming lead&king charge of their teams, and
looks at two particular leadership styles. The gddhe current study is to examine
the research questions: What factors affect aminog leader’s ability to influence
his or her team, changing members’ behaviors, péares, and attitudes? Under what
conditions can a new leader’s behavior fail to éaem the respect and credibility of
their subordinates, leaving an opening for a subatd team member to emerge as a
rival source of influence? And how will this inflnee rivalry affect the team?
Specifically, | develop and test a model of the haggsms that affect the influence
patterns that emerge among members of interdepetedsns when a new leader
takes charge.

Theory building begins in Chapter 2 where | revib@ research that relates to
leadership behavior in organizations. Using thecaéperspectives rooted in literature
on power and status, | develop predictions of holaosdinates respond to a new
leader’s status and behavior. | also theorize am $idbordinates might come to view
another team member as a source of influence &bthe team leader. Finally, |
consider what impact an influence rivalry might éan the team’s performance.

Subsequently, an exploratory test of the theoprasided in Chapter 3. This
chapter discusses a field study of teams of unddt@te business students at the
University of South Carolina who were working onamplex management simulation

as part of their capstone strategy course. Theystsed a longitudinal design and a



combination of online surveys and open-ended qumasdires to collect qualitative
and quantitative data about team processes. THg stas designed to: 1) find
evidence that influence rivalries occur in hierazahteams, 2) identify some of the
mechanisms that might lead to an influence rivangd 3) determine the impact of
influence rivalries on team performance. The exitmny field study discussed in
Chapter 3 is not without its limitations, and alligb the study demonstrates that
influence rivalries do occur in hierarchical teamsloes not provide a test of my
hypotheses.

Testing the causal relationships in my theoreticatiel requires a rigorous
study in which | can manipulate and control thesppehdent variables and isolate their
effects. To satisfy these requirements, | designeldnette experiment using an
interactive video scenario, which is discussedhaier 4. The study was designed to
test how leader behaviors interact with leadeusttd affect perceptions of fairness,
status, effectiveness, and influence. Participplatged the role of consulting team
member, interacting with a video of a team leader @her team members engaged in
a complex decision-making task. The vignette us2&k & x 2 design with
manipulations of leader status, interaction procasd establishment of objectives.
After watching the video, participants respondeduestionnaire items measuring
perceptions of fairness, satisfaction with leadéective commitment to leader, leader
influence and effectiveness, goal commitment, aadtmember satisfaction.
Participants also assessed the influence of submirlteam members and speculated
on group performance. These data allow for calaahs to be made about the
interactive effects of leader status and behavior.

Vignette or scenario studies have inherent wealesegsimarily because
participants respond to questionnaire items basdtbw they would behave or react.

The methodology provides some evidence of indiMidueue behaviors but it is not



as powerful as measuring actual behaviors. Peojgetmeact very differently to a
hypothetical context than to a real organizatiaoaitext. Additionally, the study
provides no way to measure the impact of leadénstnd behaviors on actual team
performance.

Chapter 5 discusses a third study designed to gedwehavioral measures of
participants’ reactions to leader status and behnaand to measure the likelihood of
an influence rivalry and its subsequent impact mug performance. This
experimental study used a 2 x 2 between subjesigmenanipulating leader status
and leader style. In the task, a newly-assignedeletook charge of a 3 subordinate
team members and attempted to lead them througWiyetery of Time and Space
online adventure game. The objective of the gante gt through as many levels as
possible in a fixed amount of time using the fewashber of moves. At the end of
the task, participants responded to questions dbader style, perceptions of fairness,
effectiveness, and influence. In addition, paraci{s completed a ranking task,
providing a behavioral measure of the influencetexkby the team leader and by
each of the other team members.

In conclusion, Chapter 6 addresses both the theakeand managerial
implications of the findings from this research. fdepecifically, this chapter
provides a general discussion of my findings arsgtdiees how the present work fits
into existing organizational discussions, what gbotions have been made, and what

future research endeavors would continue to adidet@urrent knowledge in this area.



CHAPTER 2
EFFECTS OF LEADER STATUS AND LEADER BEHAVIOR

| focus my research on interdependent teams tbatrabedded within
organizations and that are working on non-routasks. Members of interdependent
teams share a sense of collective responsibilitpéoformance outcomes and must
use their collective knowledge and skills to getkvidone (Wageman, 1995);
therefore, influence relationships between team bemare important. A number of
researchers have looked at interdependent teanksngon a wide range of contexts,
including decision-making (LePine, Hollenbeck, hgend Hedlund, 1997), technical
services (Wageman, 1995), and top management (Samtlh, Olian, Sims Jr.,
O'Bannon and Scully, 1994; Peterson, Owens, TetlBak and Martorana, 1998).
The tasks in these studies are all similar in they were complex, non-routine, and
were completed by team members working togethberdahan individuals working
alone.

Furthermore, | limit this research to the studyigrarchical teams: i.e., teams
in which reporting structures are clearly definedhe company organization chart
and members carry titles and ranks to denote gusition in the hierarchy. Although
each member of any interdependent team has that@dt® influence other team
members, | am most interested in the situation evhesubordinate team member’s
influence rivals that of the incoming team leaddrerefore | look only at teams that

have a formally designated leader.

Power and Influencein Teams
By influence, | am referring to interpersonal irghce, marked by the behavior

of an individual influence target, enacted whenititgvidual allows his or her



perceptions, attitudes, or behaviors to be affebtednother person (Friedkin, 1993;
Raven, Schwarzwald and Koslowsky, 1998). In a teatting, influence is enacted
whenever a team member takes orders from anothabere follows other’s
guidance, or allows decisions to be swayed by sthefluence is a two-way
exchange, and in interdependent teams the influgromess takes place not only
between team member and team leader, but also éetwvee subordinate team
member and another. From a group process perspgectie individual’s potential to
influence another stems from the individual’'s poygegicharach and Lawler, 1980).

My conception of power follows that of a long linkresearchers; power is an
individual’s relative capacity to alter anothersyphological, behavioral, social, or
material state (French and Raven, 1959; Wrong, 1B&8harach and Lawler, 1980;
Brass and Burkhardt, 1993; Barry, 2001; Keltheydaifeld and Anderson, 2003).
Keltner and his colleagues bring an approach anithitiron perspective to theories of
power, defining power as “an individual's relatcapacity to modify others' states by
providing or withholding resources or administermgnishments” (Keltner et al.,
2003: 265-266). The degree to which other group besdepend on these resources
determines the value of the resources. Keltne0932 definition of power is
particularly relevant to my research because isduae restrictively focus on one kind
of resource or outcome, and it distinguishes betveeastructs of status and authority
as determinants of power. Status is based on difées in prominence and respect
(Anderson, John, Keltner and Kring, 2001), autlyastderived from institutionalized
roles or organizational structures (Weber, 194y)dgfinition, a hierarchical team
setting will encompass both status and authorigyasntial power determinants.

For the purposes of this research, | categorizedhieus perspectives on
power using the decades-old taxonomy of positiomgvoversus personal power (see

Table 2.1).
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Table 2.1: Two-Factor Taxonomy of Power

Position power

Personal power

Authority: power that derives from
institutionalized roles or organizational structureg
(Weber, 1947)

Status: based on differences in prominence ang
> respect (Zelditch et al., 1970; Berger, Ridgeway
Fisek, and Norman, 1998)

French and Raven (1959)

 Legitimate power: derived from position in the
organizational hierarchy

Reward power: based on ability to provide
rewards such as pay raises, promotions, and
favorable performance reviews

Coercive power: stems from the perception t
punishment will follow failure to comply.
Punishments include unfavorable performang
reviews, assignment to unsavory projects, an
job termination

French and Raven (1959)

» Expert power: derived from the perception of
knowledge that one possesses

» Referent power: derived from one’s ability to
persuade and influence others through charig
and interpersonal skills

at Reward power: based on ability to provide

rewards such as knowledge, affection, and

decision-making opportunities; plus potential

positively affect another’s task performance

ability

Coercive power: based on ability to levy

punishments such as verbal abuse, withholdit

information, and ostracism; plus potential to

negatively impact another’s task performance

ability

Qo

)

ma

9

Yukl and Falbe (1991)

« Legitimate power: an individual has the right,
based on his/her position and others’
responsibilities, to give others tasks or
assignments and to expect compliance

Yukl and Falbe (1991)

» Expertise: based on experience, knowledge,
skills

» Agent persuasiveness: ability to use facts and
logic to make convincing arguments

and

Position power is structural in nature, derivedrirthe individual’s post in the

organization, while personal power is determinedhayindividual's personal

attributes (Bass, 1960; Yukl and Falbe, 1991). Atitlhh and status correspond to

position power and personal power, respectivelgnéin and Raven'’s (1959)

conceptualization of the bases of social powernrsffiee same argument, and each of

the five power sources proposed by French and Reaeibe categorized as position

or personal power (Wexley and Yukl, 1977). In theecof hierarchical teams, the
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team leader alone has position power - the leagéatse in the organizational
hierarchy imbues him or her with authority, legiaite power, reward power, and
coercive power. However, any team member, inclutiegeader, has some degree of
personal power, derived from their status, expertisferent power, and
persuasiveness. Every team member also possessesiegree of reward and
coercive power, based on their ability to provideis-emotional rewards and
punishments to teammates. Exchange theories ofrgeles that each member
derives power from whatever rewards and punishntents she can deliver to others
in the group (Thibaut and Kelley, 1959; Emersor§2Rusbult, Verette, Whitney,
Slovik and Lipkus, 1991; Fiske, 1993). Rewardscamreceptually different from
punishments, and group members will place diffea¢rtlues on the importance of
each. They will also differentiate between typesevfards and punishments, and how
they view socio-emotional versus instrumental onotes will impact their

susceptibility to influence from those who delitiee rewards and punishments
(Emerson, 1962). In an interdependent team, ath te@mbers control socio-
emotional rewards such as knowledge, affection,dauision-making opportunities as
well as punishments such as verbal abuse, withingldformation, and ostracism.
Therefore, each member of a team has the poténtiafluence other team members,
based on position and/or personal power.

Empirical studies show that a leader’s successfinancing team members is
more closely tied to his or her personal power tioams or her position power. Yukl
and Falbe (1991) tested sources of power in theféstmr model and found that
legitimate power, expert power, and agent perseasiss were the three most
important reasons reported for doing what a pe&oses requested. Although
legitimate power is positional, expertise and passteness are forms of personal

power. In tracing the mechanisms that drove thecesf the study showed that

12



personal power was more important than positiongg@g a determinant of task
commitment and ratings of managerial effectiveness.

The fact that personal power has a greater impact position power on a
leader’s influence ability is an important poingcluse although the scope may vary,
position power is a constant, based on the authemnitbodied in the leader role. Yet,
personal power (status) can vary widely from ong leader to the next. For example,
status characteristics theory tells us that groembers assess one another’s social
status and share their assessments through disgldngir own and observing others’
status-claiming behaviors (Zelditch, Berger, Andarand Cohen, 1970; Berger,
Fisek, Norman and Zelditch, 1977) and that thesistassessments form “the basis
of observable inequalities in face-to-face socigdiaction” (Berger, Rosenholtz and
Zelditch, 1980). Status assessments are based@rahration of personal attributes —
known as status characteristics - that over timsotiety have become associated with
certain levels of task competence (Ridgeway, 18&2ger, Fisek, Norman and
Wagner, 1985). Status characteristics fall into tategories: those that provide
specific cues or information about task competenca well-specified domain (e.qg.,
math or language skills) and those that providiusid cues or more generalized
information about ability or performance acrossidenarray of activities (e.g., race,
age, physical attractiveness, gender).

In the case of an incoming leader, team membetstaiit to form an
assessment of the incoming leader even beforenieey, during what Anderson and
Thomas (1996) call the anticipation phase of newarasncialization. They base this
assessment on whatever information they have dbeuéader’s reputation, or
background, or credentials. Members make a staalsaion during their first
interaction with the new team leader, and will faerpectations of the leader’s

performance almost immediately (Moreland and Levir®82). During this newcomer
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socialization period, knowledge about the leadexisertise, competence, and skills is
limited. Reputation, résumeé, and biographical infation might provide some
specific status cues, but team members also retiffuse status cues when making
their assessments of the new leader.

Remember Winona Finch and Peter Isenberg? Reeallgkperiences and
consider some of the status cues available to tespective team members when they
came on board. Finch is a woman who has never rednagfit-and-loss
responsibilities and who lacks experience in theketashe is about to enter. Isenberg
is a man who graduated with an engineering degoee €Columbia, an MBA with
honors from Dartmouth, and who had worked at on@@®imost prestigious firms on
Wall Street. While they might have shared a sintdiegree of position power, it seems
likely that these new leaders had entirely diffétermels of personal power when they
took charge of their teams. Similarly, the newlyhaed R&D team leader with no
technical expertise has some positional but véttg fpersonal power, while the
scientist with a reputation for expertise has dlidggree of both types of power.
Understanding how much personal power an incongadér possesses based on his
or her status is an important element in understgniabw the use of certain

leadership behaviors might lead to different outeem

Leader Behavior

Researchers from multiple disciplines have lookesl\@ide variety of
leadership behaviors, all of which can be effectiader the right circumstances.
Therefore, a closer look at researchers’ operdimateon of leader behavior is
required to develop a usable construct for my stiidple 2.2 summarizes the key

components of this construct taken from a samplelet/ant research studies.
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Table 2.2: Summary of Leader Behaviors
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Article

Somech
(2006)

Peterson
(1997)

Sagie (1996)

Keller (2006)

Wageman
(2001)

Durham,
Knight, and
Locke (1997)

Leader behavior

Directive leadership: leader provides
framework for interactions, manages
transfer of information and knowledge.

Participative leadership: team members
involved in joint decision making, team
members "have a say" in decisions.

Conclusions

When teams are high in functional
heterogeneity, directive leadership leads
to higher in-role performance.
Participative leadership promotes team
reflection, but leads to lower in-role
performance.

When teams are low in functional
heterogeneity, directive leadership
promotes team reflection.

Process directiveness: leader engages all High process directiveness was positively
group members in discussions, encouragesssociated with impressions of leader
dissent, resolves conflict, respects concernsffectiveness, group confidence, process

and feelings of others.

Outcome directiveness: leader makes

quality, and decision quality.

Outcome directiveness led to decreased

preference known, tries to persuade otherggroup confidence. High outcome-
to redefine goals and priorities, is loyal to directive leaders were more persuasive
close supporters, is forceful and ambitiousthan low outcome-directive leaders.

High directive: leaders were involired
each of the group’s interactions; group
members communicated with each other
only through the leader.

Low directive: all team members
communicated freely with one another.

Initiating structure: transformatidheader

Highly directive leaders achieved the
highest rates of performance,
achievement satisfaction, and task
satisfaction.

Participative goal setting was positively
related to all measures of members'
attitudes: task difficulty, goal
commitment, task interest, achievement
satisfaction, and task satisfaction.

Providing an initiating structure

defines, directs, and structures subordinatgsdsitively impacted team performance:

roles and activities.

Leader coaching: cues/rewards for self-

technical quality, schedule and cost
performance, profitability.

Task intervention and identifying team

management, problem-solving consultatiomroblems contribute negatively to work
process consultation, negative signals, taskatisfaction, especially when goal is clear.

intervention, identifying team problems.

Commander: selected based on Directive Coordinator role had positive effects on

Leader Scale. Commander alone

team tactics, which in turn had positive

determines strategy, directs activities, and effects on team performance.

sets team goal.
Coordinator: selected by team members,

who share responsibility for determining
tactics and directing activities.
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Assigned goal difficulty positively
affected team-set goal difficulty, which in
turn positively affected team
performance. Teams engaged in new,
complex tasks should be allowed to set
team goals.



Table 2.2(continued)

Article Leader behavior Conclusions

Korsgaard, High leader consideration of members'  Consideration of member input has a

Schweiger, input - active listening, taking notes, positive effect on procedural fairness and
and Sapienza rephrasing, acknowledgement of input.  decision commitment (stronger positive
(1995) effect when influence is low).

Low consideration - listening without

comment and presenting final decision High influence had positive impact on

without acknowledgment. perceptions of fairness, decision
commitment, and decision quality.

High influence - leaders changed their

decision based on member input. Perceived fairness partially mediates the
effects of consideration and influence on

Low influence - leaders presented their owdecision commitment, partially mediates

decisions as final. the effect of consideration on group
attachment, and fully mediates the impact
of consideration on trust.

Manz and Self management behaviors: encouraging Leader behaviors that facilitate the team's
Sims (1987) team members to take initiative in problemself-management through self-
solving and work planning, facilitating observation, self-evaluation, and self-
goal-setting, team expectations, reinforcement are positively correlated
encouraging group problem solving. with overall leadership effectiveness.
Griffin Directive behavior: planning, organizing, For individuals working on routine tasks,
(1980) coordinating, directing, and controlling directive leadership style results in higher
subordinates' work. overall satisfaction.
Participative behavior: consulting with For individuals with high growth needs
subordinates, asking for suggestions, working on non-routine tasks,
listening to their advice on which participative leadership style results in
assignments should be made, considering higher overall satisfaction, higher job
what they have to say. satisfaction, and higher satisfaction with
supervision.

These articles were selected based on keywordhssavathin article titles,
keywords, and abstracts of the Science CitatioeXriEkpanded, the Social Sciences
Citation Index, and the Arts & Humanities Citatilmaex. The search included the
terms “team leader behavior,” “leader status,” Grelv leader.” | limited the search to
articles published iddministrative Science Quarterlxcademy of Management
Journal Academy of Management Revjdaurnal of Applied Psychology,
Organization SciengeandOrganizational Behavior and Human Decision Processe
during the past 15 years. | eliminated articles stadied distributed teams, virtual

teams, leaderless teams, multi-team systems, antsteorking on routine tasks. |
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extended the search to look at secondary referaeekin the original set. Not all of
the articles included share the same context asesgarch, but they serve to illustrate
the effects of specific leader behaviors (see Talilg

For the purposes of this study, | distinguish beva leader-directed team
process and an emergent process, and between-thestded and participative
objectives. | define directive process leaderskip aet of behaviors that demonstrate
a team leader setting a clear direction for thentéaomech, 2006), actively managing
team members’ interactions (e.g., Korsgaard, Saveind Sapienza, 1995; Sagie,
1996), and structuring team members’ activity (f81jf1980; Keller, 2006). My view
of directive leadership is a departure from marmgérship researchers whose concept
of “directive” is more akin to Lewin et al.’s (19B%utocratic” style, wherein the
leader controls every aspect of subordinates’ @gtivithout consideration
whatsoever for subordinates' input. Much of theaesh on the effects of directive
leadership has adopted a similar definition (seesB&990 for a review), and not
surprisingly, has found that directive leaderstap be perceived as tyrannical or
dictatorial (McClelland, 1975). This view of “direee equals autocratic” is simply not
relevant in the context of today’s organizationeeve purely autocratic leaders are
rarely seen. And as Cartwright and Zander (1968&d)d_ewin’s intention was not to
mirror any pure societal types, but rather to igothe specific influence of certain
behaviors. My definition of directive process lesihgp encompasses Peterson’s
(1997) process directive behaviors, in which tlaglér engages all group members in
discussions, encourages dissent, and respecterheras and feelings of others. In
my definition, a directive leader may still ask foput or suggestions from the team
members, but the decision of which suggestionsnaporated into the team’s
process is clearly in the hands of the leader. bBrationalization of the directive

process includes the leader 1) designating menoles, r2) assigning work activity to
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team members, 3) controlling the flow of informatiand transfer of knowledge
among team members, and 4) determining decisi@s.rul

A leader who displays emergent process behavigrspbtrast, allows team
members to determine for themselves how they wollkwio accomplish the objective.
In essence, a leader who uses an emergent prawds®the team to become self-
managed to some extent. While the idea of leadisg/fananaged team seems
paradoxical (Manz and Sims, 1987), the practicgivhg teams more responsibility
in executing their tasks is advocated by a numbezanlership scholars. Hackman
(2002) states that the likelihood of team effecie®s is increased when a team is real,
has a compelling direction and enabling structoperates within a supportive
organizational context, and has expert coachingnlmterdependent team, the leader
does not bear the sole responsibility for executgtask at hand, but instead can
help to create and maintain the conditions thablen@am effectiveness (Hackman,
2002). In my research, | define emergent procesdelship as a set of behaviors that
demonstrate a team leader providing cues for teembers to manage themselves
(Wageman, 2001) and providing consultation rathantdirection (Amabile et al.,
2004). My operationalization of the emergent preaamstruct includes 1) allowing
team members to decide how they will work on tis&t2) giving them the freedom
to select their own work assignments, 3) encouragifree flow of information
among team members, and 4) allowing them to determhieir own decision rules.

From the perspective of the subordinate team mertieedirective or
emergent leadership style manifests itself whenthaesubordinate embarks upon an
activity related to the team’s work. If the leatkedirecting the team process, the
subordinate engages in the activity because tliketdald him or her to do so. By
contrast, if the leader is allowing the team predesemerge, the subordinate either

takes it upon him/herself to initiate the activatydoes so at the suggestion of another
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team member, but not at the direction of the tezadér. This is a key distinction,
because assigning a work activity to another imlligl represents an exertion of
influence on that individual. A directive leadelies on the power of his or her
position, which gives the leader the right to gotlkers tasks or assignments and to
expect compliance (Yukl and Falbe, 1991). A leadeo allows the team process to
emerge is not relying on position power, but indtsarelying on personal power to
influence team members and effectively managegamt Since incoming team
leaders can vary widely in the amount of persooalqy they possess, it makes
theoretical sense to pit directive leader behawaganst emergent behaviors, and to
examine team members’ reactions to each in ordgaitoa better understanding of

how patterns of influence emerge in teams.

Reactions to Leader Behavior

Recall Ames and Flynn’s (2007) finding that leadeh® were very high in
assertiveness received less favorable assessmamtsidibordinates. Assertiveness is
a natural corollary in my conceptualization of diree leadership, so the potential for
negative socio-emotional outcomes bears considerdtor one thing, a leader’s use
of either directive or emergent behaviors will atffsubordinates' perceptions of the
procedural fairness of the team’s process. Proeg¢glstice theory tells us that
subordinates value considerate and respectfuhtiezgtfrom their managers and
respond favorably when they perceive fairnesseir hteractions (Tyler and Lind,
1992). Subordinates also react favorably when ginece; i.e., the opportunity to
have a say in the decision making process. Extenssearch on voice in
organizations has shown that when individuals apgiged with voice they tend to

view those in authority as more fair, regardlesthefactions of those authority figures
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(Tyler and Caine, 1981; Tyler, Rasinski and Spodi&85; Lind and Tyler, 1988;
Brockner and Wiesenfeld, 1996; Greenberg, 1996).

In an experiment using intact management teamsingun a strategic
decision making exercise, Korsgaard and her cadlilea§1995) manipulated leader
consideration of members’ input and members’ infieeon the team’s decision. The
researchers found that when leaders considered ershityput, perceptions of
procedural fairness and decision commitment ine@als addition, when members
believed themselves to be influential on the teahe@sion, perceptions of fairness,
decision commitment, and decision quality increagenlceptions of fairness played a
mediating role in each of these relationships.reas partially mediated the effects of
consideration and influence on decision commitnaeak the effect of consideration
on group attachment. Perceived fairness fully ntedighe impact of consideration on
trust in the team leader.

Subordinates will experience varying degrees o$fsattion in response to
directive or emergent leader behaviors. In a s@fissudies examining students’
evaluations of teachers and of citizens’ evaluatioinpolitical leaders, Tyler and
Caine (1981) concluded that individuals focus higaam procedures when forming
their evaluations of leaders, and are more sadisirel will endorse leaders who are
perceived to rely on fair procedures. A later sttaynd that individuals who had
greater voice in determining a group’s processntegddigher levels of satisfaction
with leaders (Tyler et al., 1985). Similarly, irstudy of strategy decision making
teams in the microcomputer industry, researchamsddhat team members were
willing to accept decisions made by their firm'selexecutive officer when they felt
that the CEO had listened to them, but they werstfated with the decision process if
they perceived that they were unable to voice thinions (Eisenhardt and

Bourgeois, 1988). Finally, in looking at teams egegain ranking items in a survival
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scenario, Krehbiel and Cropanzano (2000) foundribgative emotions of anger and
frustration were highest when subjects receiveavoriible outcomes and perceived
that the procedures used in the task were unfair.

A team leader who uses emergent process behaweas gubordinates a great
deal of voice in allowing them to determine thentgarocess, and shows a high level
of acknowledgement and consideration of their ignd contributions. Therefore,
using an emergent team process will lead to greatiexreptions of fairness and higher

levels of satisfaction with the team leader.

Hypothesis 1:
Team members’ perceptions of fairness will be higihéeeams whose leaders
use emergent process management behaviors thaanmstwhose leaders use

directive process management behaviors.

Hypothesis 2:
Team members will be more satisfied with leaders wde emergent process
management behaviors than with leaders who usetdiseprocess

management behaviors.

Emotional responses to leader behaviors will atgoeaict the degree to which
subordinates are committed to the team leader. IBnatcommitment has been
studied in several literatures, most notably aaffective attachment aspect of
organizational commitment (Meyer, Allen and Gellafl990), described as an
employee's acceptance of the organization's vadues|ingness to exert effort on
behalf of this organization, and a desire to renmaithe organization (Mowday, Porter

and Steers, 1982). More relevant to the curremlysisithe concept of personal
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commitment, characterized by satisfaction withrédationship, a moral belief
supporting remaining in the relationship, and atgbution to one's identity provided
by the relationship (Johnson, 1982). It may seehkely that any strong attachments
could form when the leader is new to the teamalsuBallinger and Schoorman (2007)
argue, cognitive appraisals and affective reactiorssnew leader begin very early in
an exchange relationship. For example, even b&fork begins, subordinates may
have high initial levels of trust in a new leadigicKnight, Cummings and Chervany,
1998). Team members who are engaged in determilngigown work activities and
sharing their opinions with the team leader wijl,definition, have a greater amount
of contact with the leader. Research on the effeictiansformational leadership
demonstrates that subordinates form stronger iftgatton with and personal
commitments to leaders who ask for their input exjgress confidence in their
opinions (Shamir, House and Arthur, 1993). It faléothat subordinate team members
will be more committed to an incoming team leadapwnables them to determine
their own work activity through an emergent proddss to a leader who directs their

activity.

Hypothesis 3:
Team members will be more affectively committddaders who use emergent
process management behaviors than to leaders widiusctive process

management behaviors.

Since a leader’s ability to influence team membelies on either position or
personal power, it makes sense that an incomirtetésalevel of status will moderate
the impact of any type of leader behavior on suinatés’ perceptions. Using

directive behaviors may be detrimental for socigtomes and perceptions of
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fairness, undermining the leader’s personal poiugrihe impact on subordinates’
evaluations of the leader will be different for Inignd low status leaders. Recall that
the use of directive leader behaviors is basedematithority embodied in the
leadership position. A leader who directs team masilactivities is likely to be
perceived as asserting him or herself in the ledmlerole. Alternatively, a leader who
allows the team process to emerge might be pemtasaot being assertive. In the
case where the incoming leader has low statushadfore very little personal power
to begin with, the importance of relying on positjgpower will outweigh the detriment
to personal power. In a sense, being perceivedsestave serves to compensate for
the leader’s low status position.

A high status leader, by contrast, has a high @éegf@ersonal power, and any
behaviors that undermine this power will have aatigg impact on subordinates'
perceptions of the leader. The high status leather wges a directive style might come
off as being too assertive, damaging relationsamklowering team members’
assessments. This leads me to predict that letatas svill moderate the relationship

between leadership style and team members’ peoreptif the leader’s effectiveness.

Hypothesis 4a:
Low status leaders who use directive process managebehaviors will be
perceived as more effective than low status leadrs use emergent process

management behaviors.

Hypothesis 4b:
High status leaders who use directive process mamagt behaviors will be
perceived as less effective than high status leagdbio use emergent process

management behaviors.
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Just as an incoming leader’s level of status wiberate the affective and
cognitive impact of leader style on subordinatescgptions, it makes sense that
status and style will interact to affect subordasabehavior. Effective leadership
relies on an ability to manage the work effort$hef team and to align members’
activities with the overall team objective (Kottég77; Hackman, 1987; Kotter,
1990). In short, leader effectiveness denotesdel&aability to influence team
members. In the same way that leader status willerade the relationship between
leadership style and perceptions of a leader'sg¥eness, it will moderate the impact

of leadership style on team members’ assessmethg téader’s influence.

Hypothesis 5a:
Low status leaders who use directive process managebehaviors will have
more influence than low status leaders who use gem¢process management

behaviors.

Hypothesis 5b:
High status leaders who use directive process mamagt behaviors will have
less influence than high status leaders who useéganeprocess management

behaviors.

The above hypotheses imply that perceptions afiéas mediate the
relationship between leader behavior and the varomicomes. This is consistent with
the literature on procedural justice, which argines group members are willing to
defer to the decisions of authorities and to folkneial rules when they view those
authorities as legitimate. Group members judgeifagcy primarily by assessing the

fairness of authorities’ decision-making procedysn and Mauborgne, 1993;
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Tyler, 2000). Similarly, Tyler and De Cremer (200&)nd that in addition to being
viewed as more legitimate, leaders who act in ptocaly fair ways are viewed as
being more competent, and employees are more angeattheir influence. Hence,
subordinate team members’ perceptions of a leatirizess will affect their
assessments of the leader’s ability to be effeetnattheir willingness to accept the

leader’s influence.

Hypothesis 6a:
Team members’ perceptions of fairness will mediaeelationship between

leader status and behavior and perceptions of leaffectiveness.

Hypothesis 6b:
Team members’ perceptions of fairness will mediaeelationship between

leader status and behavior and assessments ofrl@atieence.

Goal Setting Behavior

In my conceptualization, a leader, regardless aftivér he or she uses a
directive or emergent process management stylgbledties a goal or an outcome
objective for the team at the outset of the teant&raction. This sets the “clear and
engaging direction” (Hackman and Walton, 1986; hhaak, 1987) that is essential for
effective team performance. Goal setting theorymes that goals are immediate
regulators of human action and that goals havevatitinal influence on what people
will do and how they will perform (Locke, Shaw, $end Latham, 1981). The theory
also tells us that specific and challenging gosdsllto higher performance than do
easy goals, "do your best" goals, or no goalslakMalreover, goal acceptance or

commitment is critical to improving performance @unes. Finally, research on
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participative goal setting demonstrates that merpbhgicipation can lead to the
setting of higher goals and increased goal comnmtnmegroups (Locke and Latham,
1990; Durham, Knight and Locke, 1997).

A review of the articles in Table 2 reveals th&@am’s objectives can either be
imposed by the team leader or can be set throwgparticipation of the team
members. | define an assigned objective as onestisat by the team leader, without
input from team members. This is a specific desiompof what the team needs to
achieve in order to accomplish the task at handekample, establishment of an
assigned objective for a strategy decision makeagnt might sound something like
“We need to develop a strategy that will grow raxeby 10% and increase market
share by 15%.” A participative objective, on theesthand, is one that emerges based
on team members’ input and opinions. Establishrokatparticipative objective for
the same strategy decision making team might ssantething like, “We need to
develop a strategy to grow the business; what taugfeuld we try to achieve?”

| view the establishment of objectives and managemokthe team’s
interaction process as two distinct aspects ofdebdhavior. | argue that use of a
directive or emergent process management styl@aamssigned or participative
objective will interact to affect team members’gegtions of the leader, and that the
leader’s level of status will alter these perceggid=or example, a leader can assign a
specific objective and then allow the team membzietermine their own activities
through an emergent process, or the leader cafoasiembers’ input in determining
the objective and then directively manage team negshlactivity to achieve that
objective. In either case, because they have theramity to voice their opinion
and/or to have a say in determining their own wakvities, team members are likely
to view the leader’s behaviors as being procedufalt (Lind and Tyler, 1988;

Greenberg, 1996). Only when the leader directs thwlobjective and the interaction
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process are team members likely to perceive adatkirness. As | argued earlier, this
will impact their assessments of the leader maoshgty when the leader has high

status to begin with.

Hypothesis 7a:

High status leaders who establish assigned objestand use directive
process management behaviors will be viewed by teambers as less
effective than high status leaders who either alieam member participation
in establishing objectives or use emergent prooeasagement behaviors, or

both.

Hypothesis 7b:

High status leaders who establish assigned objestand use directive
process management behaviors will be less inflaktitan high status leaders
who either allow team member participation in e$isdbng objectives or use

emergent process management behaviors, or both.

Incoming leader status also plays a role in themteacceptance of and
commitment to the goal. For instance, considete¢bder who establishes a specific
objective and then allows the team members to oheterhow they will work to
achieve that objective. Hackman (2002) would cl#iat these behaviors will enable
the team to be the most effective, and in the o&sige high status leader this would
be true. However, if the leader has low statusntegembers are less likely to accept
the goal. Expectation states and status charaateribeories tell us that people hold
low performance expectations for low status indmald (Berger et al., 1977), give

them fewer opportunities to participate (Meeker #Weitzel O'Neill, 1977), and
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accord them less influence (Thomas-Hunt and PRjIR®04; Sheldon, Thomas-Hunt
and Proell, 2006). Low status group members’ cbations are largely ignored when
making strategic decisions (Stewart and Stass€§)19o if a low status leader
attempts to establish an objective based on Hi®ioown opinion, it may be
discounted by team members because of the leddek®f experience or expertise.
In the case of leader-directed objectives, team peesnare likely to be hesitant to

commit to a goal that is set by a low status leader

Hypothesis 8:
Team members will be more committed to objecthagsare assigned

by high status leaders than by low status leaders.

This implies that for low status leaders, the lvesy to achieve a high level of
commitment to the team’s objective is to include prarticipation of team members
when setting the objective. This will in turn leiadmore favorable perceptions and

higher assessments of the leader’s overall ability.

Hypothesis 9:
In teams that are led by a low status leader, tea@mbers will be

more committed to participative objectives thams$signed objectives.

Hypothesis 10a:
Low status leaders who allow team member partioypain establishing
objectives will be viewed by team members as nfteetiee than low status

leaders who assign objectives.
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Hypothesis 10b:
Low status leaders who allow team member partioypain establishing
objectives will be more influential than low stateaders who assign

objectives.

This poses a challenging dilemma for the low stiader taking charge of a
team: to be most effective, he or she must asthparticipation of the team
members in setting the team’s objective, but thestrdirectively manage the team’s
interaction process in order to avoid being seenesk or unassertive. At the same
time, use of directive process management behawitirsmake team members less
satisfied and less committed to the leader. Thi kigtus leader also faces a dilemma:
some of the very behaviors that helped the leaderm the organizational hierarchy
(taking charge, being assertive, making quick dewes) bear the potential for negative
socio-emotional reactions from group members. timeeicase, the leader’s position as
the primary source of influence within the groupyrba threatened by negative

reactions from group members.

Influence Rivalriesin Teams

To this point, | have discussed the way in whictumber of factors affect
subordinate perceptions of the team’s leader amdetder’s ability to influence the
group. Recall thaall members of an interdependent workgroup, not hestaader,
have the potential to influence one another’s beldaw some degree. This is an
important point because much of the research orepand influence focuses on the
superior-subordinate dyadic exchange relationsbgonk and Emerson, 1978), and
different outcomes emerge when we consider grougppssed to dyadic interactions.

In a superior-subordinate dyad the pattern of arilze is fairly straightforward - the
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superior member has more power, based on autlaritystatus, and the subordinate
is, for the most part, the target of influence ragés. However, when group members
number three or more, there is potential for at shithe balance of power. Simmel
(1950) theorized about this phenomenon over adeaifury ago, contending that any
three-person group tends to break up into a paraaother party. Simmel theorized
that the third person could threaten the unityhefather two, acting as the holder of
the balance of power if the other two were in cdohflvith one another. A few years
later, Mills (1953) provided empirical support tbe idea that two members of a
three-person group will form a coalition, and pregad that: “(1) the development
most threatening to any member in a threesomeeisdhdarity between the other two,
and (2) the condition most conducive to the intiecesion of a solidary bond is the
presence of a common object of opposition” (Mill853: 356).

This is relevant to the current research becatwesepbortunity to form
coalitions impacts the assessment and attainmestatfs within groups. Positions of
high and low status are fixed in a superior-sub@ti dyad, but moving beyond the
dyad sets the stage for a collective exchange mktaraong group members, whereby
one member’s deference to another (by contribubrihe task at hand) benefits the
entire group (Cook and Emerson, 1978; Emerson,)198ils creates a structure in
which attempts at personal dominance will be mét &n implicit coalition of others
who are willing to accord influence only in proport to the expected ability to
contribute to the task. Thus task capacity, notidance behavior, becomes the basis
for status assessment (Ridgeway and Diekema, 1888gidition, positions of high
and low status are no longer fixed as in the sopasubordinate dyad. Status is a
relative construct, so team members might moverown in the status hierarchy.
The conclusion we can draw from this body of resle#s that in an interdependent

team, where members work together, share informakioowledge, and expertise to
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get the job done, every member will have some degf@ersonal power. Therefore,
every member will, to a greater or lesser extesmelthe potential to influence other
members.

In a related sense, the presence of more thanulrmednate sets the stage for
a status contest among team members if the ledoehn@vior causes a loss of standing
to such an extent that the leader’s standing irgtbap approaches the same level that
of one or more of the subordinate team membersh(@ied Stroebe, 1987; Diehl and
Stroebe, 1991; Owens and Sutton, 2001). Since teaar members will differentiate
among individuals who share equivalent status,rddgss of their hierarchical level
(Shelly and Troyer, 2001), any team members whoes$ianilar status as the team
leader might be seen as rival sources of infludocether team members.

This is less likely to occur when the team is lgdathigh status leader, where
high levels of both personal and positional povegider the leader’s position in the
group’s influence hierarchy virtually unassailabl¢e can more readily imagine an
influence rivalry in the case of a leader who enteteam at a low status level.
Incumbent team members (i.e., subordinates) wileHaad multiple interactions with
one another and will have had opportunities to destrate their expertise and share
individuating information with one another (Flyr@hatman and Spataro, 2001), but
the incoming leader will have had no chance to i®gpecific status cues. An
incoming low status leader therefore enters thente&h little or no personal power,
while an incumbent subordinate might have amasseghadegree of personal power.
This high-powered subordinate is most likely to egeeas an influence rival when the
incoming leader engages in the most detrimentad\viels, establishing an assigned

objective and allowing an emergent team process.
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Hypothesis 11:

Low status leaders who establish assigned objectwne who use emergent
process management behaviors will be more likeBxfmerience influence
rivalries with subordinate group members than |datiss leaders who either
allow team member participation in establishingesitives or use directive

process management behaviors, or both.

In addition, if there is a rival source of infllen(i.e., a subordinate group
member who stands to emerge as the team’s infdeaaér), individual group
members might experience dissonance or dissaimfadthey will be conflicted with
the desire to either accord influence in line withir informal perception of the
influence hierarchy or to bow to organizationallifpzal, and normative pressures and

to adhere to the formally-designated leadershigcsire.

Hypothesis 12:
Members of teams that experience influence riveél be less satisfied than

members of teams that do not experience influamagies.

It is unclear how the presence of an influencel mvght affect a team’s
performance. On the one hand, according to somageament theorists, a team’s
leader should be the primary source of influend@iwia team, setting clear and
engaging goals and aligning the work efforts oftdean members with those goals to
enable better group performance (Kotter, 1977; Haak 1987; Kotter, 1990).
Having multiple people “in charge” will diffuse theam’s work activities, cause

confusion, and force group members to try to redgorconflicting guidance.
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Therefore, we might expect that teams that expeei@nfluence rivalries will perform
more poorly than teams that do not experienceentte rivalries.

On the other hand, groups engaged in a creatasty tould benefit from
multiple sources of influence in the team, whiclgimiencourage more divergent
thinking. This is akin to the argument in favortask conflict in groups, which posits
that a moderate level of conflict can be benefidialsk conflict can serve to
concentrate debate and discussion of the tasklkvd groups to adopt new
perspectives, improving group performance (JehnMaanix, 2001).

In addition, the presence of presence of someoneabthe leader’s influence
could help the team overcome some of the diffieslthat plague the group decision
making process. Members of decision making grodies dall prey to groupthink, a
phenomenon that occurs when members' desire foimitg overrides their
motivation to realistically appraise alternativaicses of action (Janis, 1971). Strong
leadership is typically cited as a key cause otigtoink, because the leader is more
likely to promote his/her own solution (McCaule®8T). In this situation, an
influence rival might serve as an antidote to tinergy leader, encouraging the group
to consider a wider range of alternatives.

Another phenomenon that occurs in decision makmogs is the common
knowledge effect, where group discussion tendsc¢ad on information that members
already share and information that supports, rédtrer opposes, the predominant
sentiment within the group (Stasser and Titus, 198%his case, an influence rival
might serve as a “devil’'s advocate”, thereby enlranthe quality of group decisions.

In short, the potential for an influence rivalryhtelp or hinder group
performance is largely dependent on the type &f aasl the context of the
organizational setting. This is beyond the scopiefcurrent research, and is a

subject for future discussion.
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Overview of the Methodol ogy

Figure 2.1 depicts a model that describes the nmesimg that affect the

emergence of influence patterns and the likelihnmiddfluence rivalries within teams.

Leader Status

Satisfaction
Establishment of )
Objectives Fairness ]
Effectiveness Inl
»  Satisfaction 3 > »| niluence
Rivalry
Process Influence
Management Commitment
Behaviors Group
Performance
Individual Antecedents Affective and Cognitive Responses Behavioral Individual and
Response Group Outcomes

Figure 2.1: Theoretical Model of the Effects of Leader Statusind Behaviors on
Influence Patterns in Teams

| tested this model with a series of three stud&sg different methodologies
to increase both the internal and external validftyny findings. Table 2.3 lists the

hypotheses tested in each study.

Table 2.3: Overview of Studies

Study Method Hypotheses tested
1 Exploratory field study 4(a,b), 5(a,b), 11, 12
2 Interactive video experiment 1-10
3 Lab experiment 1-6,11,12
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First | conducted an exploratory field study toteetinderstand and draw
inferences about the influence patterns that emarggams in the context in which |
am interested. In the second study, | used araictige video vignette design to
isolate and rigorously test some of the affectivd eognitive mechanisms identified
in the model. Finally, I conducted a lab experintenisolate and examine the impact

of leader status and style on team members’ peoreptoehaviors, and performance.
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CHAPTER 3
EFFECTS OF LEADER STATUS AND LEADER BEHAVIOR: STUDY

In my first study, | looked at teams of undergraduausiness students who
were working on a complex seven-week-long managéesiemlation task as part of
their capstone strategy course. The study usedgitimlinal design and a combination
of online surveys and open-ended questionnairesltect qualitative and quantitative
data about team processes at different points gitine semester. The study was
designed to: 1) find evidence that influence riaroccur in hierarchical teams, 2)
identify some of the mechanisms that might leadrtanfluence rivalry, and 3)
determine the impact of influence rivalries on tga@nformance. Although this study
was primarily exploratory in nature, the desigrha study allowed me to test
Hypotheses 4a, 4b, 5a, 5b, 11, and 12. | also thakeffects for Leader Member
Exchange and conflict resolution processes, eveugth these variables were not

included in my theory.

Participants and Demographics

Participants in this study were undergraduate lessistudents at the
University of South Carolina who were enrolled inagpstone strategy course. Most of
the students (97%) were in their senior year ofriess school. The mean age of
participants was 21.7 years old (SD = 1.5). 39%hefparticipants were female and
93% were US citizens. The majority of participamsed their race or ethnicity as
Caucasian (83%), followed by Black/African Amerid@d6), Asian/Asian-American
(4%), and Hispanic/Latino (3%). Participants wemamged in 25 teams of five to six
people each, and a team leader was assigned taezachThus, there were 25

students who served as team leaders and 108 ssudlkeatworked as subordinate
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team members. Of these 108 students, 99 complititdese questionnaires and were
therefore included as participants. These 99 ppatits are the respondents of interest

for all of the individual dependent measures useithis study.

Task and Procedure

At the midpoint of the semester, students in thes®were assigned to teams
for a seven-week business strategy simulation.siinalation is designed to give each
team responsibility for developing and implementinstrategy as they run their firm
over a number of years. The firm’s performance pas of each team member’s final
semester grade.

On the day they were assigned to their new teatmdests participated in an
adapted version of Human Synergistics’ businessatound exercise (Cook, 1998). In
this exercise, participants played the role of sitess consultant whose team had
been asked to recommend a strategy for a troubsulifacturing plant. Participants
were given background information on the plantasaipts from interviews with
employees, and financial information about complaratants. Participants then rank-
ordered 14 issues which were thought to be corttnguo the operating loss at the
plant. The correct ranking is based on the actoddudamount each item contributed
to the operating loss. Participants completed dn&ing task individually prior to
class. During class, participants learned theimtaasignments and came together as
teams for the first time. Then, under the new leadripervision, team members
engaged in a 30-minute face-to-face discussiordolr a consensus ranking of issues.

Three weeks later, after they had run their sinealddusinesses for a number
of years, | administered a team interaction sufeeyitled Team Interaction
Questionnaire; see Appendix A for a detailed desiom of study materials) to

measure members’ perceptions of the team leadinilsuies and interaction style.
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At the end of the semester | administered a 36@bf@ek survey (entitled 360
Feedback Questionnaire in Appendix A) to measuregpions of satisfaction,

effectiveness, status, and influence.

| ndependent Variables

Leader status. All of the students who took patheasimulation were peers
when they formed their teams, and newly-assignaah teaders and team members
shared roughly the same status at the outset. fbnereused each team leader’'s
performance on the business turnaround exerciaarasasure of incoming leader
status. To calculate this measure, | subtracted/g@erson’s individual ranking of
each of the issues from their team consensus rgukid calculated the sum of the
differences for each person. This provided a meastieach individual’s influence on
the team as a whole: the smaller the differena@entbre impact they had on their
team’s decision. | then formed a categorical vaeiddr the incoming leader’s status.
If the team leader had the smallest differenceesaarong all members of the team, |
coded the new leader’s status as high. If somelseeoa the team had a greater
impact on the team decision, | coded the new leadé&atus as low. | used this
categorical variable in my analyses.

Leadership style. At the midpoint of the simulatiadministered a team
interaction survey to capture participants’ perimeyst of their team leader. | measured
leader attributes using items adapted from scalesdmmunality and agency
(Conway, Pizzamiglio, and Mount, 1996) and the &aaity Attributes Questionnaire
(Spence, Helmreich, and Holahan, 1979; Eagly aetfedt, 1984). Participants rated
each item on a 7-point scale, and responses weraged to form a single score. All
subsequent scales were created by averaging itgrdsjsed the same 1-7 response

format unless otherwise noted.
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Four items provided a measure of the team leadsgf a directive
leadership style. Items include, “To what exterthisteam leader directive (regulates
the team process or advocates a particular strakeggion)?”, “To what extent is the
team leader assertive?”, “To what extent is thentksmder able to make decisions
easily?”, “and “To what extent is the team leadsf-sonfident?” The reliability for
the four scale items was adequate=(.86). | took the mean of these four items to
form a measure of directive style perception. htbsed a median split to form a

categorical variable for leadership style whiclséd in my analyses.

Dependent Measures

Leader effectiveness. A single item measured teamlipers’ perceptions of
the leader’s effectiveness. | asked "How effectinas the team leader in his/her
designated role?"

Leader influence. | measured the team leader’senite using two items, “To
what extent was the team leader influential?” dntagine that the leader suggested
an idea that was different from your own. How likale you to change your mind?”
The two items had a Cronbachi®f .64.

Satisfaction with team. Two items measured eacticgzant’s satisfaction
with their team, “How satisfied have you been wogkwith your team?” and “To
what extent would you like to participate in anatiienulation with the same
teammates?” The two items had a Cronbaelo$.93.

Conflict resolution. In the interaction questiomeaihat | administered at the
midpoint of the simulation, | measured each tearmbwe¥’s perception of their team’s
ability to manage conflict. The conflict resolutisoale consisted of five items which
asked the extent to which participants agreed thiglse statements: “Conflict is dealt

with openly during our group interactions”, “Strgyerelated disagreements are
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encouraged in my team”, “Disagreements about teeiip work being done are
usually discussed and resolved”, “Relationship kcatsfare usually discussed and
resolved”, and “Disagreements about who should datvare usually discussed and
resolved in my team.” The items had a Cronbaalo$ .82.

Influence rivalry. At the end of the semester leakbarticipants to rank their
team members from most influential to least infliEn| coded the response as an
influence rivalry if an individual listed anothexam member, rather than the team
leader, as the most influential person on the team.

Team performance. The simulation software captoredsures of each team’s
Return on Equity, Return on Investment, Market @digiation, Market Share,
Cumulative Profit, Return on Assets, Asset Turnpaead Stock Price. These
measures were aggregated in the software to prevideverall measure of team
performance.

Leader member exchange. As part of my exploratmgyysof these teams, |
measured the quality of each team member’s rekstiipnwith the team leader.
Although I didn’t theorize about these relationshgpecifically, | looked for these
measurements to provide more detail around teagnaictions and members’
perceptions of their leaders. | used Graen anddigafs nine-item scale (Graen,
Novak, and Sommerkamp, 1982; Scandura and Graénd) ® Leader Member
Exchange. Sample items include “How much do yoe@agyith this statement? My
working relationship with my team leader is effeeti’ and “My team leader

recognizes my expertise.” This scale was highlyabé @ = .94).
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Results
Hypothesis Testing

Since this was an exploratory study, | began myyarsawith an examination
of the correlations between variables of inter€ahle 3.1 presents means, standard

deviations, reliability coefficients, and corretats among the variables.

Table 3.1: Means, Standard Deviations, Reliability, and Corré&ations among
Study 1 Variables

Variable Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Leader status 4.46 1.90
2. Directive leadership style  5.24 1.24 -.06 .86
3. Leader member exchange 5.94 .93 -.22 384
4. Effectiveness 5.97 1.30 -11 -.03 .23
5. Influence 5.32 1.07 -13  -.02 A3 7464
6. Satisfaction with team 6.04 1.16 -.03 4951 . .04 .02 .93
7. Conflict resolution 5.50 1.00 .10 .22 4707 -10 .36 .82

Scale reliabilities are on the diagonal in boldface
Correlations greater than .21 are significant at.f5
Correlations greater than .30 are significant at.p1.

Effectivenesdn Hypotheses 4a and 4b | predict that an incgrfeader’s
status will moderate the effects of leadershipestyl subordinates’ assessments of the
leader’s effectiveness, such that low status leagbio used directive process
management behaviors would be perceived as maeetie than low status leaders
who used emergent process management behaviorstfiégs 4a) and high status
leaders who used directive process management lbehaxould be perceived as less
effective than high status leaders who used emepyeness management behaviors
(Hypothesis 4b).

ANOVA provided support for these hypotheses. Loaist leaders who used
highly directive process management behaviors wereeived to be more effective

(M =6.35, SD = .84) than low status leaders whedusss directive leadership
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behaviors (M = 5.83, SD = 1.41), while high stdeeders who used a highly directive
style were perceived to be less effective (M = 5&3 = 1.55) than high status leaders
who used less directive leadership behaviors (M13,65D = 1.30, freg) = 4.37, p <

.05, see Figure 3.1).

6.4

6.2+

5.8 O Low Directive Style

l High Directive Style

5.6

Effectiveness

5.4+

5.2+

Low Status Leader High Status Leader

Figure 3.1: Effects of Leader Status and Leadership Style oRerceptions
of Leader Effectiveness

Influence In Hypotheses 5a and 5b | predict that leadeustaill moderate
the effects of leadership style on subordinatestssments of the leader’s influence,
such that low status leaders who used more dieegtiscess management behaviors
would be perceived as more influential than lovwustdeaders who used a less
directive style(Hypothesis 5a) and high statuséesgvho used more directive process
management behaviors would be perceived as ldsemtial than high status leaders

who used a less directive leadership style (Hymoshgb).

43



ANOVA revealed a pattern of results similar to thdsr effectiveness (see

Figure 3.2).

5.8

5.6+

5.4+

O Low Directive Style
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Low Status Leader High Status Leader

Figure 3.2: Effects of Leader Status and Leadership Style oRerceptions
of Leader Influence

Low status leaders who used highly directive preceanagement behaviors
were perceived to be more influential (M = 5.61, §[®7) than low status leaders
who used less directive leadership behaviors (M38,55D = .97), while high status
leaders who used a highly directive style were giged to be less effective (M =
4.99, SD = 1.08) than high status leaders who lessddirective leadership behaviors
(M =5.68, SD = 1.24, ([fog) = 7.93, p < .01, see Table 3.2).
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Table 3.2: ANOVA Results for the Effects of Leader Status and.eadership Style
on Perceptions of Leader Effectiveness

Low Status Team High Status Team
Leader Leader F —test
Low High Low High
Directive Directive Directive Directive

Dependent Style Style Style Style Leader Leader
Variable (N=33) (N=28) (N=18) (N=20) Status Style Interaction
Leader 5.83 6.35 6.13 5.53 .94 .02 4.37*
Effectiveness (1.412) (.84) (1.30) (1.55)
Leader 5.08 5.61 5.68 4.99 .96 14 7.93**
Influence (.97) (.97) (1.24) (1.08)

* p <.05; two—tailed test.
** p < .01; two—tailed test.
Means. Standard deviations in parentheses.

Influence rivalry Almost half (45 out of 99) participants in thisidy reported
an influence rivalry; that is, they viewed anotteam member as being more
influential than the team leader. Hypothesis 11ijats that low status leaders who
establish assigned objectives and who use emepgecess management behaviors
will be more likely to experience influence rivasi with subordinate group members
than low status leaders who either allow team mepasicipation in establishing
objectives or use directive process managementwimebaor both. While this study
was not designed to test the impact of goalsetigtwavior, it did allow me to test the
effects of leadership style on the likelihood ofiafluence rivalry. Since the
dependent measure was dichotomous (influence yieakurred or did not), | used
binary logistic regression analysis to test theaotf leadership style. Hypothesis 11
was supported by this analysis; among low statadees, using a more directive style
significantly reduced the likelihood of a subordengeam member emerging as a rival

source of influence to the team leader (B = -.78JdM 3.41, p < 0.05, one-tailed).
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Satisfaction with teani predict that team members who experience inftee
rivalries will be less satisfied than team membene do not experience influence
rivalries (Hypothesis 12). Analysis of participdrevel of satisfaction with their
teams supports this hypothesis. Participants whoepaed an influence rival were less
satisfied with their teams (M = 5.78, SD = 1.3@rtIparticipants who did not perceive

an influence rival (M = 6.27, SD = .91y gs) = 4.53, p < .05).

Conflict resolution ANOVA revealed a main effect for leader statud an
leadership style on team members’ assessmentsiotéam’s ability to manage
conflict. Teams led by high status leaders had toagngs (M = 5.27, SD = 1.16)
than leaders who had low status (M = 5.64, SD =Fg4s) = 3.62, p < .05, one-
tailed). Also, teams led by directive style lead®sad higher conflict resolution ratings
(M =5.66, SD = 1.01) than leaders who were leszctlve (M = 5.34, SD = .98,fug)
= 3.17, p < .05, one-tailed, see Table 3.3). Theraction of leader status and style

had no significant effect on ratings of conflickodution.

Table 3.3: ANOVA Results for the Effects of Leader Status and.eadership Style
on Conflict Resolution

Low Status Team High Status Team
Leader Leader F —test
Low High Low High
Directive Directive Directive Directive

Dependent Style Style Style Style Leader Leader
Variable (N=33) (N=28) (N=18) (N=20) Status Style Interaction
Conflict 5.49 5.80 5.05 5.47 3.62*  3.17* .07
Resolution (.84) (.89) (2.17) (1.15)

* p <.05; one—tailed test.
Means. Standard deviations in parentheses.
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Team performancé=inally, although | did not specifically predittet effects
that leader status and style or a rival sourceftdence would have on team
performance, this study enabled me to examine thiésets. | aggregated team
members’ perceptions of leader status, leadersyig, &nd influence rivalry to come
up with a categorical measure of each variableémh team. | then conducted an
ANOVA at the group level, examining the impact atk factor on group
performance. My analysis revealed no significafeéctffor any of these variables.
Upon further investigation the only significant cgation | found was between team
performance and conflict resolution behavior.

| aggregated conflict resolution ratings from thembers of each team to form
a group-level measure. Using this measure in aliregression, | found that teams
that were better at resolving conflict in theirrtemteractions performed better overall

in the business simulation (standardifed .38, {24) = 1.95, p < .05, one-tailed).

Leader Member Exchang@nalysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed that
incoming leader status and leadership style hadfgignt main effects on team
members’ assessments of their relationship withdhder. Leaders who had high
status when they started working with their teanmtopers had lower quality LMX
relationships (M = 5.73, SD = 1.07) than leaders Wwad low status (M = 6.07, SD =
.81, R1,08y= 4.06, p < .05, see Table 3.4). Also, leaders udexl a more directive
leadership style had higher quality relationshis«6.26, SD = .73) than leaders
who were less directive (M = 5.64, SD = 1.0Q,0f)= 14.03, p < .01).
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Table 3.4: ANOVA Results for the Effects of Leader Status and.eadership Style
on Leader Member Exchange Relationships

Low Status Team High Status Team
Leader Leader F —test
Low High Low High
Directive Directive Directive Directive

Dependent Style Style Style Style Leader Leader
Variable (N=33) (N=28) (N=18) (N=20) Status Style Interaction
LMX 5.86 6.31 5.27 6.17 4.06* 14.03* 1.49

(.89) (.64) (1.09) (.86) *

* p < .05; two—tailed test.
** p < .01; two—tailed test.
Means. Standard deviations in parentheses.

Discussion

The main goal of Study 1 was to identify some @f techanisms that might
lead to an influence rivalry and to determine hbat rivalry would impact the team.
Hypotheses predicting the impact of leader statalsl@adership style on perceptions
of effectiveness and influence were supportedisidtudy. Overall, | found that team
leaders who had low status when they took chardgleenf teams were perceived more
favorably when they used a more directive leadprstyle. Team leaders who had
high status at the outset received higher ratingsnvihey acted in a less directive
manner.

While these findings are encouraging, it is impatrta recognize that they are
purely correlational in nature. The study was esadlary; there were no manipulations
of any of the variables of interest and there wasantrolling for extraneous factors,
so identification of causal mechanisms is purefgriential. None of the team leaders
were clearly high or low status, and none of thetedin a purely directive fashion.
This is evidenced by the finding that a more dixecstyle had a positive impact on

leader member exchange relationships. Even thougie $eaders were more directive
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than others, they were clearly engaging in othkaticmship-maintaining behaviors as
well.

| found that team members’ perceptions of theimgand their leaders varied
widely. In the team interaction survey | askeddomments. One team member
responded “I LOVE my team! We all work so well ttger and everyone has
something different but important to contributehts project. We all listen to each
others ideas and support opinions. My team leadgraat as well, I'm lucky to be in
this group!” This team was led by a high statughty directive leader. Another
respondent, in a team led by a low status, lowctire leader, was less enamored of
the team leader: “Her personality is way too passiher people function as team
leaders even though the title belongs to her.” Glethis respondent experienced an
influence rivalry, and was not shy about lookingtber team members for guidance
and direction.

Almost half of the participants reported a rivauigce of influence within their
teams. This was not necessarily a bad thing. Athaofluence rivalries negatively
affected satisfaction with the team, there wasigoificant detriment to team
performance. In fact, the practice of looking t@#uer team member for guidance and
leadership may have been more than an individuakpéon. Recall that the team
leaders in this study were peers with the membettsear teams. They had no special
skills or experience to recommend them for thedeadle, and some of them were
uncomfortable and reluctant serving in that cagadmt one team the leader abdicated
leadership responsibility entirely and the teameadrupon and formally installed a
replacement. This case would be recorded as ocag@ an influence rivalry, but it
was openly discussed and was not an artifact ai teambers’ perceptions.

This points to the role that conflict resolutiomys in team performance.

Teams that were better able to manage their copiidormed better in the business
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simulation. | submit that one of the conflicts thmight have had to resolve is “who’s
in charge here?” In some cases, resolving thigissacessfully may have entailed
handing the reins over to someone other than igreed leader. In some cases,
selecting the right person for the job and acceptims person as rival source of
influence may have been beneficial for team peréoree.

Although this exploratory field study provided vahle insight into how leader
status and leader behaviors affect influence petter hierarchical teams, it does not
provide a controlled test of my hypotheses. Fortbireg, incoming team leaders’
relative status was unclear; they were essenpaéys with their team members. Also,
most team leaders did not use a purely directivenoergent style. By and large, team
leaders seemed content to let the team procesggeéralf. Even if they had been
inclined to impose their will in a more directiveammer, team leaders had limited
power. Because these were teams of students tadrersay, employees in a firm, the
political and organizational pressures for team imensito remain loyal to a leader
were nonexistent, and there was low cost assocratbdgnoring the team leader’s
guidance.

Testing the causal relationships in my theoreticatlel requires a rigorous
study in which | can control the independent vdaaland isolate their effects. To
satisfy these requirements, | designed an expetahstudy using an interactive video

vignette. This study is discussed in the next arapt
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CHAPTER 4
EFFECTS OF LEADER STATUS AND LEADER BEHAVIOR: STUDY

Study 2 was an experiment using an interactiveovidgnette designed to test
how a leader’s status and behaviors affect teambaeshperceptions of fairness,
satisfaction, commitment, effectiveness, and infaee Vignette methodology allows
me to control the situation and to narrow in oragtipular set of team leader
behaviors. As I've discussed in an earlier sectilba,extant literature on leadership
behaviors is both plentiful and widely varied, hotvhere does it provide a concise
definition or illustration for directive and emergestyles. Therefore the literature
offers little help for an experimental design. Ugmvignette, | am able to control
leader behaviors precisely in order to operatiaeaine constructs as I've laid them
out in my model. | can manipulate the differentéas and see how people would
react if they were in that situation, enabling meltaw clear relationships between the
independent variables and the outcomes. The vigstitly allows me to measure
affective and cognitive reactions to leader status behaviors, which enables me to

test hypotheses 1 through 10.

Participants and Demographics

143 people patrticipated in this study. | solicipadticipants via email from
lists of current and former business school stuiglant colleagues. Respondents were
paid $10 for their participation. The mean ageatipipants was 29.5 years old (SD =
7.2), mean years of work experience was 6.5 y&ids{6.6), and mean years of
supervisory experience was 3.0 (SD = 3.7). 49 gpents were female (34% female)
and 94 (66%) were US citizens. Their educationjabhdypes also varied. The

majority of participants (57%) were MBA studentsMBA alumni. Of the non-
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MBAs, 37 were graduate students or had graduateedggin total, 120 participants
(84%) were MBA or graduate students or alumni.iBigdnts classified themselves in
more than 20 different job functions, ranging fr@BO of a startup company to
homemaker. The most heavily represented functianiwéinance/accounting, with
35 participants (24.5%) classifying themselvedat field. 19 participants (13.3%)
came from sales/marketing, 19 (13.3%) came fromatjgas/logistics, and 16
participants (11.2%) came from the management/adtrative area. Nine
participants (6.3%) came from research and devetopneight (5.6%) came from
IT/software development, and seven participan@X%4.came from the consulting

field. All other areas were represented by fivéewver participants.

Task and Procedure

This study was conducted entirely online. Partictpaeceived an email
message with instructions to first read a scergggeription, then to follow embedded
links to two separate video clips and an onlineaswrIn the scenario, participants
were asked to play the role of a member of a manageconsulting team, interacting
with a video-recorded team leader and two othenteembers engaged in a complex
decision-making task. The team was part of Syner@ansulting, Inc., a small firm
that specializes in providing management consultintge high tech manufacturing
industry. Participants were told that they had beerking at Synergetic for about two
years as a consultant on various projects, anthépast six months they had worked
as part of an engagement team with two other teamlyers, Laura and Brian, and an
engagement team leader, David. Laura had beenSyitkrgetic for just over 3 years;
Brian had been with the company almost 4 yearsidifants were told that the team
leader, David, had taken a job in the company’'ss&dw office after the successful

completion of the team’s most recent project, dnaik tnew team leader, Matt
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Reynolds, is due to join the team this morningtiBigants were told that the team
would start working on a new engagement this mginaeveloping a turnaround plan
for GlobalTech Corporation’s Westside productiocility, which had been plagued
by problems.

Participants first read the scenario descriptiaovaband then watched a video
filmed from the first person perspective such thatparticipant played the role of a
team member interacting with other team members.videeo opens with a shot of
two people, Brian and Laura, in a small confereooen. They exchange pleasantries
with each other and with the participant as theyrgbhemselves some coffee and offer
a cup to the participant. Laura asks Brian if egard anything about the incoming
team leader, at which point Brian produces the team leader’s bio that he pulled
from the company website. Brian hands a copy obtbhdo Laura and another copy to
the camera, and reads aloud, providing informadioout the new team leader’'s name
(Matt Reynolds), age, alma mater, and prior wonegience. Soon after, the video
shows the new team leader entering the room anabiinting himself to the three
members of his team. After watching this video ,olubich lasted less than two
minutes, participants responded to a set of questich asked them to recall
information about the team leader’s age and edutatnd which asked about their
perceptions of each of team member’s status.

Participants then watched another interactive viggment which lasted about
five minutes. In this segment, participants sawtéaen leader establish the team’s
objectives for the Westside plant turnaround plaraddition, they saw the leader
manage the team’s work activities and interactimtess as they developed the plan.
At the end of the video, participants respondegustionnaire items measuring their

perceptions of the leader and other team members.
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Design and Manipulations

Study 2 used a 2 x 2 x 2 design with manipulatminthe incoming leader’s
status (high vs. low), establishment of objecti{aessigned vs. participative), and style
of managing the team’s interaction process (divects. emergent). The same three
actors played Matt, Laura, and Brian in each ofetight videotaped conditions.

Leader status. | manipulated the incoming leadsgtus through his
biographical information, dress, and appearancthdrhigh status condition, the
biography of the new team leader, Matt, stateshbas 38 years old, received his
MBA from Stanford, and had worked for Bain and Mokgy before coming to
Synergetic. In addition, he’d been with Synergédicalmost five years and had
developed strategies for Nikon’s two most recentpct launches. When the actor
portraying Matt appears in the video he is dressedwell-tailored navy blue suit
with a conservative tie, wears fashionable wirennea glasses and an expensive gold
watch, and carries a leather briefcase

In the low status condition, Matt’s bio states thatis 32 years old, has an
MBA from Baruch, and had worked for HP and Acceatlefore coming to
Synergetic. He’'d been with Synergetic for almostrsbnths and had developed
strategy for one recent product launch. In thewjdiee same actor portrays Matt, but
he is dressed in business casual, wearing a llghtdhirt and khaki pants, no glasses,
and a black sports watch, and he has the strapnafsaenger bag slung on his
shoulder.

Establishment of objectives. | manipulated the tézader’s goalsetting
behavior through the dialogue of the team leaddrsabordinate team members. In
the assigned objectives condition, the team lesidees

“Now, you may have your own ideas, but after revwgythe Initial

Assessment Report and the Financial Informatitclear to me that the biggest
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problem in this plant is that the cost of diredtdais too high. Supervision of direct
labor, turnover, and absenteeism are all excesEherefore, our objective for this
engagement is to lower direct labor costs by atlégpercentage points, so that it
makes up no more than 20% of sales. We also npkthdo reduce employee
turnover and absenteeism each by 50%. We neednoopk work around getting to
those targets.”

In the participative objectives condition, the tel@ader states “Now, | have
my own ideas, but | would like to know what yourtkiour objective should be. After
reviewing the Initial Assessment Report and thefamal Information, what do you
consider to be the biggest problems in this plabh&ira and Brian respond with
specific ideas for what the objective for this egpg@ment should be. Brian suggests “I
think we need to figure out a way to lower diredidr costs by at least seven
percentage points, so that it makes up no more2@&mof sales.” Laura says “And
we should come up with a plan to reduce employe®ter and absenteeism each by
50%.” The team leader accepts their recommendatsaying “Okay, | guess we
should plan our work around getting to those ta§@tote that Laura and Brian
recommend the exact same objectives as those as#igned condition (i.e., lower
direct labor costs by seven percent and reducesgm@lturnover and absenteeism
each by 50 percent).

Leadership style. | manipulated the team leadé¢yle ®f managing the team
process through the dialogue of the team leadesabdrdinate team members. In the
directive condition, the team leader says “Laumgaht you to come up with more
detail around why absenteeism and turnover ar@do®all the HR manager at the
Westside plant and get an updated set of numbwantl absentee rates and turnover

numbers for the last three quarters. Brian, yol ltathe financial reports and figure
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out which items go into accounting for direct lalbosts. Then contact the GlobalTech
accountants and see if you can get a more detaitakdown of costs.”

The scene fades to black as the team members gerio Later, the team
leader asks “How you doing with those absentees rate turnover numbers Laura?”
Laura responds “Well, | emailed the Westside HR agan but | haven’'t heard back
yet.” The team leader replies “Go ahead and calhthThey might be slow in
responding to email. After that, | want you to @aritthe consulting team that did the
Initial Assessment Report and ask them for trapsciof the original interviews, and
see what you find there.” He then asks “How are going with the direct labor
breakdown Brian? How much more time do you needtrBreplies “I'm working
through the numbers now; should be done in a lmalf br so.” The team leader
responds “Okay, when you get the breakdown, | waatto figure out how much
each employee absence costs in terms of direct.|&ben figure out an estimate of
the cost associated with turnover. How much doesst to find, hire, and train a
replacement? Laura, let Brian know what the absestel turnover numbers look like
for the past three quarters so he can work thdeehis calculations.”

Later, the team leader says “After you've collec#df your information, |
want each of you to draft a short proposal for laygng out a list of options for how
we’re going to get the Westside plant to lower clitebor costs by at seven
percentage points and reduce employee turnovealasehteeism each by 50%. Your
proposal should outline the options and the cdstmplementing each, and should
have a timeline with specific milestones. I'll loakthe options and decide which
items to include in the turnaround plan we put tbgefor the client.”

In the emergent condition, the team leader begyrasking “How would you
like to approach this? What do you think we shaild@” Laura replies “I'll come up

with more detail around why absenteeism and tumakeso bad. I'll contact the HR
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manager at the Westside plant and get an updated sembers for absentee rates
and turnover for the last three quarters.” Briayss&nd I'll look at the financial
reports and figure out which items go into accaumfor direct labor costs. | can
contact the GlobalTech accountants and see if peaa more detailed breakdown of
costs.” The scene fades to black as the team mergbéeto work.

Later, the team leader asks “How’s it going?” Langsponds “Well, | emailed
the Westside HR manager but | haven’t heard batksgd'm go ahead and call them.
They might be slow in responding to email. AfteattH’ll get in touch with the
consulting team that did the Initial Assessmentd®eand ask them for transcripts of
the original interviews, and see what | can fineré” Brian adds “I'm working
through the numbers on the direct labor breakdoswm; th should be done in a half
hour or so. When | get the breakdown, I'll figungt diow much each employee
absence costs in terms of direct labor. Theniglife out an estimate of the cost
associated with turnover - how much it costs td fimre, and train a replacement.
Laura, can you tell me what the absentee and temmaymbers look like for the past
three quarters so | can work those into my calcaia®”

Later, Brian suggests “After we get all of our infation, let's each draft a
short proposal, laying out a list of options fomhwe’re going to get the Westside
plant to lower direct labor costs by at seven patiage points and reduce employee
turnover and absenteeism each by 50%. We shouid®tihe options and the costs of
implementing each, and we should have a timelirtk gpecific milestones.” Laura
adds “Once we have the proposals, we can all lottkeaoptions together and decide

which items to include in the turnaround plan wetpgether for the client.”
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Dependent Measures

Fairness. | measured fairness perceptions usingteras adapted from scales
of procedural justice (Moorman, 1991; Niehoff anddviman, 1993) and procedural
fairness (Tyler and Caine, 1981; Tyler et al., )98articipants rated each item on a
7-point scale, and responses were averaged todaingle score. All subsequent
scales were created by averaging items, and useshthe 1-7 response format unless
otherwise noted (see Appendix B for a detailed djgson of study materials). Items
include, “How were team members treated by the tieacher during this task?”, “To
what extent were the procedures used by the teadeiddair?”, “How fair were the
decision making procedures used by Matt, the temadr, to develop the plan?”, and
“How fair were the task delegation procedures usethe team leader?” The
reliability for the four items was adequate< .85).

Satisfaction with the leader. | measured resporsisatisfaction with the
leader using three items: “How satisfied are yothwlatt's leadership?”, “To what
extent would you like to work on a real projectwMatt as your team leader?”, and
“To what extent is Matt a good choice for team k&4 This scale was sufficiently
reliable @ = .95).

Affective commitment. | adapted items from Meyedallen’s (1984)
Affective Commitment Scale to assess commitmentattarized by positive feelings
of identification with and attachment to the teaader. The two item scale includes
“If you were actually working on this team, how caitted would you be to Matt as a
team leader?” and “To what extent do you find Migdable?” Scale items were
reliable @ = .88).

Effectiveness. | measured perceptions of the leadéfectiveness using a two
item scale, which included one item from the Leddember Exchange (Graen et al.,

1982; Scandura and Graen, 1984) scale. Items iedltitb what extent is Matt, the
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leader, effective in the leadership role?” and {Wilwat extent are team members’
working relationships with the team leader effee@ The two items had a
Cronbach’su of .66.

Influence. | measured the team leader’s influerstegutwo items, “To what
extent is Matt, the team leader, influential?” dimdagine that you had an opinion that
was different from Matt’s opinion. How likely woulgbu be to defer to Matt’'s
opinion?” The two items had a Cronbact’sf .35.

Commitment to objectives. | measured objective cament with two items
from Hollenbeck’s goal commitment scale (Hollenhebleary, Klein, and Wright,
1989; Hollenbeck, Williams, and Klein, 1989). Paigants rated the extent to which
they agree with the statements “The team memberstaongly committed to pursuing
the stated goals” and “It wouldn't take much to mtdam members abandon the

stated goals (reverse scored).” The two items hHababach’sx of .67.

Results
Manipulation Checks.

Leader statusTo evaluate the effectiveness of the incomingitésader’s
status manipulation, | asked participants: “How matatus does Matt, the team
leader, have in this team?” and “To what exteMadt, the team leader, high status?”
the two items had a Cronbachi®f .51. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed
that participants in the high-status condition pered the new team leader as having
higher status (M = 4.80, SD = 1.15) than did pgéints in the low-status condition
(M =3.81, SD = 1.18, (£ 142)= 25.65, p < .001).

Establishment of objectiveBarticipants answered two questions to verify the
manipulation of the incoming team leader’s godisgtoehavior. When asked “To

what extent did the team leader establish the @lgecfor working on this task?”
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participants in the assigned objectives conditianega higher rating than participants
in the participative objectives condition (M = 6,(&D = 1.22vs. M =4.19, SD =
2.05, k1, 142)= 45.65, p <.001). When asked “To what extenttdelteam leader
allow team members to participate in setting theealves for this task?” participants
in the assigned objectives condition gave a lowBng than participants in the
participative objectives condition (M = 2.13, SO.#60 vs. M = 5.04, SD = 1.86,
Fa,142)= 100.58, p < .001).

Leadership stylel used ten questions to verify the manipulatibthe
incoming team leader’s behavior. Exploratory facoalysis revealed that the items
formed two factors with an eigenvalue over 1.0Ce Titst factor, comprised of items
indicating a directive leadership style, explai®@dpercent of the variance among the
five items. Items included “To what extent did team leader decide how the team
would work on this task?”, “To what extent did tieam leader designate roles for
working on this task?”, “To what extent did thertekeader assign work activities to
other team members while working on this task?q {fhat extent did the team leader
determine the decision rules while working on task?”, “To what extent did the
team leader control the flow of information amoagrh members?” The five items
formed a reliable scale measurement of directiaddeship (Cronbachis = .87).

The second factor, comprised of items indicating@m@@rgent style, explained
an additional 11 percent of the variance. Itembiohed “To what extent did the team
leader allow other team members to decide howettie twould work on this task?”,
“To what extent did the team leader allow team memslbo determine their own roles
for working on this task?”, “To what extent did tteam leader allow other team
members to determine their own activities while kuag on this task?”, “To what
extent did the team leader allow team membersterméne their own decision rules

while working on this task?” and “To what extend dne team leader allow

60



information to flow freely among team members?” Tikie items formed a reliable
scale measurement of an emergent process managstiylenCronbach’s. = .93 (see

table 4.1).

Table 4.1: Factor Analysis of Leader Behaviors

Component

Item 1 2
To what extent did the team leader decide howdhmtwould g7 -.16
work on this task?
To what extent did the team leader allow other tea@mbers to -.28 .84
decide how the team would work on this task?
To what extent did the team leader designate foleworking on 77 -.45
this task?
To what extent did the team leader allow team mesntoe -.40 .86
determine their own roles for working on this task?
To what extent did the team leader assign work/itiets to other .78 -.39
team members while working on this task?
To what extent did the team leader allow other tea@mbers to -.39 .84
determine their own activities while working onghask?
To what extent did the team leader determine tloesiba rules .56 -.37
while working on this task?
To what extent did the team leader allow team mesntoe -.24 .87
determine their own decision rules while workingthis task?
To what extent did the team leader control the fidw .80 -31
information among team members?
To what extent did the team leader allow informatio flow -43 .64

freely among team members?

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

ANOVA showed a significant main effect for the neader’s behavior.
Participants in the directive leader condition péred the new team leader as being
more directive than did participants in the emetdeader condition (M = 5.54, SD =
1.09 vs. M = 3.04, SD = 1.35¢1f42)= 147.51, p < .001). Participants in the directive

leader condition also perceived the new team leasl&éiaving less of an emergent
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style than did participants in the emergent leadedition (M = 2.43, SD = 1.25, vs.
M =5.49, SD = 1.24, ff142)= 215.36, p < .001).

Hypothesis Testing
Table 4.2 presents means, standard deviationabiiély coefficients, and

correlations among the variables.

Table 4.2: Means, Standard Deviations, Reliability, and Corréations among
Study 2 Variables

Variable Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Leader status 430 1.26.51

2. Establishment

of objectives 484 185 .31 .73

3. Directive

leadership style 425 175 .26 .40 .87

4. Emergent

leadership style 401 197 -15 -58 -73 .93

5. Fairness 409 138 .08 -36 -06 .4185
6. Satisfaction
With leader

7. Affective
commitment

295 161 .04 -23 -10 .37 .62.95

316 159 .01 -26 -19 .43 .58 .9088

8. Effectiveness 361 137 .15 -18 -01 .32 .7Z3 . .66 .66

9. Influence 404 126 45 25 29 -17 .17 374 235 .35

10. Commitment

to objectives 416 137 .02 -36 -28 .47 46 45 .44 53 .0&57

Scale reliabilities are on the diagonal in boldfaCerrelations greater than .16 are significant «t.05,
and correlations greater than .23 are significapt<.01.

As expected, perceptions of fairness, satisfacaod,commitment were

affected by leadership style, supporting Hypothdse8. What was unexpected was
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the sizeable, often negative, impact of goalsetheigavior. Assigning team objectives
was negatively correlated with perceptions of fess) leader satisfaction and affective
commitment, ratings of effectiveness, and commitnehe team'’s
objectivegairness.Team members’ perceptions of fairness will be éigh teams
whose leaders use emergent process managementdoshhan in teams whose
leaders use directive process management behgmMgpsthesis 1). | tested this
hypothesis with a between-subjects ANCOVA, conimglfor leader status and
goalsetting behavior. In support of the hypothgsasticipants judged the leader as
more fair when the he used an emergent style (M84,4D = 1.34) than when he
used a directive style (M = 3.83, SD = 1.38§,1k»)= 5.50, p < .05). Thus, Hypothesis
1 is supported. The manipulation of the incomiragrideader’s behavior resulted in a
significant decrease in perceptions of fairnessmieeused a directive leadership

style.

Satisfaction with the leadefeam members will be more satisfied with leaders
who use emergent process management behaviorsitieleaders who use directive
process management behaviors (Hypothesis 2). Batadgiects ANCOVA revealed
higher levels of satisfaction when the new teardéeaised an emergent style (M =
3.24, SD = 1.68) than when he used a directive iyl= 2.64, SD = 1.48,F142)=

4.69, p <.05). Thus, Hypothesis 2 is supported.

Affective commitment.eam members will be more affectively committed to
leaders who use emergent process management beshidnao to leaders who use
directive process management behaviors (Hypotl3¢s@nce again, a between-
subjects ANCOVA supported the hypothesis. Partitipgave higher ratings for

affective commitment to team leaders who used agrgemt style (M = 3.55, SD =
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1.64) than to leaders who used a directive style=(R175, SD = 1.43, 142= 8.90, p
<.05).
Figure 4.1 displays the effects of the differemidership styles on perceptions

of fairness, satisfaction with the leader, andcff'®e commitment to the leader.

| O Emergent Style

2 m Directive Style

Fairness Satisfaction Commitment

Figure 4.1: Effects of Leadership Style on Perceptions of Faiess, Satisfaction
and Commitment

Effectivenesdn Hypotheses 4a and 4b | predict that an incgrfeader’'s
status will moderate the effects of leadershipestyl subordinates’ assessments of the
leader’s effectiveness. Specifically, | predictedttlow status leaders who used
directive process management behaviors would beeped as more effective than
low status leaders who used emergent process maeatbehaviors (Hypothesis 4a)

and that high status leaders who used directivegssomanagement behaviors would
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be perceived as less effective than high statukelsavho used emergent process
management behaviors (Hypothesis 4b). ANCOVA reslibwed a main effect for
goalsetting behavior alone; the effects of leatlus and leader style on perceptions
of effectiveness were nonsignficant. Participaated effectiveness higher when the
new team leader asked team members to participateting the team’s objectives (M
= 3.94, SD = 1.37) than when he assigned objec{Mes 3.31, SD = 1.31, (F142)=
7.43, p < .05, see Table 4.3).

Table 4.3: ANCOVA Results for the Effects of Leader Status ath Leadership
Style on Perceptions of Leader Effectiveness

Low Status Team  High Status Team
Leader Leader F - test

Emergent Directive Emergent Directive

Dependent Style Style Style Style Leader Leader Inter-  Goal-
Variable (N=41) (N=31) (N=33) (N=38) Status Style action Setting
Effectiveness 3.74 3.65 3.77 3.29 44 1.52 42 7.43*

(1.40)  (1.44)  (1.41)  (1.25)

*p < .05, two—tailed test.
Means. Standard deviations in parentheses.

Clearly, the impact of goalsetting behavior on petons of the leader is more
sizeable than | had predicted. To further investighis impact, | conducted an
ANOVA with goalsetting included in a full factoriahodel. Results revealed a three-
way interaction between leader status, leader,siylé goalsetting behavior. In the
participative objective condition, leader statud &adership style interacted to affect
perceptions of leader effectiveness in the manpeedicted. Low status leaders who
used directive process management behaviors weceiped to be more effective (M
=4.25, SD = 1.32) than low status leaders who eseergent process management

behaviors (M = 3.55, SD = 1.30), while high stdeeders who used directive process
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management behaviors were perceived to be lesgieéfdM = 3.66, SD = 1.40) than
high status leaders who used emergent process eraeatjbehaviors (M = 4.35, SD
=1.41, kie7y=4.47, p < .05, see Table 4.4). Simple effedtstgield no significant
results for the impact of leadership style in aitfhe low status (M = 3.55, SD =1.30
vs. M =4.25, SD = 1.32t) = -1.57,n9) or high status condition (M = 4.35, SD =
1.41vs. M = 3.66, SD = 1.4Qz4 = 1.42,n9). In addition, when | examined the
pattern of the interaction by making pairwise congmms using the Tukey multiple
comparison procedure to control for the overalberate, | found no significant
contrasts between cells{k7) = 1.55,n9). Despite this, the interaction of leader status
and leadership style is significant. Therefore, bteses 4a and 4b are supported, but
only in cases where the team leader asked team erentoparticipate in setting

objectives.

Table 4.4: ANOVA Results for the Effects of Goalsetting, Leadr Status, and
Leadership Style on Perceptions of Leader Effectiveess

Low Status Team High Status Team
Leader Leader F - test

Emergent Directive Emergent Directive Leader Leader

Goalsetting Style Style Style Style Status  Style Interaction
3.55 4.25 4.35 3.66

Participative (1.30) (1.32) (1.42) (1.40) .10 .00 4.47*

Objectives

(N=19) (N=16) (N=17) (N=16)

3.91 3.00 3.16 3.02
Assigned (1.49) (1.32) (1.15) (1.09) .23 3.04 1.68
Objectives
(N=22) (N=15 (N=16) (N=22)
*p < .05, two—tailed test.
Means. Standard deviations in parentheses.
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In the assigned objectives condition, analysisasfance yields a different

pattern of results (see Figure 4.2).

4.5+
4
3.5+
3,
1]
1)
()
$ 2.5
2
3]
£ 2] o Emergent Style
- m Directive Style
1.5+
1,
0.5+
0
Low Status High Status Low Status High Status
Leader Leader Leader Leader
Participative Objectives Assigned Objectives

Figure 4.2: Effects of Goalsetting, Leader Status, and Leadship Style on
Perceptions of Leader Effectiveness

The interaction of leadership status and styleis-significant (k1,74)= 1.68,
ns). In the low status condition, simple effects saslveal a significant effect of
leadership style on perceptions of effectiveneasidipants who saw a low status
leader assign objectives to the team and then dsective leadership style rated the
leader as less effective (M = 3.00, SD = 1.32) tharticipants who saw a low status
leader assign objectives and use an emergent(Myte3.91, SD = 1.4945)= 1.91, p
< .05, one-tailed). Simple effects tests in theéntstatus condition yielded no

significant effects for leadership style (M = 3.85) =1.15vs. M = 3.02, SD = 1.09,
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tas) = .72,n9). Finally, pairwise comparisons using the Tukegogedure yields no
significant contrasts between cellgs(fz)= 2.36,n9).

The pattern of results indicates that when an inogrteam leader assigned
objectives to the team, low status leaders who dgedtive process management
behaviors were perceived to be less effective kbnarstatus leaders who used
emergent process management behaviors, while Eagdestyle had no impact on
perceptions of effectiveness for high status leadBnus, Hypotheses 4a and 4b are
not supported in cases where the team leader askaljectives without team

member participation.

Influence.In hypotheses 5a and 5b | predict that an incort@ader’s status
will moderate the effects of leadership style oseasments of influence. Low status
leaders who use directive process management lmebavill be more influential than
low status leaders who use emergent process maeagéehaviors (Hypothesis 5a).
High status leaders who use directive process nesneigt behaviors will be more
influential than high status leaders who use emengecess management behaviors
(Hypothesis 5b). Results from an ANCOVA, contrddlifor the goalsetting
manipulation, revealed a main effect for both leadatus and leader style on
perceptions of leader influence. Overall, partiofgarated the high status team leader
as more influential (M = 4.32, SD = 1.22) than ki status team leader (M = 3.753,
SD =1.24, li,142= 6.5, p < .05, see Table 4.5).
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Table 4.5: ANCOVA Results for the Effects of Leader Status ath Leadership
Style on Perceptions of Influence

Low Status Team High Status Team F - test
Leader Leader

Emergent Directive Emergent Directive
Style Style Style Style Leader Leader Inter- Goal-
Variable (N=41) (N=31) (N=33) (N=38) Status Style action Setting

Influence  3.51 4.06 4.20 443 650 3.62* .81  3.04
(1.20) (1.24) (1.37) (1.08)

* p < .05; two—tailed test.
Means. Standard deviations in parentheses.

The interaction of status and style did not hageaificant effect on
perceptions of leader influenceqlz) = .81,ng). Simple effects tests provide some

support for the hypothesis, however. A comparisomeans in the low status leader

condition alone reveals a significant effect ofdeastyle on perceptions of influence.

Among participants who saw the low status leadersé who saw a directive

leadership style rated the leader’s influence ghdri (M = 4.06, SD = 1.24) than those

who saw an emergent style (M = 3.51, SD = 1.20;:f= 3.84, p < .05, one-tailed).
Thus, Hypothesis 5a is supported; low status leagbo use directive process
management behaviors are perceived to be moresntfal than low status leaders
who use emergent process management behaviors.g\pasticipants who saw the
high status leader, leadership style had no s@amfiimpact on perceptions of

influence. Figure 4.3 displays these results.
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Figure 4.3: Effects of Leader Status and Leadership Style oRerceptions of
Leader Influence

Participants who saw a directive leadership stgted the leader’s influence
about the same as those who saw an emergentBtyet(20, SD = 1.37 vs. M =
4.43, SD = 1.08, fr71)= .47,n9). Thus, Hypothesis 5b is not supported; high statu
leaders who use directive process management lmekare not perceived to be less

influential than high status leaders who use emegngecess management behaviors.

Fairness mediationin Hypothesis 6a | predicted that perceptionfawhess
will mediate the relationship between leader status$ behavior and leader
effectiveness. | conducted the mediation analysisguKenny and colleagues’ four-
step procedure (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Kenny, Kaghigolger, 1998). In the first
step, | look for a relationship between leadewustaind style and subordinates’
perceptions of effectiveness (independent varibtee dependent variable). In the

second step, | demonstrate a relationship betvesatel status and style and
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subordinates’ perceptions of fairness (independanéble to the mediator). Third,
perceptions of fairness must predict perceptioreffectiveness (mediator predicting
the dependent variable). Lastly, | must demonstratewhen controlling for
perceptions of fairness, the effects of leadeustahd style become nonsignificant
when predicting perceptions of effectiveness (tftependent variable becomes
nonsignificant in predicting the dependent variakleen controlling for the mediator).
Since goalsetting behavior had such an impact crepéaons of effectiveness,
and since the interaction of leader status ancelestgle had a significant effect only
in cases where goals were set participativelynitlthe mediation analysis to the
participative objectives condition. As I've alreadigcussed, ANOVA revealed a
significant interaction effect for leader statusl &ader behavior on subordinates’
perceptions of effectiveness{lz)= 5.08, p < .05). This satisfies step 1 of the
mediation analysis. The requirements for step 2wt with an analysis of the
impact of leader status and style on subordingesteptions of fairness. Low status
leaders who used directive process management loehaxere perceived to be more
fair (M = 4.84, SD = 1.65) than low status leadeh® used emergent process
management behaviors (M = 4.17, SD = 1.23), whgé ktatus leaders who used
directive process management behaviors were pedtéwbe less fair (M = 4.41, SD
= 1.19) than high status leaders who used emepgeaéss management behaviors (M

=5.29, SD = 1.29, e7)= 5.69, p < .05, see Figure 4.4).
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Figure 4.4. Effects of Leader Status and Leadership Style oRerceptions of
Leader Fairness

In step 3, regression revealed that perceptiofi@imiess had a significant
impact on perceptions of effectiveness (standaddize .75, fs7) = 9.13, p < .001).
Finally, in step 4, full mediation is demonstratkthe effects of the independent
variables are reduced to nonsignificance when othimy for the mediators. When |
included fairness in the model, the interactioretffor leader status and leader
behavior on subordinates’ perceptions of effectgsnwas no longer significant
(Faen = .271,n9). Therefore, in cases where the team leader dekgurticipation in
establishing the team’s objectives, HypothesissGapported: perceptions of fairness
fully mediate the relationship between leader staiud style and perceptions of leader
effectiveness.

In Hypothesis 6b | predicted that perceptions ohfgss will mediate the
relationship between leader status and behavioteautkr influence. Hypothesis 6b is

not supported, since the requirements for stepttheomediation analysis are not met:
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the interaction of leader status and leader stgendt have a significant effect on

perceptions of leader influence{lrz) = .81,ns).

Effects of goalsettingn Hypotheses 7a and 7b | argued that team menabver
most likely to perceive a lack of fairness whenitieoming team leader directs both
the goalsetting process (i.e., assigns the teabpstives) and the interaction process,
and that this will impact their assessments ol¢laeer most strongly when the leader
has high status to begin with. Specifically, | peethat high status leaders who
establish assigned objectives and use directiveeggomanagement behaviors will be
viewed by team members as less effective thanstaghs leaders who either allow
team member participation in establishing objectiveuse emergent process
management behaviors, or both (hypothesis 7a)eStahis hypothesis, | selected only
the cases where the participants saw a high deddsr and made pairwise
comparisons using Tukey’s procedure to controttieroverall error rate. Only one of
the pairwise differences was significant: highwstdeaders who assigned objectives
and used a directive style were rated as lesstefée(d = 3.02, SD = 1.09) than high
status leaders who both allowed team member paation in establishing objectives
and used an emergent leadership style (M = 4.35; $31,g = 3.28, p <.05). High
status leaders who assigned objectives and uskedcie style were not rated as
significantly less effective than high status leadeho either used participative
goalsetting (M = 3.66, SD = 1.40= 1.53,n9 or used emergent process management
behaviors (M = 3.16, SD = 1.1§~= .32,n9). Thus, Hypothesis 7a received only
partial support.

| also used pairwise comparisons to test whethgdr siiatus leaders who
assigned objectives and used a directive styledvioalless influential than high status

leaders who used either participative goalsettimgnoemergent leadership style
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(Hypothesis 7b). Tukey’'s procedure yields no sigarit contrasts between cells

(Fi.70)= 1.99,n9), therefore Hypothesis 7b is not supported.

Commitment to objective$eam members will be more committed to
objectives that are assigned by high status ledaldarsby low status leaders
(Hypothesis 8). To test this prediction, | seleatades where the team leader assigned
objectives and used ANCOVA, controlling for leadéyle, to test for an effect of
leader status. There was no significant differdret@veen ratings of objective
commitment for high status leaders (M = 3.59, SD29) and low status leaders (M =
3.91, SD = 1.51, 74)= .20,ns). Therefore this hypothesis was not supported.

| also predict that in teams that are led by ad$tatus leader, team members
will be more committed to participative objectiian to assigned objectives
(Hypothesis 9). ANCOVA, controlling for leader stylsupported this hypothesis.
Participants rated commitment higher when the leadked for team member
participation in setting objectives (M = 4.51, S[1.45) than when the leader simply
assigned objectives (M = 3.91, SD = 1.54,,5=4.26, p < .05).

Goalsetting effects on effectiveness and influeinceypotheses 10a and 10b |
predict that low status leaders who allow team narplarticipation in establishing
objectives will be viewed by team members as mtez#ve (Hypothesis 10a) and
more influential (Hypothesis 10b) than low stateiders who assign objectives.
ANCOVA, controlling for leader style, provides nopport for hypothesis 10a. Low
status leaders who used a participative goalseptiogess were seen as no more
effective (M = 3.87, SD = 1.34) than low statusdess who assigned objectives (M =
3.54, SD = 1.47, £71y= 1.01,n9).
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Hypothesis 10b is unsupported as well. Low stagadérs who allowed team
member participation in establishing objectivesevgerceived to be no more
influential (M = 3.61, SD = 1.33) than low statesdlers who assigned objectives (M
=3.88, SD = 1.15, {73)= 1.04,n9).

Therefore | can conclude that the manner in whiokwa team leader
establishes the team’s objectives has no effepeoceptions of the leader’s

effectiveness and influence when the leader hastatus.

Discussion and Supplemental Analyses

The main goal of Study 2 was to test how a leadstdsus, leadership
behavior, and manner of establishing objectivescafieam members’ perceptions of
fairness, satisfaction, commitment, effectivenassl influence. In addition, |
identified and tested for processes that mediateetinelations.

In summary, | found support for Hypotheses 1 —atiBipants reported higher
levels of fairness, satisfaction, and commitmentlie team leader who used an
emergent leadership style than for the team leatierused a directive style. In
addition, in cases where the team leader usecjpative goalsetting, | found that the
interaction of leader status and style affectedealmerceptions. Although using a
directive style had an overall negative impact,dfiect was moderated by the
leader’s status, such that being directive wasabée for low status leaders. | asked
participants “To what extent was the team leadagisavior acceptable?” ANOVA
analysis of their responses revealed that it wa®g rmocceptable for low status leaders
to use a directive style (M = 4.88, SD = 1.46) thmnse an emergent style (M = 3.63,
SD =1.71), while it was more acceptable for higius leaders to use an emergent
style (M = 4.88, SD = 1.86) than a directive siife= 4.38, SD = 1.26, s = 4.99,

p <.05).
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My analyses also demonstrated that goalsettingvi@hlaas a significant
impact on affective and cognitive reactions toaiertypes of leader behavior. In the
same way that leadership style affected perceptbferness, satisfaction, and
commitment, tests of hypotheses 1-3 revealed agtmmain effect for goalsetting
behavior. This leads me to explore corollariehtse hypotheses, substituting
establishment of objectives for leadership stylanlincoming team leader assigns
objectives to a team, rather than asking for padicon from team members, the
impact on perceptions of fairness, satisfactiond, @mmitment will be the same as
using a directive leadership style. Similarly, ader who asks for participation in
setting objectives will be perceived in a similagmmer to a leader who uses an
emergent leadership style.

ANCOVA analyses of the effects of goalsetting supfoese post hoc
hypotheses. Participants rated fairness higher eenew team leader asked team
members to participate in setting the team’s ohjest(M = 4.67, SD = 1.39) than
when he assigned objectives (M = 3.57, SD = 1.4545= 26.70, p < .05).

Participants were more satisfied with the teamdeadho asked team members
to participate in setting the team’s objectives£N.25, SD = 1.77) than with the
leader who assigned objectives (M = 2.68, SD =,1F42142)= 4.48, p < .05).

Finally, participants reported higher levels ofeative commitment for the
team leader who used participative goals (M = 330 = 1.64) than for the leader

who assigned goals (M = 2.89, SD = 1.5Q,1/»)= 4.84, p < .05, see Figure 4.5).
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Figure 4.5: Effects of Goalsetting Behavior on Perceptions dfairness,
Satisfaction and Commitment

The manner in which a new team leader sets the'sezbjectives sets the tone
for their entire interaction. When a new boss comesd states “now | have my own
ideas, but | want to know what you think we showtatk toward”, team members feel
that the goals they have been working toward utigeold boss are valid and
legitimate. When a new boss comes in and statasriyay have your own ideas, but
here is what we should be working toward”, team iners feel an unspoken criticism
of the direction they had been going. The new le&dienplying that thestatus quas
no longer valid or correct.

| also found support for Hypotheses 4a and 4bphlyt in cases where the
team leader asked team members to participatdtingsebjectives. In these cases,

low status leaders who used directive process neaneigt behaviors were perceived
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to be more effective than low status leaders wieal @snergent process management
behaviors, while high status leaders who used timeeprocess management behaviors
were perceived to be less effective than high stiaders who used emergent process
management behaviors. This pattern of resultsnsistent with the findings from

study 1, where team members judged directive beh&vibe effective only when the
leader had low status.

Hypothesis 5a was supported; the low status leaerused directive process
management behaviors was perceived to be moresmifal than the low status leader
who used emergent process management behaviorsthégs S5b was not supported;
the high status leader who used directive processmagement behaviors was not
perceived to be less influential than the highustéader who used emergent process
management behaviors. This is in contrast to theltefrom the first study, where
high status, highly directive leaders were ratetess influential. This difference
might be attributed to the lack of organization@dgsures to accept the leader’s
influence in Study 1; team members who judged ddeéa behavior as ineffective
were quick to ignore the leader’s influence. ThHéedence might also be an artifact of
the different study designs: participants watchangdeo in Study 2 may have felt less
of a sting from the high status leader’s direchedavior, so his influence ability
suffered less of a detriment due to negative semaotional reactions.

Further investigation of the impact of goalsettingeals an interaction with
leadership style to affect perceptions of a newntéssader’s influence. ANOVA with
goalsetting included in a full factorial model reled a two-way interaction between
leadership style and goalsetting behavior. Teaelesawho asked team members to
participate in setting objectives and then useéative process management behaviors
were perceived to be more influential (M = 4.33, SD.13) than leaders who used

participative goalsetting and emergent process gemant behaviors (M = 3.42, SD
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= 1.45), while team leaders who assigned objectwesused directive process
management behaviors were perceived to be no miwemtial (M = 4.22, SD =
1.20) than team leaders who assigned objectivesised an emergent style (M =

4.20, SD = 1.06, fr142)= 5.96, p < .05, see Figure 4.6).
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Participative Objectives Assigned Objectives

Figure 4.6: Effects of Goalsetting Behavior and Leadership $te on Perceptions
of Leader Influence

Hypothesis 6a was supported in cases where thelézater asked for
participation in establishing the team’s objectiMeshese cases, perceptions of
fairness fully mediated the relationship betweed status and style and perceptions
of leader effectiveness. Hypothesis 6b was notsueg; the interaction of leader
status and leader style did not mediate perceptbleader influence.

| found partial support for Hypothesis 7a. The hatgtus leader who assigned
objectives and used a directive style was ratddsaseffective than the high status

leader who used both participative goalsetting@mémergent leadership style, but
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was rated as no less effective than the leaderusikd either one or the other.
Hypothesis 7b was not supported; high status lsaslko assigned objectives and
used a directive style were perceived to be noifgkgential than high status leaders
who used either participative goalsetting or anrgerat leadership style, or both.

| found no support for Hypothesis 8; there wasigaifcant difference
between ratings of objective commitment for hightiss leaders and low status leaders
who assigned the team'’s goals. However, Hypotttesias supported; in teams that
were led by a low status leader, team members mere committed to participative
objectives than to assigned objectives.

Hypotheses 10a and 10b were not supported; lowsskaaders who allowed
team member participation in establishing objestmere perceived to be neither
more effective nor more influential than low stakesders who assigned objectives. |
attribute this effect to respondents’ perceptioithe incoming leader’s willingness to
take charge of the team and to assert himselfeneidder role. Assertiveness has a
curvilinear impact on subordinates’ perceptiongeafier effectiveness (Ames and
Flynn, 2004). In addition to testing the relatioipshoutlined in my theory, | used this
study to examine the effects that perceptionsleéder’s assertiveness had on
perceptions of effectiveness and influence, arghtml some light on the mechanisms
underlying Ames and Flynn’s finding. In additionttee dependent variables of
interest for the current research, | asked paditipto rate the degree to which the
team leader asserted himself and took control@team. | asked “To what extent is
Matt, the team leader, assertive?” and “To whag¢mxis Matt, the team leader, micro-
managing?” The two items had a scale reliability of .68.

When | regressed perceptions of the leader’s asser perceptions of
effectiveness, | found marginal evidence of a nggdinear relationshipp(=-.11, p <

.1), but the quadratic fit was significant (see [€ah6).
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Table 4.6: Regression Results for the Effects of Leader Asdereness on
Perceptions of Leader Effectiveness

Model Summary Parameter Estimates

Equation F df df, p-value Constant B, B
Linear 3.25 1 141 .074 411 -11

All Cases
Quadratic 4.29 2 140 .016 2.95 .59 -.09
Linear 4.74 1 69 .033 4.49 -.20

High Status

Leader Quadratic 2.38 2 68 .100 4.26 -.07 -.02
Linear .09 1 70 .764 3.81 -.03

Low Status

Leader Quadratic 3.48 2 69 .036 1.99 1.16 -.15

Overall, team leaders who were perceived to be lavyor very high in
assertiveness received less favorable assessmamtpérticipants. Taking a closer
look by investigating the relationships for hightsts and low status leaders
separately, | found that among high status leadeese was no curvilinear effect for
assertiveness. Instead, the relationship betwesartaeness and effectiveness was
purely linear and negativ@ € -.20, p < .05). In cases where the incomingde&ad
low status, the relationship was purely curvilinear

When | regressed perceptions of the leader’s asserh perceptions of
influence, | found evidence of strong positive tielaships, both linear and quadratic.
Overall, team leaders who were perceived to be imgissertiveness received more
favorable assessments from participants, and trst imtuential leaders were neither
very low nor very high in assertiveness. Lookingha&t relationships for high status

and low status leaders separately yielded no eéifieg to this pattern (see Table 4.7).
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Table 4.7: Regression Results for the Effects of Leader Asdereness on
Perceptions of Leader Influence

Model Summary

Parameter Estimates

Equation F df df, p-value Constant p; B,
Linear 17.91 1 141 .000 3.00 .23

All Cases
Quadratic 10.32 2 140 .000 2.29 .66 -.05
Linear 10.51 1 69 .002 3.05 .26

High Status

Leader Quadratic 6.11 2 68 .004 2.17 .75 -.06
Linear 4.02 1 70 .049 3.12 .16

Low Status

Leader Quadratic 3.19 2 69 .047 2.19 .76 -.08

This serves as another demonstration that perceptibleader effectiveness

and leader influence are not the same, a findiagighconsistent throughout these

analyses. This has implications for both theory pratttice which I will discuss in

Chapter 6.
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CHAPTER 5
EFFECTS OF LEADER STATUS AND LEADER BEHAVIOR: STUD¥

| learned a number of things from my first two sasj and the design for
Study 3 builds on these lessons. For one thingyithreette design used in Study 2
provided a good test of the mechanisms laid ouatyrtheoretical model, but
participants responded to questionnaire items basdww they thought they would
behave in a given situation, rather than how thetyadly behaved. People might react
very differently to a hypothetical context tharatoeal organizational context, and |
wanted to test my hypotheses with measurementstwéldbehavior. Therefore, |
designed my third study to involve face to faceirattions and interdependent work
with team leaders and other team members. Alsanted to make the pressure to
adhere to the team leader’s guidance more sahantit was in the first two studies,
so | gave leaders a bonus which they could payooundividual team members based
on their contribution. In addition, | wanted to rsaee team performance in a
controlled experimental setting. The first studyaswwed team performance, but | had
no control over the independent variables. Stugyo®ided control, but the vignette
methodology didn’t allow for a measure of perforrm@anMy third study solves these
problems. Finally, | learned from Study 2 that @der’s goalsetting behavior sets
the tone for the entire team interaction, and ghiaader-directed goalsetting style
overshadows other leadership behaviors, such thdlylsaw effects in the
participative goals condition. Therefore, | dropjled goalsetting manipulation from
my third study, and focused on the manipulationkeafler status and style.

Study 3 is an experiment in which participants wasknembers of a 4-person
team to complete a complex online adventure ganteddhe Mystery of Time and

Space (MOTAS). One patrticipant in each team isgieded as leader and attempts to
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lead the team through as many levels of the gampessble in the allotted time. The
study uses a 2 x 2 design with manipulations addestatus (high or low) and
interaction process (directive or emergent). Ateéhd of the task, participants respond
to questionnaire items measuring perceptions ofiéas, satisfaction with leader,
affective commitment, leader influence and effemtiess, and team member influence.
The experimental study allows me to measure teambuass’ affective, cognitive, and
behavioral reactions to leader status and styleiwenables me to test hypotheses 1
through 6, 11, and 12. In addition, | am able tareie the effects of leader status and
style on overall team performance. Hypotheses @ eohcerned goalsetting behavior

and commitment to objectives. These hypotheses martested in this study.

Participants and Demographics

216 people participated in this study. | solicipedticipants through the
Business Simulation Lab at Cornell’'s Johnson ScHealticipants were paid $20 and
entered into a lottery for a cash award in exchdagéheir participation. Participants
were arranged in 54 four-person teams, each wiara leader and three
subordinates. Thus, there were 162 participantswdri&ed as subordinate team
members; these are the respondents of intereatl fof the individual dependent
measures used in this study. Among participantswdred as subordinate team
members, the mean age was 20.8 years old (SD =22 years of work experience
was 2.8 years (SD = 2.7), and mean years of sigmegvexperience was 1.0 (SD =
1.7). 86 participants were female (53% female). fiagority of participants listed
their race or ethnicity as Caucasian (43%), folldowg Asian/Asian-American (35%),

Indian (7%), Black/African American (4%), and HispaLatino (4%).
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Task and Procedure

Participants signed up for the study ahead of anckarrived at the lab in
groups of four. One of the four was then designatethe team leader and the other
three as subordinate team members. The three snbt@slwent into a separate room
where a research assistant trained them on holaydle online computer game. The
designated leader stayed in the main room withame,| trained the leader on how to
play the game and how to manage the team process.

Team member training. In the team room, suborditesten members received
15 minutes of training. At the start of their triaig, each person wrote their name on a
nametag and affixed it to their shirt. They wererthold the team leader’s name,
academic year, and major, and that he/she wadethinla leadership course at the
business school. Team members received theseanstrsi (see Appendix C for a
detailed description of study materials):

“The three of you will spend the next 15 minutesrteng how to play
the game. You will then be joined by your team &radho has also received
training on the game. Working together under yeant leader's guidance,
your team will attempt to get through as many Is\a¢flthe adventure game as
possible in the allotted time. Your score will degeon how many levels you
complete successfully, how quickly you maneuveoulgh the game, and how
efficiently you manage your movements.

The objective of this exercise is to get througimasy levels as
possible in the time allotted while using the fetvaamber of mouseclicks. If
you find yourself struggling to complete a leveduycan buy a HintCard which
will help you to continue. Each HintCard ‘costs’ dfuseclicks. That is, for

every HintCard you buy, 15 mouseclicks will be aditie your total.
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Someone in the team should be in charge of mowviegrouse and
clicking on items in each room. Someone should kesgk of the items you
find and the messages that appear at the bottahe icreen. Someone must

keep track of the number of times you click ontheuse.”

The instructions given to team members also pravtdem with tips on
strategy for playing the game and using HintCards:

“Performance is measured determined by the numtevels your
team clears in the allotted time and the numbenadiseclicks you use. You
should focus on minimizing the time it takes yolwckear a level, ignoring the
number of mouseclicks. This means you should ditlevery item to see
whether or not it's useful, and you should buy atBard immediately if you
get stuck.

You should focus on searching furniture and cakingall-hangings
and plants, and you should explore each room enea thoroughly before
moving to the next room. This way you can gathkeawilable items before

attempting to use them to continue.”

Team members then spent the next 15 minutes woddragthree-person team
to complete the first three levels of the gameth&tend of their training, members
completed a short questionnaire (entitled “Team Kenire-Task Questionnaire,”
see Appendix C) and awaited the incoming team leade

Team leader training. | gave team leaders thesrigt®ns:

“You will lead a 4-person team of students who widbn be working

together to complete an online adventure game.withspend the next 15

minutes training on the game. You will then joie tther three members of
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your team, who have also received 15 minutes ofitrg. We have told your
team members that you are enrolled in a leadershipse at the business
school, and that students in the course participat@s computer game

exercise as a way to practice their team leadesstiils.”

| then coached the team leader on how to managedhne interaction process,
either directively or emergently. | told the leatlzait team members should fill the
roles of Mouse Controller, Recorder, Click-Coungerg HintCard Purchaser. | also
provided tips on strategy, which were differenifrthose received by team members:

“Your team performance is based on how many tinoeshave to click
the mouse to make your way through each levelpsosfon minimizing the
number of mouseclicks, even if it means takingaxtme to plan each move.

Remember that each HintCard will cost 15 mouseslisk be
absolutely sure you need a hint before purchasidm#Card. You should
exhaust all possibilities before wasting mousesglich a HintCard.

Most levels have a number of rooms; you should pgassigh each
room on a level to get the “big picture” before kexmg each room
thoroughly. This will give you a better idea howuse the items once you find
them. After you have a better idea of the “big piet, go through each room

thoroughly looking for hidden items.”

Team leaders spent the next 15 minutes workingigirahe first three levels
of the game. At the end of their training, leadmysipleted a short questionnaire,
donned a nametag, and moved to the other roomrtahjeir teams. Before they

started work, | reminded the teams of the payautsire for the exercise:

87



“You will be paid the base amount for you time tpdaut you also
have the chance to earn more based on your penfieeran the game. Your
total payment will be based on team performancs;ith how well your team
performs compared to other teams. This is measareeb ways: number of
mouseclicks used and number of levels cleared.afmleach of your
teammates can earn up to an additional $5 eadkdar performance.

In addition, the team leader can award a bonuadb ef the team
members, based on how well they contributed t@tbeap’s overall
performance. The leader will have a bonus poolldf which he/she can

allocate as he/she sees fit.”

| then gave the team leader five minutes to meahtemembers, develop a
plan, and set up the team. At the end of this tieemns started work on Level 4 of the
game. They played for 20 minutes, during whichekperimenter interacted with the
team only to provide HintCards upon request.

At the end of their time, participants moved awanf the game and
completed a ranking task. They were given a piabfirghat looked to be two more
MOTAS rooms and received these instructions:

“As you reach the next level, you find yourseltims Billiards Room;
with a Storage Room through the door to the ledt @m unknown room
through the door to the right (see the pictures).

Your task is to rank the 11 items or actions (ste the next page)
that are potentially useful. Rank them accordintheorder of importance and
the order in which you will click on them with yoorouse as you attempt to
move through this level (i.e., determine the besy to spend your

mouseclicks). Start with a “1” for the most impantidirst click, to “11” for the
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least important/last click. You will notice thatakeroom offers the option to
buy a HintCard; you should include this in yourkizag.

Without discussing with others, rank the 11 itemghie order of
importance and the order in which you will click tem with your mouse as
you attempt to move through this level. Record yiadividual ranking in the

first column.”

Participants were then told to rejoin their teamesaaind under the leader’s
supervision, to reconsider the 11 items and comitipa new set of rankings on a
consensus basis. After they completed the teameosnas ranking, participants
completed a final individual ranking, recording whizey believe to be the correct
ranking for the items.

The entire team interaction was video recordednftioe team leader’s initial
introduction to the completion of the team consemsmking. Participants then moved

to individual computer terminals to complete a dethquestionnaire.

Design and Manipulations

Study 3 used a 2 x 2 design with manipulationdefibcoming leader’s status
(high vs. low) and style of managing the team’sfiacttion process (directive vs.
emergent). Unlike in the second study, | did nohipalate the leader’s goalsetting
behavior.

Leader status. | manipulated the incoming teamdegadtatus by changing
their undergraduate/graduate category and majdheliow status condition,
participants were told that the team leader wasralergraduate student majoring in

communications. Participants were also told thattéam leader was enrolled in the
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Foundations Leadership Course at the business Isetiaoh is an elective open to all
students in the university.

In the high status condition, | told participartiattthe team leader was a
graduate student in the MBA program. Participargsavalso told that the team leader
was enrolled in the Foundations Leadership Courigeabusiness school, which is
open only to specially selected students basedadeanic merit and demonstrated
leadership potential.

Because my high status leader manipulation usédBsh cover story, my
selection of participants to play the role of hggatus leader was not random. Instead,
in the interest of plausibility, | selected the esnior person among each group of
participants to play the role of high status leadé&erefore there was a significant
difference between the average ages of high sfgtus23.2, SD = 3.2) and low
status leaders (M = 19.9, SD = 24,4 4.57, p < .01). There were no other
demographic differences between conditions; gendee, and academic major were
evenly distributed across all conditions.

Leadership style. | manipulated the incoming teaadér’s style through the
instructions | gave during their leader trainingthe directive condition, | told
leaders:

“Prior research has found that the most effectiag v lead a team on

a complex problem-solving task such as this isseaidirective leadership

style. That is, as team leader, you should difeztctivities of all of your

team members, rather than letting them decidenfemselves how they should
work together. This does not mean that you nedxk theavy-handed or
dictatorial, but you have to let your team membe&sw that you're in charge.

The complexity of the task requires strong leadprglyour team is to

succeed. Your “enrollment” in the Foundations Leadg Course means that
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your teammates will expect you to use a directtyeesand if you bear this in
mind you are more likely to be successful.

You will have 5 minutes to set up your team and eap with a plan
for playing the game. To aid you in directing yoeam’s process, here are
some actions you should take as a leader:

Determine decision rules. As team leader you shbale the final say in
determining when and where to click the mouse.

Assign work activity. Team members should only lae things you tell
them to do, and should not take it upon themsetve® anything.
Designate member roles and assign each team meonidea role. At a
minimum, you will want to assign the following rste

Mouse Controller. You should be sure this persdg olicks on those

items that you designate.

Click-Counter.

Recorder.

HintCard Purchaser. This person decides if and wioenvant to buy a

HintCard, and this is the only person authorizedug HintCards. You

may want to reserve this role for yourself to avepeénding

mouseclicks unnecessarily.”

In the emergent condition, | told leaders:

“Prior research has found that the most effectieg W lead a team on
a complex problem-solving task such as this isstvan emergent leadership
style. That is, as team leader, you should all@vé&am process to emerge,
letting the members of your team decide for thewesehow they want to work

together, rather than directing their specific\atiés. This does not mean that
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you shouldn’t be involved in the process, but yauenhto give your team
members the freedom to work as they see fit. Thepbexity of the task
requires everyone’s input if your team is to sudcé@ur responses on the
leadership questionnaire indicate that you are steted to use an emergent
style, and if you bear this in mind you are mokelly to be successful.

You will have 5 minutes to set up your team and eap with a plan
for playing the game. To aid you in allowing yoaam’s process to emerge,
here are some actions you should take as a leader:

Ask team members how they would like to approaetattiventure. Let the
team members establish a strategy for navigatioy kesvel, and let them
determine when and where to click the mouse.

Do not assign work activity. Let team members takgpon themselves to
do things.

Allow team members to select their own roles. Tidlprobably take on
the following roles:

Mouse Controller. This is the person who movestioeise and clicks

on items in each room.

Click-Counter. This person keeps track of the nunabenouseclicks

you spend, either by clicking items or by buyingntdiards.

Recorder. This person keeps track of all the itgousfind on each

level and the messages that appear when you dlideims.

HintCard Purchaser. This person decides if and wioenvant to buy a

HintCard, and this is the only person authorizedug HintCards.”
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Dependent Measures

Fairness. | measured fairness perceptions usinggiime four items | used in
study 2. Participants rated each item on a 7-smale. Participants rated each item on
a 7-point scale, and responses were averagednoa@ingle score. All subsequent
scales were created by averaging items, and useshthe 1-7 response format unless
otherwise noted. Items include “How fair were tleeidion making procedures used
by the Team Leader to develop the plan for commigetthe task?”, “How fair were the
task delegation procedures used by the team I€4d@r@ what extent were the
procedures used by the team leader fair?”, andisfiat extent did the team leader
consider other team members’ opinions when workimghis task?” The reliability
for the four items was high (Cronbachis- .91).

Satisfaction with the leader. | measured respormsieatisfaction with the
leader using three items, “How satisfied are yotn\the team leader’s leadership?”,
“To what extent would you like to work on anotheoject with the team leader?”, and
“To what extent is the team leader a good choidé®s scale was sufficiently reliable
(o0 =.96).

Affective commitment. | measured commitment to ldeder using two items
similar to those used in study 2. Iltems includdd/tiu were to continue working on
this team, how committed would you be to the teaadér?” and “To what extent do
you find the team leader likeable?” Scale itemsewetfiable ¢ = .83).

Effectiveness. | measured perceptions of the leadéfectiveness using a four
item scale, which included two items which wereshee as those in study 2. Items
included “To what extent is the leader effectiveha leadership role?”, “To what
extent are team members’ working relationships wWithteam leader effective?”

Participants also rated the extent to which thepagith the statements “The team

93



leader was successful in leading us through therstdve game” and “The team leader
did a good job in his/her role.” Scale items haghhieliability @ = .94).

Influence. | measured the team leader’s influehceugh the team members’
perceptions as well as their behaviors. To megseneeptions, | asked “To what
extent is the team leader influential?” | also usexlscores from the ranking task as a
behavioral measure of the extent to which each teamber was influenced by the
leader. To calculate this measure, | subtracted sson member’s initial rankings
from the team leader’s initial rankings and usexighm of these differences to
determine how much agreement each member hadhatteam leader before the
team discussion. | then subtracted each team méilmad ranking from the team
leader’s initial ranking and compared it to theialiseparation to determine how
much the leader was able to move each individwahtd his/her opinion, as a
percentage. Finally, | divided this number by theant of variance in the team
members’ initial rankings, since it takes moreuefice on the leader’s part to sway
team members whose opinions are similar to onehanot

Influence rivalry. At the end of the exercise, ked participants “Who is the
most influential member of the team?” Naming anyotieer than the team leader
indicated that the participant viewed someone &bse rival. This was a dichotomous
measure; participants either perceived an influgiveé or they didn't.

Satisfaction with the team. In addition to satisfat with the leader, |
measured participants’ overall satisfaction withitheams. | asked “How satisfied
were you working with this team?” and “To what extevould you like to work with
these same teammates on another project?” Thadms had an = .90.

Team performance. | measured team performance lbasetar teams
progressed during the allotted time and the nuraberouseclicks they used. Thus,

team performance is measured as clicks per lex@l(gr is better).
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Results
Manipulation Checks.

Leader statusTo evaluate the effectiveness of the incomingitésader’s
status manipulation, | asked participants at theeddrtheir training, but before they'd
met the leader “How much status do you expectabmtleader to have in this team?”,
“How much respect do you expect the team leadbate in this team?”, “How much
prominence do you expect the team leader to hatresneam?”, and “How much
competence do you expect the team leader to hawsiteam?” The four items
formed a reliable scale (Of .93) of overall status perception. A one-wawglgsis of
variance (ANOVA) revealed that participants in thgh-status condition perceived
the new team leader as having higher status (MB&, 2D = .92) than did participants
in the low-status condition (M = 5.39, SD = 1.34,161)= 7.54, p < .01).

Leadership styleTo evaluate the effectiveness of the manipulatiotme team
leader’s style, | used the same ten questionsd wsstudy 2. Five items measured a
directive leadership style, and included “To wheteat did the team leader decide
how the team would work on this task?”, “To whatest did the team leader
designate roles for working on this task?”, “To wagtent did the team leader assign
work activities to other team members while workamgthis task?”, “To what extent
did the team leader determine the decision rulakewtorking on this task?”, “To
what extent did the team leader control the flounédrmation among team
members?” As in study 2, the five items formedlmbée scale measurement of
directive leadership (Cronbachis= .84).

Five items measured an emergent style, and incltifeavhat extent did the
team leader allow other team members to decidetheweam would work on this
task?”, “To what extent did the team leader alleanh members to determine their

own roles for working on this task?”, “To what extelid the team leader allow other
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team members to determine their own activities evivbrking on this task?”, “To
what extent did the team leader allow team memioedgtermine their own decision
rules while working on this task?” and “To whatext did the team leader allow
information to flow freely among team members?” Tikie items formed a reliable
scale measurement of an emergent leadership atyle8b).

ANOVA showed a significant main effect for the neader’s behavior.
Participants in the directive leader condition péred the new team leader as being
more directive than did participants in the emetdeader condition (M = 3.96, SD =
1.18 vs. M = 3.55, SD = 1.31ke1)= 4.19, p < .05). Participants in the directive
leader condition also perceived the new team leasl&éaving less of an emergent
style than did participants in the emergent leadedition (M = 4.89, SD = 1.17, vs.
M =5.59, SD = .90, f161y= 18.51, p <.001).

Hypothesis Testing

Analytical approach. Participants in this study eveested in teams; therefore
the data in the study are multilevel in naturehvi#adership at the team level
influencing individual perceptions and behaviorthAugh | recognize that leaders
may not be perceived in the same way by all teamioees, in this study | do not
view leadership as a dyadic process, but rathargasup process. Therefore, the most
appropriate analytical approach is one that takiesaccount the multilevel structure
of the study. Thus, | use linear mixed models, @img for team assignment, for all
individual-level analyses. A benefit of this appebas that individual differences in
team member reactions to the leader are treated@s Team performance was
measured at the group level and all other measuwgestaken at the individual level

of analysis.
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Table 5.1 presents means, standard deviationabiély coefficients, and

correlations among the variables that measured teambers’ perceptions.

Table 5.1: Means, Standard Deviations, Reliability, and Corré&ations among

Study 3 Variables
Variable Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Leader status perception 564 115 .93
2. Directive style perception 376 126 .25 .84
3. Emergent style perception 5.24 110 .16 .06 .85
4. Fairness 546 122 .19 .13 .67 .91
5. Satisfaction w/ leader 415 156 .25 43 .38 .60 .96
6. Affective commitment 459 144 32 40 41 63 .82 .83
7. Effectiveness 448 137 .32 47 44 65 .88 .78.94
8. Influence perception 473 154 27 43 22 28 58 49 61
9. Satisfaction w/ team 450 130 .33 26 35 .36 .51 47 46 .34

Scale reliabilities are on the diagonal in boldfdeer variables other than Influence behavior,
correlations greater than .16 are significant €t.p5, and correlations greater than .21 are saif at
p < .01. For Influence behavior, correlations geesttan .19 are significant at p < .05, and cotiaia
greater than .26 are significant at p < .01

Fairness.Team members’ perceptions of fairness will be @igh teams
whose leaders use emergent process managementdoshhan in teams whose
leaders use directive process management behgmgpsthesis 1). Mixed model
analysis, controlling for team assignment, lengspsut to the hypothesis. Participants
rated fairness higher when the incoming team leased an emergent style (M =
5.78, SD = 1.04) than when the leader used a dieestyle (M =5.13, SD =1.31,
Fa,50= 9.30, p < .01, see Table 5.2).
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Table 5.2: Linear Mixed Model Results for the Effects of Lea@rship Style on
Perceptions of Fairness, Satisfaction, and Commitnmé

F-test
Emergent Style Directive Style
Variable (N =81) (N =81) Leader Status  Leader Style
Fairmess 5.78 5.13 .49 9.30**
(1.04) (1.31)
. . . 4.22 4.07 2.56 .38
Satisfaction with Leader (1.60) (1.52)
. . 4.70 4.48 2.22 .79
Affective Commitment (1.46) (1.43)

*p < .05, two—tailed test
**p < .01, two—tailed test
Means. Standard deviations in parentheses.

Thus, Hypothesis 1 is supported. Using a diredgadership style resulted in
a significant decrease in perceptions of fairn€bss finding is consistent with the

results from Study 2.

Satisfaction with the leadefeam members will be more satisfied with leaders
who use emergent process management behaviorsitieleaders who use directive
process management behaviors (Hypothesis 2). Min@dkel analysis revealed no
significant difference in satisfaction with the dies, regardless of style. Satisfaction
with team leaders who used an emergent style (M22,46D = 1.60) was the same as
satisfaction with directive leaders (M = 4.07, SD.52, k1 51)= .38,ns). Thus,

Hypothesis 2 is not supported.
Affective commitment.predicted that team members will be more affetyi

committed to leaders who use emergent process reareay behaviors than to leaders

who use directive process management behaviorsofHgpis 3). This hypothesis was
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unsupported; team leaders who used an emergeat(btyt 4.70, SD = 1.46) received
the same ratings for affective commitment as leadéro used a directive style (M =
4.48, SD = 1.43, fcs1)= .79,n9). Leadership style had no impact on affective
commitment or satisfaction with the leader in @tisdy. These results are inconsistent
with the results of Study 2, and | will discussstfinding in more detail in the section
on post hoc analyses.

Figure 5.1 displays the effects of the differemidership styles on perceptions

of fairness, satisfaction with the leader, andciff'®e commitment to the leader.

O Emergent Style

m Directive Style

Fairness Satisfaction Commitment

Figure5.1: Effects of Different Leadership Styles on Percepins of Fairness,
Satisfaction and Commitment

Effectivenesdn Hypotheses 4a and 4b | predict that an incgrfeader’s
status will moderate the effects of leadershipestyl subordinates’ assessments of the

leader’s effectiveness, such that low status leagdio used directive process
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management behaviors would be perceived as maeetiet than low status leaders
who used emergent process management behaviorstfi¢ygis 4a) and high status
leaders who used directive process management lbehaxould be perceived as less
effective than high status leaders who used emepyeness management behaviors
(Hypothesis 4b). Mixed model analysis revealed adler status and leader style
interacted to affect perceptions of effectiveness.

Low status leaders who used directive process nesmeugt behaviors were
perceived to be more effective (M = 4.52, SD = 1th&n low status leaders who used
emergent process management behaviors (M = 4.18, 5P9), while high status
leaders who used directive process management ioehaxere perceived to be less
effective (M = 4.16, SD = 1.51) than high statwsdiers who used emergent process
management behaviors (M = 5.06, SD = 1.3bsdr= 5.73, p < .05, see Table 5.3).

Table 5.3: Linear Mixed Model Results for the Effects of Lea@r Status and
Leadership Style on Perceptions of Leader Effectiveess and Leader Influence

Low Status Team High Status Team
Leader Leader F - test

Emergent Directive Emergent Directive Leader Leader

Variable Style Style Style Style Status  Style Interaction
4.19 4.52 5.06 4.16
Effectiveness (2.29) (1.18) (1.35) (1.512) .96 1.24 5.73*

(N=42) (N=42) (N=39) (N-=239)

4.24 4.88 5.18 4.64
Influence (1.76) (1.38) (1.25) (1.58) 1.50 .03 4.25*
Perception
(N=42) (N=42) (N=39) (N=39)
*p < .05, two—tailed test.
Means. Standard deviations in parentheses.
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Pairwise comparisons using Tukey’s procedure tarobfor the overall error
rate revealed significant contrasts between ratirfigdfectiveness for high status
leaders who used an emergent style and high s&stders who used a directive style
(g=2.98, p <.05) and between high status leadaswsed an emergent style and

low status leaders who used an emergent sgy#e2.92, p < .05, see Figure 5.2).

O Emergent Style
M Directive Style

Effectiveness
e

Low Status Leader High Status Leader

Figure 5.2: Effects of Leader Status and Leadership Style oRerceptions of
Leader Effectiveness

Influence perceptiarLow status leaders who used directive process
management behaviors would be perceived as mdueiial than low status leaders
who used emergent process management behaviorstfiegis 5a) and high status
leaders who used directive process management ioehaxould be perceived as less
influential than high status leaders who used eprdrgrocess management behaviors
(Hypothesis 5b). Mixed model analysis supportsehiggotheses (see Table 5.3).

Low status leaders who used a directive style \pereeived to be more influential (M
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=4.88, SD = 1.38) than low status leaders who eseergent process management
behaviors (M = 4.24, SD = 1.76), while high stdeeders who used directive process
management behaviors were perceived to be lessieéfdM = 4.64, SD = 1.58) than
high status leaders who used emergent process eraeatjbehaviors (M = 5.18, SD

= 1.25, ki 50)= 4.25, p < .05, see Figure 5.3).

O Emergent Style
| Directive Style

Influence Perception
X

Low Status Leader High Status Leader

Figure5.3: Effects of Leader Status and Leadership Style on Perceptions of Leader
Influence

Pairwise comparisons using Tukey’s procedure regealsignificant contrast
between ratings of influence for high status leadeno used an emergent style and

low status leaders who used an emergent sgy#e2(.80, p < .05, see Figure 5.3).

Influence behaviorThe above results refer to subordinate team meshbe
perceptions of influence, as measured by respdongls question “To what extent is
the team leader influential?” Results for the bétval measure of influence, which

used the sum of difference scores on the ranksigda a dependent measure,
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followed the same pattern. Analysis of the mixedieioevealed that low status

leaders who used a directive style were perceiwdsktmore influential (M = .032, SD

.049) than low status leaders who used emergeneps management behaviors (M

.013, SD =.049), while high status leaders wedudirective process management
behaviors were perceived to be less effective (M82, SD = .069) than high status
leaders who used emergent process management tresh@i= .022, SD = .055), but

the interaction was not significant{o = 3.12,ns, see Table 5.4).

Table 5.4: Linear Mixed Model and ANOVA Results for the Effeds of Leader
Status and Leadership Style on Influence from Leade

Low Status Team High Status Team
Leader Leader F - test

Emergent Directive Emergent Directive Leader Leader

Model Style Style Style Style Status  Style Interaction
.013 .032 .022 -.002
Mixed Model (.036) (.049) (.055) (.069) 1.14 .04 3.12
(p =.08)
(N=42) (N=42) (N=39) (N=39)
General .013 .032 .022 -.002
Linear Model (.036) (.049) (.055) (.069) 2.39 .09 6.52*

(N=42) (N=42) (N=39) (N=39
*p < .05, two—tailed test.
Means. Standard deviations in parentheses.

However, since the calculation of the behaviorahsuee includes a
measurement of the initial ranking variance forretiam, | would argue that the
effects of team membership are already accountedlfi@refore, it is appropriate to
use analysis of variance with a general linear rhtmdiest these hypotheses. ANOVA

reveals a significant interaction of leader stang style (F (1,161) = 6.52, p < .05).
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Note that in the high status directive style canditnot only did team members find
their leader less influential, but they actuallyvedawayfrom the leader’s opinion

(see Figure 5.4).

0.035

0.03

0.025

0.02

Influence

@ Emergent Style

0.015

m Directive Style

0.01

0.005

’ | I

Low Status Leader High Status Leader

-0.005

Figure5.4: Effects of Leader Status and Leadership Style on Leader Influence

The significant interaction effects of leader ssatnd leadership style on
leader influence are inconsistent with the findifrgen Study 2. Factors which might

account for this difference are discussed in metaitin the next section.

Fairness mediationPerceptions of fairness will mediate the relatip
between leader status and behavior and leadetieéieess (Hypothesis 6a). |
conducted the mediation analysis using Kenny atidagues’ four-step procedure
(Baron & Kenny, 1986; Kenny, Kashy, & Bolger, 1998he first step is satisfied by
the tests of Hypotheses 4a and 4b already disculeseter status and leader behavior
had a significant interaction effect for on suboedes’ perceptions of effectiveness.

The requirements for step 2 were not met when lyaad the impact of leader status
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and style on subordinates’ perceptions of fairnkesgjever. Low status leaders who
used directive process management behaviors weceiped to be less fair (M =

5.19, SD = 1.15) than low status leaders who useetgent process management
behaviors (M = 5.58, SD = 1.00), while high stdeeders who used directive process
management behaviors were perceived to be lesgfair5.07, SD = 1.47) than high
status leaders who used emergent process manageemaviors (M = 6.01, SD =

1.03, Fi50)= 1.63,ns see Figure 5.5).

6.2

5.8

5.6

O Emergent Style

5.4+ m Directive Style

Fairness

5.2

4.8+

4.6

Low Status Leader High Status Leader

Figure5.5: Effects of Leader Status and Leadership Style oRerceptions of
Leader Fairness

Since the interaction was not significant, | canatode that Hypothesis 6a is
not supported; perceptions of fairness do not mediee relationship between leader
style and perceptions of leader effectiveness.

Hypothesis 6b predicts that fairness will mediat relationship between
leader status and behavior and leader influencee@gain, since the interaction of

status and style does not impact fairness peraeptlacan conclude that Hypothesis
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6b is not supported; perceptions of fairness damediate the relationship between

leader status and behavior and leader influence.

Influence rivalry Hypothesis 11 predicts that low status leaders agtablish
assigned objectives and who use emergent procaesge@ent behaviors will be
more likely to experience influence rivalries wihbordinate group members than
low status leaders who either allow team memberqggaation in establishing
objectives or use directive process managementimbaor both. While this study
was not designed to test the impact of goalsetigtravior, it did allow me to test the
effects of leadership style on the likelihood ofiaituence rivalry.

Since the dependent measure was dichotomous (nckuevalry occurred or
did not), | used binary logistic regression anaysitest the impact of leadership
style. Among low status leaders, using a directiyte significantly reduced the
likelihood of a subordinate team member emerging agal source of influence to the

team leader (B =-.92, Wald = 3.96, p < 0.05). THypothesis 11 is supported.

Satisfaction with teani predict that team members who experience inftee
rivalries will be less satisfied than team membene do not experience influence
rivalries (Hypothesis 12). Analysis of participdrievel of satisfaction with their
teams did not support this hypothesis. Participais perceived an influence rival
were just as satisfied (M = 4.49, SD = 1.28) asigpants who did not perceive an
influence rival (M = 4.51, SD = 1.35¢k60)= .03,n9).

Finally, although my theory did not specificallyeglict the effects that an
incoming team leader’s status and leadership stgldd have on team performance,
this study enabled me to examine these effectaigsiperformance measure of

mouseclicks per level, ANOVA revealed that teanaslg low status leaders who
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used a directive style (M = 108.9, SD = 31.3) penfed better than teams led by low
status leaders who used an emergent style (M 1386; 31.4), while teams led by
high status leaders who used a directive style (M 8.3, SD = 19.1) performed worse
than teams led by high status leaders who usedargent style (M = 92.5, SD =
12.8, ki 53= 10.19, p < .01, see Figure 5.6).

140+

120+

100+

80+ @ Emergent Style

| Directive Style
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Team Performance

40+

20+

Low Status Leader High Status Leader

Figure 5.6: Effects of Leader Status and Leadership Style omeam Performance

To provide a more clear interpretation of theseltssl note that over all
teams, the highest number of levels cleared w&ks 3Vith perfect knowledge of how
to play the game and no wasted motions, a teamda@aue to use 127 mouseclicks to
clear 3.12 levels. Therefore, the absolute besesadeam could achieve is 41 clicks
per level. Actual scores in this study ranged fi@hto 178 clicks per level. In terms
of the distance teams progressed through the gagardless of mouseclicks), those

led by high status leaders who used an emergdetwgnt the farthest (M = 2.0
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levels, SD = .66), and teams led by high statusctlire style leaders progressed the
least (M = 1.4 levels, SD = .27)

Discussion and Post Hoc Analyses

The main goal of Study 3 was to test how a leadst&gis and leadership
behavior affect team members’ perceptions of tiredas, satisfaction, commitment,
effectiveness, and influence. Once again, we ssevtio an incoming team leader is
affects reactions tawhathe or she does, and it's clear that team memlzes similar
perceptions of new leaders regardless of whetlegrdhe simply watching a video clip
or interacting in real time to complete a complaskt

As | found in the vignette study, incoming leadets used a directive
leadership style were perceived to be less fagandless of their status. Unlike the
results from study 2, | found no significant impatthe interaction of leader status
and style on perceptions of fairness. | asked @pants “To what extent was the team
leader’s behavior acceptable?” Mixed model analgbibeir responses yielded a main
effect for style; an emergent leadership style wased as more acceptable (M =
5.98, SD = 1.08) than a directive style (M = 5.80, = 1.46, [150)= 6.22, p < .05).
Recall the results from study 2, where acceptgilitthe leader’'s behavior depended
on the interaction of style and status. | surniise while participants who watched a
video might have felt that it was acceptable ftova status leader to be directive,
participants who confronted that behavior in pensene less willing to accept it, and
this impacted their perceptions of fairness. Agguad in the last chapter, | think that
face to face interaction makes the “sting” of betiolg what to do by a newcomer
more palpable, resulting in a more intense negaésaetion.

Hypotheses 2 and 3 were not supported. Participaptsted the same levels

of satisfaction and commitment for team leaders wed an emergent leadership
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style as they did for team leaders who used aftireestyle. Unlike perceptions of
fairness, however, satisfaction and commitment \aéfexted by the interaction of

leader status and style (see Table 5.5).

Table 5.5: Linear Mixed Model Results for the Effects of Lea@r Status and
Leadership Style on Satisfaction and Commitment

Low Status Team High Status Team
Leader Leader F - test

Emergent Directive Emergent Directive Leader Leader
Variable Style Style Style Style Status  Style Interaction

Satisfaction 3.75 4.13 4,73 4.01

*
with Leader (1.46) (1.43) (1.61) 163 28 38 431

Commitment 4.21 4.60 5.23 4.35
to Leader (1.34) (1.34) (1.40) (1.54) 2.47 1.07 6.73*

*p < .05, two—tailed test.
Means. Standard deviations in parentheses.

Once again, it is clear that team members consitierthe leader is in their
response to what the leader does. This is in cstntivathe findings from Study 2,
where leadership style alone accounted for diffeeen satisfaction and commitment.
| submit that, because they were interacting ihtie®e, participants in Study 3 were
making an appraisal of the leader’s effectivendsenasked about satisfaction and
commitment. Whereas perceptions of fairness ardlynesotional, perceptions of
satisfaction and commitment called for more of gritive evaluation of how well the
leader performed, and whether or not he or sheswesessful. This explanation
would account for the similar patterns of resultgthessed for members’ perceptions

of satisfaction, commitment, and effectiveness.
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Hypotheses 4a and 4b were supported; low statdsigavho used directive
process management behaviors were rated as lessivedfthan low status leaders
who used emergent process management behaviote,mgt status leaders who
used directive process management behaviors weseftective than high status
leaders who used emergent process management treshdwhese findings are
consistent with the results of the second studiphly for Study 2 cases where the
leader asked for participation in setting objecivEhis implies that incoming leaders,
when left to their own devices, will not typicalgsign objectives to the team.
Anecdotal evidence gleaned from watching the vidmmrded team interactions
supports this assertion. Most of the leaders i\58) regardless of status or style,
either asked team members what they wanted to\secbrerefrained from setting

objectives altogether.

A look at team members’ reactions to the leadessediveness help explain
their perceptions of effectiveness. Regressionyarsatevealed an overall positive
linear @ = .30, p <.01) and curvilinear relationship betwessertiveness and

effectiveness (see Table 5.6).

Table 5.6: Regression Results for the Effects of Leader Asdereness on
Perceptions of Leader Effectiveness

Model Summary Parameter Estimates

Equation F df df, p-value Constant p; B
Linear 18.47 1 160 .000 3.25 .30

All Cases
Quadratic 9.37 2 159 .000 3.59 A1 .02
Linear 4.31 1 76 .041 3.62 24

High Status

Leader Quadratic 2.38 2 68 .100 4.02 .01 .03
Linear 17.87 1 82 .000 2.93 .35

Low Status

Leader Quadratic 8.94 2 81 .000 3.23 .18 .02
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Investigating the relationships for high status bovd status leaders separately,
| found that among high status leaders, the relatigp between assertiveness and
effectiveness was purely linear and positfye-(.24, p < .05). Why would
assertiveness have a positive impact on effectesgefa high status leaders in this
study when it had a negative impact in study 2%hst that these reactions are
specific to the type of task used in study 3, whbege is recognition that decisiveness
and quick action are crucial for team successhdsé cases, assertiveness might be
viewed as a valuable component of effectivenegmrdéess of the potential for
negative socio-emotional reactions. Absent the pnessures induced in this study, |
don’t think high status leaders’ assertiveness daoel viewed as favorably.

Hypotheses 5a and 5b were supported by an exaonnaitteam members’
cognitive and behavioral perceptions of influeriaaw status leaders who used
directive process management behaviors were miueirtial than low status leaders
who used emergent process management behaviote,mgt status leaders who
used directive process management behaviors wesenftuential than high status
leaders who used emergent process management treshdwhiese results are different
from what | found in Study 2, where leader statug l@adership style each had a main
effect on perceptions of influence, but the inteécacwas insignificant. The Study 3
results are consistent with Study 1, however. hatkhat this difference is an artifact
of the vignette methodology used in the secondystdrticipants who never had a
face to face interaction with a team leader mayeHeit socio-emotional reactions less
saliently than participants who actually workecagt of a team.

Hypothesis 6a was supported only in cases whermtiening team leader
had high status; perceptions of fairness mediditedelationship between leader style

and perceptions of leader effectiveness. Hypotlgsisas not supported; the
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interaction of leader status and leader style didhmediate perceptions of leader
influence.

Hypothesis 11 was supported; low status leadersusbd a directive style
were less likely to have a subordinate team meraim&rge as a rival source of
influence to the team leader. | also analyzediygact of leadership style for high
status leaders and found that among high statdedsausing a directive style did not
significantly increase the likelihood of a subortmteam member emerging as a rival
source of influence to the team leader (B = -.52)dN 1.29ns). However, when |
include the interaction of leader status and lestdprstyle in the model, | found a
significant main effect for status (B = .97, Wald27, p < .05), marginal significance
for the effect of style (B = .92, Wald = 3.69, pX, and a significant interaction effect
(B = 1.54, Wald = 5.25, p < .05).

| found no support for Hypothesis 12; the occureeotan influence rivalry
had no effect on team members’ satisfaction wightéam. This implies that team
members can be satisfied with multiple sourcesftiénce within their team. This
runs counter to the perceptions of team memberspartccipated in the business
simulation | discussed in Chapter 3, where thegres of an influence rival led to

lower levels of satisfaction with the team.
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CHAPTER 6
GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The manner in which an incoming team leader’s bieinand status interact to
affect the leader’s ability to exert influence aftectively manage a team is an
important area of organizational study. The saraddeship style that works well for
one new leader might sabotage another. While tdg bbleadership research that has
focused on leader behaviors is vast, featuringghnds of studies covering a span of
75 years (Yukl, 2001), very little research hasut®x particularly on the situation
where an incoming leader takes over an extant t@awhwhile a huge number of
other studies have explored how certain charatteyisf the leader affect power and
influence, none have looked at how leader statghihmoderate the impact of certain
types of leadership behaviors on team member'stafée cognitive, and behavioral
reactions.

In this dissertation | explored how a new leadst&us interacts with style to
affect the leader’s ability to influence his or beam. In doing so, | examined the
processes that teams experience when encountenieny feader, and from these
processes, | identified factors that influence teaembers’ evaluations of the leader.
The results are clear and consistent across ak thir my studies: each subordinate’s
perceptions ohatthe leader does dependwhothe leader is. In short, | argued and
found that low status leaders are rated more félprahen they use a directive style,
while high status leaders are better off usingrarrgent style. At the group level, the
same interaction pattern occurs for dependent messdi team performance and team

leader influence.
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Theoretical I mplications

My findings have significant theoretical implicat®for the study of power
and status. A broad implication of these findingaaerns the gain or loss of status
that results from calling upon different bases @ivpr to influence others in a group. |
found that incoming leaders with low status werke &b be effective and to influence
subordinate team members when they “took chargeét@d others what to do. Since
these low status leaders had little personal p@atvtre outset, they were relying
purely on the authority vested in their positiorieedler. The higher ratings of
influence that resulted from using a directive kxatip style indicate that these
leaders, by definition, had higher status afteirtinéeraction with their teams. Recall
from my arguments in Chapter 2 that status equatpsrsonal power. The results of
my studies imply that low status individuals inrawgp setting are able to enhance
their level of personal power by drawing upon whategpositional power they hold. |
also found that when high status leaders exerd¢regdauthority with a directive
style, they lost influence, decreasing their stafiss would suggest that high status
individuals are better off relying solely on thpersonal power to influence others in a
group setting. This also implies that there is sting of a Matthew Effect in the
exercise of power in groups, whereby the use otipagpower leads to higher status
which leads to more effective use of personal pomtech leads to even higher status.
This underscores the changeable nature of statusfinence relationships that exist
in interdependent teams, and lends credence td¢heof viewing power as a
dynamic integrative process (Kim, Pinkley, and atag2005).

This research has implications for the study diustaharacteristics as well.
The long tradition of status characteristics rede#ells us that group members make
attributions about one another as soon as theynfiegt (Berger et al., 1977), and

continue to interpret status cues and developwa efeesach other’s relative status as
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the continue to interact (Flynn et al., 2001). Growembers attribute status and
reorder the status hierarchy based on their obsengaof others’ behaviors. Any
individual with an initially low status position mtidemonstrate multiple examples of
competence in order to mitigate their low status tancompel others to shift their
status-based expectations of competence (Holliragshad Fraidin, 2003). My
research indicates that the assessment of thesgpkesaof competence is based not
only on behavior, but on status as well. As | savoss all three studies, the same
leader behaviors which garnered higher standirgnanteam led to lower standing in
another, depending on the leader’s status. Exanoplesmpetence, and any behaviors
for that matter, are subject to an appraisal wisallouded by status. Recent work has
focused on how attributions concerning a leadessediveness affect assessments of
the leader’s effectiveness (Ames and Flynn, 200§ this previous research, | find
that leader assertiveness has a curvilinear ingaperceptions of effectiveness;
leaders who are not assertive enough or leadersavéhitmo assertive are not viewed
as being effective. However, unlike this previoesaarch, | find that an incoming
leader’s status moderates the nature of this oalstiip. For low status leaders, the
relationship is curvilinear, but for high statuaders, the relationship is purely linear
and negative. In other words, high status leadend thave to assert themselves in
order to be viewed as effective; the personal paitebuted to their high status is
sufficient. An implication of this finding is th&ader status not only moderates the
impact of certain types of leadeehaviorson team member’s perceptions, it also
moderates the impact of certain leadtributions

My research also extends the work on interpersiofiaence in teams to an
organizational setting. Across three studies | tbtirat subordinates do not view
leader influence and leader effectiveness in exdlc same manner. This implies that

even though the ability to influence subordinatarienembers may be thee qua
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nonof leadership, it does not necessarily equateaddeship effectiveness. A leader
can be highly influential without being perceiveslraghly effective. For example,
recall Captain William Bligh of the HM8ounty he was highly influential, a martinet
controlling each and every aspect of his sailovgd, but he wasn’t highly effective.
In fact, even though he was extremely influential was so ineffective that he
precipitated what is probably the most famous grilee rivalry in history, the mutiny
on theBounty Clearly, there is an aspect of leader effectigsribat transcends an
ability to influence subordinates. Recent leadgrsiudies have focused on people
who are dubbed “Level 5 leaders” (Collins, 2001)e3e are leaders who gain
commitment to a clear and compelling vision, anadwke personal humility to build
“enduring greatness.” It's not hard to imagine tmany of the Level 5 attributes were
embodied in the leaders | saw in my studies. Cengvthtt Reynolds, from my video
vignette, who gained commitment to a clear and adlimg set of goals by asking for
member participation in setting objectives for ttam. Think of high status leaders in
the team adventure study who, even thought theg wlearly the highest status
members of their teams from the moment they toakgdn displayed humility by
asking team members to participate in determirtieg own work activities. Level 5
leaders are described as possessing a “paradoxixaire of personal humility and
professional will” (Collins, 2001: 67). | submitaha high status leader who uses an
emergent style is displaying personal humility, arldw status leader who uses a
directive style is displaying professional will. isubtedly, these Level 5 qualities
served to enhance perceptions of these new leagféstiveness.

Just as influence does not necessarily equatddctieeness, | also found that
effectiveness does not equate to influence. Martli@fncoming leaders | studied
were perceived to be highly effective, but theyeweot necessarily the sole source of

influence in their teams. In addition, | found thi@s influence rivalry is not
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necessarily detrimental. In my first study | fouhdt team members who experienced
an influence rivalry were not as satisfied, buirtbeam performance did not suffer
appreciably. In my third study | found that theg@ece of a rival source of influence
had no significant effect on satisfaction or ommgzerformance. This implies that
while group members draw inferences about an incgri@ader’s attributes and seek
to place the leader in the influence hierarchy afihmmmediately (Berger et al., 1980),
they are able to deal with a situation where midtgroup members are sources of
influence. My examination of a pattern of influermreéationships, with consideration
of both leader and subordinate group members’statd the relationships between
group members, yields a better understanding h@lueimce plays out in

organizations.

Managerial I mplications

| found that an incoming leader’s status and lestuprstyle interact to impact
a whole range of team members’ affective and cognéppraisals. More
significantly, at least from a managerial perspestl found that leader status and
style interact to affect objective measures of greuccess. Consider the performance
of teams in study 3 who were led by high statuddes Those leaders who used a
directive style used, on average, 119 mouseclkdeiar each level. Leaders who
used an emergent style cleared each level witHi®&scIn other words, these teams
were 29% more efficient. Now imagine that insteathouseclicks per level, the
performance measurement is dollars per unit in f@twring cost, minutes per call in
customer service, or bang per buck in any industi39% increase in performance is
huge. Self awareness on the part of a team leadéderstanding where he or she stand
in the status hierarchy, and selecting the appaitgpteadership behaviors can have a

significant impact on the bottom line.
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Another implication of this research centers onithgact of goalsetting in a
team environment, especially in the context ofittteming team leader. Prior
research suggests that for teams that are engageavi complex tasks, allowing
team members to set their own goals enhances comemiito the team’s objectives
and the overall performance of the team (Durhaal.e1997). My research suggests
that in cases where a new team leader is takingyeled an existing team, the impact
of goalsetting goes well beyond goal commitment perdormance. | found that for
low status leaders, the manner in which the teaudeestablishes the team’s
objectives has no effect on perceptions of thedgéagffectiveness and influence. But
in cases where the incoming leader has high stdtesnanner in which the leader
establishes the team’s objectives sets the torhéoentire team interaction. When the
new leader assigns objectives, team members fagi@itation that the direction
they had been going is no longer valid or corféaim this point on, it doesn’t matter
how the leader acts or what style the leader uBesmpact of group members’ initial
reaction to the leader’s goalsetting behavior dwedsws all other interactions.

New managers need to consider how they set thentbea they take over
their teams. This is especially important whenrtee leader has high status, and has
a lot to lose in terms of personal power. In stBdyfound that the manner in which
the leader established the team’s objectives sdbtie for the entire team interaction,
and group members’ initial reaction overshadowédwddsequent interactions. | can’t
say whether this impact is a function of goalsegtgpecifically or an artifact of my
study structure, where goalsetting was the firdeoof business addressed by the new
team leader. It's likely that whatever a new teaader does and says at the very
outset of the team’s interaction will set the téoreall future interactions. New leaders

would be well advised to bear this in mind.
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The studies in this dissertation look at a spesiéitof behaviors applied in a
specific context; namely, interdependent teams imgrin complex tasks. Obviously,
different situations demand a different type oflleship style. Leader behaviors that
garner negative socio-emotional reactions for & Bigtus consultant team leader may
be seen as perfectly acceptable for a fire chief fmotball coach. What managers
should take away from this research is the impegasf recognizing the context: is
this business as usual or is the team in the miofdéecrisis? Myriad leadership
studies have looked at contingent leadership behaior examples, see Jago, 1982;
Bass, 1990), and my research is by no means irdeiockedd another contingency. |
merely submit that recognizing context in a verydar sense will help new leaders to
adopt a style and set of behaviors that will berseeappropriate and effective for the

situation.

Limitation and Directions for Future Research

Like any study, the present research has limitattbat leaves some questions
unanswered, providing the opportunity for futursg@ch. Some of my findings were
inconsistent across studies. | attribute thesenisistencies to weaknesses in the study
methodology or to idiosyncrasies in the study dedoyit these are incomplete
explanations. For example, one of the weaknessstinly 1 was the lack of control
over leader status and leader behavior. It woulshtegesting to see how the capstone
simulation teams would respond if, at the midpointheir semester, actual MBA
students took charge of each of the teams, andauspdcific leadership style which |
had primed. In Study 2 | found that goalsettingdhebr had a huge impact on
perceptions of the leader. | would like to test thlee this impact is due to the
goalsetting process itself or because in my stbdydader set objectives near the

beginning of the video clip, thus setting a tonethe interaction. What would happen
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if the objectives were established later in thenattion? Alternatively, are there other
ways that a leader establishes him or herselfdasative or emergent type of leader?
In these studies | took a broad look at the effettsertain leader behaviors,
categorizing them as part of a directive or emertgadership “style.” | would like to
take a more fine-grained approach to studying @aer aspects of each style, to
determine whether the effects | see are a reattian entire leader persona or to one
or two specific actions.

Secondly, | examined leader status and style faahderact in the context of
an incoming team leader, but in future researcbudldlike to look at these
mechanisms in a long-term team setting. Does statusnue to matter long when the
team leader is no longer new? Does the assertisereslow status leader continue to
have a curvilinear effect on perceptions of effgmtiess, or does it take on a negative
linear relation after a time? Alternatively, dorteenembers become accustomed to a
directive leader’s brusqueness and cease to haaine affective reactions to this
behavior? Future research might look at the chaslge®ture of status and influence
relationships in working groups, to examine whethere really is a Matthew Effect
in the use of power.

Additional research opportunities should also exethe mechanisms that
account for the team performance outcomes witnass&didy 3. As | watched teams
working their way through the team adventure gdmbserved different types of
dysfunction in the way teams worked. Anecdotalytaams led by high status
directive leaders, it seemed that team membersdgwat and were unwilling to
contribute. At times it looked like the high statlisective leader was operating alone.
In teams led by low status emergent leaders, eénodeemed that there was a complete

lack of control as team members clicked on anythimd everything in their path.
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Future research would take a closer look at theseepses, examining how leader
behaviors affect subordinates’ willingness andighib contribute to a team process.
Finally, I want to conduct further research inte tmpact that influence
rivalries have on team members and team performémdee current research | found
mixed results for the likelihood that influenceaines will occur, and my results don't

allow me to draw inferences about their effects.ekperimental study in which |
explicitly manipulate the presence of an influenigalry will provide insight into the
findings from these studies. | foresee a futureytusing a video vignette design
similar to that used in Study 2. In this case tttes would disagree about work
activities or objectives, and one of the team measib®uld emerge as a potential
influence rival. Another study might use a designilar to that of Study 3, but with a

confederate on the team who purposefully rivaldeader’s influence.

Conclusion

This dissertation examined how a newly-assignech teader’s status and
leadership behaviors interact to affect group mesilperceptions and group
performance. In this research, | made distinctioetsveen a leader-directed
interaction process and an emergent process, anedreleader-assigned and
participative objectives. Across a field study &awd experiments, | found that leaders
who used directive behaviors were viewed as unfdirle some leaders who allowed
a team process to emerge were viewed as unassédige found that leader status
moderated the effects of these behaviors, suchaWwadtatus leaders were viewed
more favorably when they used a directive stylelevhigh status were viewed more
favorably when they used an emergent style. Intewdil found that teams whose

leaders were viewed as being more effective peidrbetter on a complex team task.
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New leaders face a challenging task when they “takeeins” in their teams.
They have to recognize where they stand and they teadetermine when to let the
team process emerge and when to rein it in. Unaledstg the nature of the
interaction of leader status and leadership stytkis impact on teams remains a

critical endeavor, ripe for future research.
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APPENDIX A
MATERIALS FOR STUDY 1

Team Interaction Questionnaire

The following questions concern your team process and interaction while you were
working on the Capstone Simulation. Please answer the questionswith your own
team in mind, using the scale below.

How much conflict is there within your team?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
None A great deal

How often do people get angry while working witlyiour team?
How much are personality clashes evident withinryeam?

To what extent do you disagree about the way tthithgs within your team?
How much interpersonal friction is there within yaeam?

To what extent do you work as a team (rather thdividually)?

How cooperative are your group members?

How much cohesiveness or group spirit is thereoimr york group?

To what extent do you like the other members ofryyoup?

To what extent would you like to participate on o simulation with the same group
members?

How well do you know the other people in your graup
How close is your relationship to the other pedplgour group?

How satisfied are you working with your team?

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?

My team works together in a well-coordinated fashio
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree Strongly agree

My team is very efficient with time.
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If I could leave this team and work with anotheartg | would.

I would rate this team higher than other teamsvehaorked with at this university.

| feel strongly committed to my team.

It is easy to ask for advice from any member of tirioup.

My group members are very helpful.

| would be proud to tell others that | am parttagtwork group.

Conflict is dealt with openly during our group irdetions.

Strategy-related disagreements are encouraged teamy.

Disagreements about the specific work being doeaiswally discussed and resolved.
Relationship conflicts are usually discussed asdlved.

Disagreements about who should do what are usdiagkyissed and resolved in my team.
It is easy to talk openly to all members of thieugy.

| trust my team members completely.

| respect my team members.

| feel comfortable delegating important functiongity team members.

| feel that my team members can be counted onlforhe.

My team members are competent.

If you arethe team leader, respond in the way you think your team members will
respond to these questions.

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?

| usually know where | stand with my team leader.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree Strongly agree

My working relationship with my team leader is efige.
My team leader recognizes my expertise.

My team leader has enough confidence in me thahketould defend and justify my
recommendations if | was not present to do so.
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My team leader understands my problems and needs.

My team leader uses my suggestions.

My team leader takes action on things brought umbay
My team leader is willing to make changes.

My team leader is open to feedback.

To what extent is your team leader effective inldalership role? (if you are the team leader,
Additional comments:

To what extent is the team leadiram leaders: to what extent are you

Not at A great
all deal
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Assertive 0 O O 0 0 0 O
Considerate of other team 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
members' opinions and
ideas
Directive (regulates the 0 O O 0 0 0 O
team process or advocate
a particular strategy
decision)
Aware of other team 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
members' feelings
Able to make decisions 0 O O 0 0 0 O
easily
Egotistical 0 O O 0 0 0 0
Understanding of what is 0 O O 0 0 0 O
important for others
Independent 0 O O 0 0 0 0
Competitive 0 O O 0 0 0 O
Dictatorial (makes 0 0 0 0 0 0
decisions by him/herself)
Self-confident O O O O 0 0 O
Compassionate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Participative (involves 0 O O 0 0 0 O

others in making decisions
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How much does theam leaderhave in your group? (team leaders may ignore this
guestion)

None A

at all great

deal

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Respect O O O O O O O
Status [ [ [ 0 0 0 [
Prominence O O O O O O O
Influence [ [ [ N

Imagine that you had an opinion that was diffefesrn the opinion of the team leader. How
likely are you to give his/her opinion serious ddegation?

How much ___ dgou yourselfhave in your group?
-Respect

-Status

-Prominence

-Influence

Name another member of your team (first or laste&OK):

How much does the person you just nameel inaxour group?
-Respect

-Status

-Prominence

-Influence

Imagine that you had an opinion that was diffefemh the opinion of the person you just
named. How likely are you to give his/her opini@nisus consideration?

Name another member of your team (first or laste&OK):

How much does the person you just nameel inaxour group?
-Respect

-Status

-Prominence

-Influence

Imagine that you had an opinion that was diffefenh the opinion of the person you just
named. How likely are you to give his/her opini@nisus consideration?
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360 Feedback Questionnaire

Thefollowing questions concern your perceptions of your teammates while you
were working on the Capstone Simulation. Please answer the questions as
thoroughly and honestly as possible.

How well do you think your team performed on the§tane Simulation?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very poorly Very well

How satisfied have you been working with your team?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very much

To what extent would you like to participate on o simulation with the same teammates?

Please rank all of the members of your team (ireelpmlrself in the ranking) along the
following dimensions:

Respectlist all team members, from most respected tetlezspected):

Statug(list all team members, from highest status todst)

Influence(list all team members, from most influential éast influential):
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Please name a member of your team (first or lasernia OK):

How effective was this person in his/her designatéel?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very ineffective Very effective

How would you rate your relationship with this a8
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| barely know this person I know this persenywvell

How would you rate your relationship with this per8

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| don't dislike this | dislike this person a
person at all great deal

How would you rate your relationship with this a8
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
We don’t get along We're great friends

Imagine that the person you just named suggestétkarthat was different from your own.
How likely are you to change your mind?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Stick with my own Go with this person’s
idea suggestion
How much does this person have in yourgjtou
-Respect
-Status
-Prominence
-Influence

Please name another member of your team (firgtsbmiame is OK):

How would you rate your relationship with this a8

How would you rate your relationship with this pen?

Imagine that the person you just named suggestétkarthat was different from your own.
How likely are you to change your mind?
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How much does this person have in yourgjtou
-Respect

-Status

-Prominence

-Influence

Finally, if you could choose only two of your teamt®s to work with you on another
simulation, which two people would you select:

Who would you most like to work with?

Why would you select this person?

Who would be your next choice to work with?

Why would you select this person?

Please rate all members of your team, includingselti The first three factors should be
rated on a scale of one (poorest) to five (best).

For the last column, assume that your team wasdaaa $1000 bonus for your work on this
project. Please allocate this total amount amoadge¢hm members in a way that you feel
equitably reflects the contribution that each teaember made to the project and to the team
effort.

Rating system: 1L, 5 (1 poorest, 5 best)
Team member name How well did this | How well did this What was | What share of
(include yourself, the team member team member the quality | the $1000
evaluator, in this list) communicate with| complete assigned | of this team| team bonus
the rest of the tasks on time? member’'s | should be
team? work? allocated to
this team
member?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
> = 1000

The total of this column must equal $1000; you mizyde the bonus up evenly, or
assign different shares to different team members.
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APPENDIX B
MATERIALS FOR STUDY 2

Post Task Questionnaire

Thefollowing questions concern your team process and interaction while you were
working on the Westside plant turnaround plan. Please answer each question as if
you were really part of thisteam, working on the turnaround plan.

How fair were the decision making procedures ugellatt, the team leader, to develop the
plan?

How fair were the task delegation procedures ugdtidoteam leader?

To what extent would did the team leader consitleeradieam members’ opinions when
working on this plan?

How were team members treated by the team leadegdihis task?

To what extent was the team leader consistent wisking decisions about how to work on
the turnaround plan?

To what extent did the team leader treat team mesnbigh kindness and consideration while
working on the turnaround plan?

To what extent is the team leader effective inl¢aelership role?

Please respond to the following questions aboutehder’s behavior.
To what extent did the team leader decide howdhmtwould work on this task?

To what extent did the team leader allow other tes@mbers to decide how the team
would work on this task?

To what extent did the team leader designate folesorking on this task?

To what extent did the team leader control the fidwnformation among team
members?

To what extent did the team leader assign work/iiets to other team members while
working on this task?

To what extent did the team leader allow other teaambers to determine their own
activities while working on this task?
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To what extent did the team leader determine tloesba rules while working on this
task?

To what extent did the team leader allow team maesitoedetermine their own
decision rules while working on this task?

To what extent did the team leader establish thectilses for working on this task?

To what extent did the team leader allow team mesttoeparticipate in setting the
objectives for this task?

To what extent was the team leader’s behavior aabégy

To what extent was the team leader’s behaviorntrurshy?

To what extent did the team leader judge the sdnatccurately?
To what extent was the team leader’s behavioritegie?

To what extent was the team leader’s behavior gp@ai@ for working on this task?

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?

The members of this team usually know where thaydstvith the team leader.

Team members’ working relationships with the teaader are effective.

The team leader recognizes members’ expertise.

The team leader has enough confidence in the menalbéhis team that he would defend and
justify their recommendations if they were not prEso do so.

The team leader understands the problems and néete members of this team.
The team leader uses suggestions from the membthis team.

The team leader takes action on things broughtyupdmembers of this team
The team leader is willing to make changes.

The team leader is open to feedback.

The members of this team participate in establghtiie team’s objectives.
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The members of this team determine their own wotlvisies.

Please answer each question asif you werereally part of thisteam, working on the
turnaround plan.

To what extent is Matt, the team leader:

Not at A great deal

all

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Assertive O O 0 O 0 0 0
Considerate of other team O O O O 0 0 0
members' opinions and ideas
Directive (regulates the tear [ 0 O O O O O
process or advocates a
particular strategy decision)
Aware of other team O O 0 0 0 O 0
members' feelings
Able to make decisions O O O O O 0 O
easily
Egotistical O O 0 O 0 0 0
Understanding of what is O O O O O 0 O
important for others
Independent O O 0 O 0 0 0
Competitive O O 0 O O 0 0
Dictatorial (makes decisions [ O O O 0 0 0
by himself)
Self-confident O 0 0 0 O O 0
Compassionate O O 0 0 0 0 0
Participative (involves other [ O O O O O O
in making decisions)
How much __ doedatt, the team leaderhave in this group?
-Respect
-Status
-Prominence
-Influence

Imagine that you had an opinion that was diffefesrnh Matt’s opinion. How likely would
you be to give his opinion serious consideration?

How would you ratéMatt’s level of competence?

How would you ratéMatt’s level of expertise in this task?
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How much dodrian have in this group?
-Respect

-Status

-Prominence

-Influence

Imagine that you had an opinion that was diffefesrn theBrian’s opinion. How likely
would you be to give his/her opinion serious coesation?

How would you ratdrian’s level of competence?

How would you ratdBrian’s level of expertise in this task?

How much doésaura have in this group?
-Respect

-Status

-Prominence

-Influence

Imagine that you had an opinion that was diffefesrn theLaura’s opinion. How likely
would you be to give his/her opinion serious coesition?

How would you ratd.aura’s level of competence?

How would you ratd.aura’s level of expertise in this task?
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Using the scale below, please answer each question asif you werereally part of this
team, working on the Westside plant turnaround plan.

While working on this task, | felt:
Not at all A great
deal

N
(6]
(o))
~

O
O
O

Distressed
Relaxed
Interested
Tired

Upset
Bored
Enthusiastic
Sluggish
Hostile
Serene
Inspired
Irritable
Nervous
Calm
Determined
Attentive
Dull

At Rest
Drowsy

At Ease

OO0 Oer
OO0 Oer
OO0 Oer

OO0 Oer
OO0 Oer

O OB O O e O PE O e O PER O FEN O e O PE e
OO0 0On Oe Ol
OO0
OO0

OO0 Oh Ofgy OO0 O OB O O O e O e =
OO0 O o O O O O8O o Ot o~
o0 Ohy O ey O e O e OB O e O fey O PEE O P

Ol |
Ol |
Ol |

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?

The team members are strongly committed to purdghi@goal of 7% reduction in direct labor
costs and 50% reduction of turnover and absenteeism

The team members are willing to put forth a grest @f effort beyond what they would
normally do to achieve the goal of 7% reductiodiiect labor costs and 50% reduction of
turnover and absenteeism.

The team members don't care whether or not thegwaekhe goal of 7% reduction in direct
labor costs and 50% reduction of turnover and &bsém.

There is not much to be gained by trying to achitéeegoal of 7% reduction in direct labor
costs and 50% reduction of turnover and absenteeism

It is quite likely that the goal of 7% reductiondirect labor costs and 50% reduction of
turnover and absenteeism may need to be revispdndag on how things go at the plant.
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It wouldn't take much to make team members abattimgoal of 7% reduction in direct labor
costs and 50% reduction of turnover and absenteeism

It's unrealistic for this team to expect to reduh goal of 7% reduction in direct labor costs
and 50% reduction of turnover and absenteeism.

Since it's not always possible to tell how difficalsituation is until you've been in it a while,
it's hard to take this goal seriously.

| think the goal of 7% reduction in direct laborst®and 50% reduction of turnover and
absenteeism is a good goal to shoot for.

Please answer each question asif you werereally part of thisteam, working on the
turnaround plan.

How well do you think this team will perform in deleping a turnaround plan for Westside
plant?

How satisfied would you be working with this team?
To what extent would you like to work with thesersateammates on a real project?

To what extent would you like to work on a realjpob with Matt as your team leader?
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APPENDIX C

MATERIALS FOR STUDY 3

Leader Instructions

Congratulations, you have been selected to playdlleeof team leader for the
upcoming task.

You will lead a 4-person team of students who salbn be working together to
complete an online adventure game. You will spéediext 15 minutes training
together on the game. You will then join the ottiieee members of your team, who
have also received 15 minutes of training on thaeya

L ow status condition:

We have told your team that you are an undergraduat student in human
development, and that you are enrolled in the Fourations Leadership Course at
the Johnson School, which is a leadership electiopen to selected undergrad and
graduate students. We told them that students in # course participate in this
online adventure game exercise as a way to practitdeeir team leadership skills.
This is meant to provide you with legitimacy as théeam leader. Should a
discussion of your major or leadership qualificatims come up, please adhere to
this cover story.

High status condition:

We have told your team that you are a graduate stught in the MBA program,
and that you are enrolled in the Foundations Leadeship Course at the Johnson
School, which is a leadership elective open to setied graduate students. We told
them that students in the course participate in ths online adventure game
exercise as a way to practice their team leadershgkills. This is meant to provide
you with legitimacy as the team leader. Should a sicussion of your major or
leadership qualifications come up, please adhere this cover story, and tell them
you're an MBA student.
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The objective of this exercise is to get througimasy levels as possible in the time
allotted while using the fewest number of mouséslidf you find yourself struggling
to complete a level, you can buy a HintCard whidlhtelp you to continue. Each
HintCard “costs” 15 mouseclicks. That is, for evelintCard you buy, 15
mouseclicks will be added to your total.

Directive condition:

Directive Style:

Prior research has found that the most effective wato lead a team on a complex
problem-solving task such as this is to use a diree leadership style. That is, as
team leader, you should direct the activities of &bf your team members, rather
than letting them decide for themselves how they shild work together. This does
not mean that you need to be heavy-handed or dictatial, but you have to let
your team members know that you're in charge. The@mplexity of the task
requires strong leadership if your team is to sucas. Your “enroliment” in the
Foundations Leadership Course means that your teamates will expect you to
use a directive style, and if you bear this in mingou are more likely to be
successful.

Leader Actions:

You will have 5 minutes to set up your team and coewup with a plan for playing
the game. To aid you in directing your team’s procss, here are some actions you
should take as a leader:

- Determine decision rules. As team leader you shoulthve the final say in
determining when and where to click the mouse.

- Assign work activity. Team members should only dotte things you tell
them to do, and should not take it upon themselveas do anything.

- Designate member roles and assign each team membeffill a role. At a
minimum, you will want to assign the following roles:
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- Mouse Controller. This is the person who moves theouse and clicks
on items in each room. You should be sure this paya only clicks on
those items that you designate.

- Click-Counter. This person keeps track of the numbeof mouseclicks
you spend, either by clicking items or by buying HitCards.

- Recorder. This person keeps track of all the itemgou find on each
level and the messages that appear when you click tiems.

- HintCard Purchaser. This person decides if and whegou want to buy
a HintCard, and this is the only person authorizedo buy HintCards.
You may want to reserve this role for yourself to goid spending
mouseclicks unnecessarily.

Emergent condition:

Emergent Style:

Prior research has found that the most effective wato lead a team on a complex
problem-solving task such as this is to use an engamt leadership style. That is,
as team leader, you should allow the team process émerge, letting the members
of your team decide for themselves how they want toork together, rather than
directing their specific activities. This does notnean that you shouldn’t be
involved in the process, but you have to give youeam members the freedom to
work as they see fit. The complexity of the task rpiires everyone’s input if your
team is to succeed. Your responses on the leadegsiguestionnaire indicate that
you are well suited to use an emergent style, anflyiou bear this in mind you are

more likely to be successful.

Team Process:
You will have 5 minutes to set up your team and coewup with a plan for playing
the game. To aid you in allowing your team’s procesto emerge, here are some

actions you should take as a leader:
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- Ask team members how they would like to approach #hadventure. Let
the team members establish a strategy for navigatineach level, and let
them determine when and where to click the mouse.

- Do not assign work activity. Let team members také& upon themselves to
do things.

- Allow team members to select their own roles. Thewill probably take on
the following roles:

- Mouse Controller. This is the person who moves theouse and clicks
on items in each room.

- Click-Counter. This person keeps track of the numbeof mouseclicks
you spend, either by clicking items or by buying HitCards.

- Recorder. This person keeps track of all the itemgou find on each
level and the messages that appear when you click @iems.

- HintCard Purchaser. This person decides if and whegou want to buy

a HintCard, and this is the only person authorizedo buy HintCards.

Payment:

You will be paid the base amount for you time tqdayt you also have the chance to
earn more based on your performance on the game.t¥tal payment will be based
on team performance; that is, how well your teamfigoens compared to other teams.
This is measured in two ways: number of mouseclidesd and number of levels
cleared. You and each of your teammates can eatm ap additional $5 each for
team performance.

In addition, you as team leader can award a banaeadh of your team members,
based on how well you think they contributed togheup’s overall performance. You
will have a bonus pool of $11 which you can allecas you see fit, paying as much as
you like to each member, including yourself.
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Strategy:
Some tips for increasing your chances of succesbsyaur payment):

- Your team performance is based in part on how ntiamgs you have to click
the mouse to make your way through each levdlpsas on minimizing the
number of mouseclicks, even if it means taking exartime to plan each
move.

- Remember that each HintCard will cost 15 mouseslisk be absolutely sure
you need a hint before purchasing a HintCard. Yauklexhaust all
possibilities before wasting mouseclicks on a Hint&d.

- Most levels have a number of rooms; you shqads through each room on
a level to get the “big picture” before exploring @ch room thoroughly.
This will give you a better idea how to use thengeonce you find them. After
you have a better idea of the “big picture”, gotigh each room thoroughly
looking for hidden items.
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Team Adventure Study: Instructions to team members
You are members of a 4-person team of studentswilhsoon be working together to

complete a complex, computer-based, online advemgfame. You will have three

team members (the three of you) and a team leatherwill join you soon.

The three of you will spend the next 15 minutesrgey how to play the game. You
will then be joined by your team leader, who ha® akceived training on the game.
Working together under your team leader's guidaymey, team will attempt to get
through as many levels of the adventure game asljpjesn the allotted time. Your
score will depend on how many levels you complatesssfully, how quickly you
maneuver through the game, and how efficiently y@mnage your movements.

L ow status condition:

Team Leader:

Your team leader will be (@e's name). He/she is an

undergraduate student in communications who is enited in the Foundations
Leadership Course at the business school. This cag is an elective open to all
students in the university. Students in the coursparticipate in this computer
game exercise as a way to practice their team leadhip skills. He/she will join

you at the end of your training.

High status condition:

Team Leader:

Your team leader will be @ew's name). He/she is a

graduate student in the MBA program who is enrolledin the Foundations
Leadership Course at the business school. This car is open only to specially
selected students based on academic merit and denstrated leadership
potential. Students in the course participate in tis computer game exercise as a
way to practice their team leadership skills. He/si will join you at the end of

your training.
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Objective:

The objective of this exercise is to get througimasy levels as possible in the time
allotted while using the fewest number of mouséslidf you find yourself struggling
to complete a level, you can buy a HintCard which velp you to continue. Each
HintCard “costs” 15 mouseclicks. That is, for evetiptCard you buy, 15
mouseclicks will be added to your total.

Payment:
You will be paid the base amount for you time tqdayt you also have the chance to
earn more based on your performance on the game.t¥@l payment will be based
on two things:
1. Team performance: Based on how well your team pagacompared
to other teams. This is measured in two ways: nurabmouseclicks
used and number of levels cleared. You can eato ap additional $5

each for team performance.

2. Individual performance: This is a bonus based ert¢lam leader’s
evaluation of your individual contribution. The tedeader will have a
bonus pool of $11 which he can allocate as hef#tepsaying as much

as he likes to each member, including himself.

Strategy:

Performance is measured determined by the numbevels your team clears in the
allotted time and the number of mouseclicks you ¥&e should focus on
minimizing the time it takes you to clear a levelignoring the number of
mouseclicks This means you should click on every item towbkether or not it's
useful, and you shoulduy a HintCard immediately if you get stuck.
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You should focus on searching furniture and cabingall-hangings and plants, and
you should explore each room on a level thorougkelpre moving to the next room.

This way you can gather all available items befitempting to use them to continue.

Someone in the team should be in charge of moviagrtouse and clicking on
items in each room.

Someone should keep track of the items you findthaanessages that appear
at the bottom of the screen.

Someone must keep track of the number of timescliok on the mouse.
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Team Adventure Study: Team Leader Pre-Task Questigmaire

You have just completed your training and soonwdbljoin your team members for
the actual exercise. Before you meet the teamselesspond to these questions:

To what extent will you allow other team memberslégide how the team should
work on this task?

1 - not af > 3 4 5 6 7 - very
all much

To what extent will you designate roles for workmg this task?

1 - not af > 3 4 5 6 7 - very
all much

To what extent will you allow other team memberslébermine their own activities
while working on this task?

1 - not af > 3 4 5 6 7 -very
all much

To what extent will you determine the decision su¢hile working on this task?

1 - not af > 3 4 5 6 7 -very
all much

In a few words, describe your overall strategydeiting up the team and playing the
game:
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How much do you expect to have in this gPou
(please put an X in the appropriate box

1 none a > 3 4 5 6 7 a great
all deal

Respect

Status

Prominence

Influence

Competence

Expertise

To what extent do you think you will be effectivethe leadership role?

1 - not af 7 -very
all 2 3 4 5 6 much
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Team Adventure Study: Team Member Pre-Task Questionaire

You and your teammates have just completed younirigagand your team leader will
join you soon for the actual exercise. Before #aat leader arrives, please respond
to these questions about your team.

Please list the names of your teammates
(designate one teammate as Member A and the athdember B):

Member A

Member B

Your name

Of you three team members, who had the best idesisggestions for succeeding in
the game? Please comment:

How much does Member A have in this group?
(please put an X in the appropriate box)

=y

1 none at al 2 3 4 5 6 7 very mug

Respect

Status

Prominence

Influence

Competence

Expertise

How much does Member B have in this group?

>

1 none at al 2 3 4 5 6 7 very mug

Respect

Status

Prominence

Influence

Competence

Expertise
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How much do you yourself have in this gfbup

lnoneatall 2 3 4 5 6 7 very much

Respect

Status

Prominence

Influence

Competence

Expertise

What is your Team Leader’'s name?

What year is your team leader in school?

Freshman

Sophomore

Junior

Senior

Grad Student

How much do you expect the Team Leadeave i this group?

lnoneatall 2 3 4 5 6 7 very much

Respect

Status

Prominence

Influence

Competence

Expertise

To what extent do you expect the Team Leader teffieetive in the leadership role?

7 -very

1 - not at all 2 3 4 5 6 much
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Team Adventure Study: Mystery of Time and Space Raking Task

The Challenge:

As you reach the next level, you find yourselfhistBilliards Room; with a Storage
Room through the door to the left and an unknovamrohrough the door to the right
(see the pictures).

Your task is to rank the 11 items or actions (dst@ the next page) that are
potentially useful. Rank them according to the omfamportance and the order in
which you will click on them with your mouse as yattiempt to move through this
level (i.e., determine the best way to spend yoousaclicks). Start with a “1” for the
most important/first click, to “11” for the leashportant/last click. You will notice
that each room offers the option to buy a HintCgais should include this in your
ranking.

Individual Ranking Task.

Without discussing with others, rank the 11 itemghie order of importance and the
order in which you will click on them with your mse as you attempt to move
through this level. Record your individual rankinghe column A, labeled
“Individual Ranking.”

Team Ranking Task.

Rejoin your teammates. With your team, recondiderll items and come up with a
new set of rankings on_a consensus hassur objective is to work toward a team
solution that all members of your group can livéhmand are willing to support.
Record your consensus ranking in column B, lab€&ledm Ranking.” Once team
work begins, do not change your individual ranking.

Final Individual Ranking.

(to be completed AFTER the Team Ranking Task is coptete)

You may or may not agree with the team’s conseremiang, but you may have
changed your mind about some of your initial ragkinn column C, labeled “Final
Individual Ranking”, record what you believe tothe correct ranking for the items.
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-- [tems/Actions --

A.

Individual
Ranking

B.

Team
Ranking

C.
Final
Individual
Ranking

Buy a HintCard - Storage Room

Log Book (with map) — open on desk

Chest — closed, may be locked

Boxes — closed on shelf

Go to Billiards Room — leave Storage Room

Buy a HintCard - Billiards Room

Pin — holding flag

Coin Slot

Cue Stick

Go to Storage Room — leave Billiards Room

Go to next (unknown) room- leave Billiards
Room
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Buy a Hint Card
- Billiards Room

Buya Hint Card
- Storage Rooim

Loghook

{with map)
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Team Adventure Study: Post-Task Questionnaire

Using a scale of 1-7, (1 = none at all and 7 = vemrych):
How much status does the Team Leader have indaim?
How much status does Team Member A have in thim?ea
How much status does Team Member B have in thia?ea

How much status do you yourself have in this team?

We are calculating your group performance scoreictvivill be used to determine
part of your payment. In the meantime, your teaaxée can award a bonus to each of
the team members, based on how well they contdlotehe group’s overall
performance.

The team leader has a bonus pool of $11 which baJah allocate to each member.
The sum of all bonus payments must equal $11.

- How much bonus should the team leader give t@you
- How much bonus should the team leader give to Mam?

- How much bonus should the team leader give to MarB?
- How much bonus should the team leader give tdHenself?

How fair were the decision making procedures usethé Team Leader to develop
the plan for completing the task?

How fair were the task delegation procedures ugetidoteam leader?

To what extent did the team leader consider o#smtmembers’ opinions when
working on this task?

How were team members treated by the team leadegdihis task?

To what extent did the team leader treat team mesnkigh consideration while
working on this task?

To what extent did the team leader treat team mesniigh kindness while working
on this task?

To what extent did the team leader treat team mesnhigh respect while working on
this task?
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To what extent were the procedures used by the keaer fair?

To what extent did the team leader make sure thatilordinate team members’
concerns were heard before decisions were made?

To what extent was the team leader effective irl@bdership role?

Please respond to the following questions aboutehder’s behavior.
To what extent did the team leader decide howdhmtwould work on this task?

To what extent did the team leader allow other tes@mbers to decide how the team
would work on this task?

To what extent did the team leader designate folesorking on this task?

To what extent did the team leader control the fidwnformation among team
members?

To what extent did the team leader assign work/giets to other team members while
working on this task?

To what extent did the team leader allow other tezambers to determine their own
activities while working on this task?

To what extent did the team leader determine tloesaba rules while working on this
task?

To what extent did the team leader allow team maesitoedetermine their own
decision rules while working on this task?

To what extent did the team leader establish thectilses for working on this task?

To what extent did the team leader allow team mesttoeparticipate in setting the
objectives for this task?

152



To what extent do you agree with the following sta¢nt: The team leader was
successful in leading us through the adventure game

To what extent was the team leader’s behavior aabkg?

To what extent was the team leader’s behaviorntrushy?

To what extent did the team leader judge the sdoatccurately?
To what extent was the team leader’s behavioritegie?

To what extent was the team leader’s behavior gpai@ for working on this task?

To what extent is the team leader:

- Respected

- Expert

- Egotistical

- Assertive

- Independent

- Competitive

- Prominent

- Heavy-handed
- Compassionate
- Competent

- Influential

- High-status

- Self-confident

- Micro-managing

To what extent did the team leader:

- Consider other team members' opinions and ideas

- Regulate the team process or advocate a partisinédegy decision
- Maintain awareness of other team members' fezling

- Understand what is important for others

- Make decisions by him/herself

- Involve others in making decisions

- Make decisions easily

Imagine that you had an opinion that was diffeferrh the team leader’s opinion.
How likely would you be to defer to his opinion?
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To what extent do you agree with this statement:
The team leader did a good job in his/her role.

How much did Member A have in this group?

- Respect

- Status

- Prominence
- Influence

- Competence
- Expertise

Imagine that you had an opinion that was diffefesrh Member A’s opinion. How
likely would you be to defer to his/her opinion?

How much did Member B have in this group?

- Respect

- Status

- Prominence
- Influence

- Competence
- Expertise

Imagine that you had an opinion that was diffefesrh Member B’s opinion. How
likely would you be to defer to his/her opinion?

How much did you yourself have in this grou

- Respect

- Status

- Prominence
- Influence

- Competence
- Expertise
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To what extent would you like to work with thesensateammates on another project?
How satisfied were you working with this team?

How satisfied are you with the team leader’s leskigf?

To what extent is the team leader a good choice?

To what extent would you like to work on anothewsjpct with the team leader?

If you were to continue working on this team, hawenitted would you be to the
team leader?

To what extent do you find the team leader like@able

To what extent did the team leader’s behavior myakefeel
- Engaged

- Ignored

- Valued

- Dismissed

- Disrespected

- Trusted

- Contempt

- Acknowledged
- Unneeded

To what extent do you feel emotionally attachethts team?

To what extent do you feel a strong sense of béhgnip this team?

To what extent do you agree or disagree with tHeviang:

Our team accomplished our objectives in this game.

| learned from other team members while doing éxisrcise.

The members of this team usually know where thagdstvith the team leader.
Team members’ working relationships with the teaader are effective.

The team leader recognizes members’ expertise.
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The team leader has enough confidence in the manolbénis team that he would
defend and justify their recommendations if theyewsot present to do so.

The team leader understands the problems and néetle members of this team.
The team leader uses suggestions from the membthis team.

The team leader takes action on things broughtyupdmembers of this team.
The team leader is willing to make changes.

The team leader is open to feedback.

The members of this team participate in establgshinie team’s objectives.

The members of this team determine their own waotlidies.

If you had to play this game again, who would yboase as your team leader? Why?
Who would be your second choice for team leadery2Vh
Who would be your third choice for team leader? ®/hy

Who is the most influential member of this team?

What is your gender?

What is your age?

What is your race/ethnicity?

How many years of work experience do you have?
What is your current (or most recent) functionaagr

How many years of supervisory/managerial experig€imca leadership role) do you
have?
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