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Abstract

Most research on ethical leadership has disregarded the role of groapses)
and particularly of group membership. Using social identity theolgaofership as a
framework, this thesis aims to understand the impact of ethical arfudaahétaders on
group members’ perceptions about the leader, as well as to investigate under which
circumstances group members may be willing to accept and endorse uriesoieed.
To test these ideas, seven experimental studies and one longistdihalvere
conducted. Study 1 (N = 90) manipulated whether participants evaluated ahagthica
unethical leader, providing empirical support to the idea that unetbacidrs have a
less positive impact on group members, especially if they belong toatdneap (N=
129). Study 3 (N = 229) also manipulated target status, showing that unetheabbe
displayed by a regular member had a less negative impact when congarethical
leaders. Study 4= 125) revealed that the intention of behavior is an important factor
too, as group members considered the group-promoting leader more pralptypic
warmer and competent. Attributions of behavior also changed based on the context
(Study 5,N = 226), with leaders’ behavior attributed more to internal and stable
dispositions in an intragroup (compared to an intergroup) context. Studies 6 and 7 (N
178, 170) extended these findings by showing that attributions were also shaped by the
outcome of the behavior to the group. Moreover, leaders who benefited the greup (e
if they were unethical) were perceived as more competent and numesed. Study 8
(N = 260) showed that when the outcome was positive to the group, group members
were more willing to accept unethical leadership and to exert lesd sontrol. Taken
together, the results suggest that leaders play an important saing ethical and
normative behavior, but also that, under certain circumstances, leaders’ ethicality might

be overlooked, as long as the behavior is in the group’s best interest.
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Thesis Overview

The present work is divided into seven chapters. The first two aieatidito a
critical analysis and description of the theories in whichhhbesis is framed, in which
the most relevant theoretical assumptions to the empirical wertiscussed. In
Chapters IlI-VI, the main studies are presented and discussed. FinapteC¥1l is
dedicated to the discussion of the main theoretical contributi@hprantical
applications of the work, alongside with its limitations and suggestor future

research.

Chapter | presents the concept of ethical leadership and discussasits
definitions, focusing on the conceptualization proposed by Brown, Trevido, a
Harrison (2005), which highlights the importance of the leader as a role magiing
normative behavior within a group. They argued that individuals learn tedeha
ethically by observing the leader who, due to the central role thatiesaniphin the
group, is perceived as a credible and legitimate role model. Then Itmtwe main
focus of the present thesis: unethical leadership, distinguisHmgnitother types of
leadership such as destructive leadership, and presenting a major gap in the present
literature: the lack of consideration for intergroup processes tastadd group

reactions to unethical leadership.

In Chapter II, a group-based framework to our work is presented. Founded on
the social identity theory (e.g. Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1986), which sugdests t
individuals strive to achieve and maintain a positive sefezstwhich is, in part,

influenced by the evaluations they make of the groups they belohbexefore, group

13



members feel threatened when deviance occurs within the group, as éapasdjze

this positivity, making them react negatively to those who deviate tihemorms

(Marques, Abrams, Paez & Hogg, 2001). However, previous research on transgression
credit (cf. Abrams, Randsley de Moura, & Travag)ia013; Randsley de Moura &
Abrams, 2013) demonstrated that leaders (because they occupy a central oslegopp

to what happens to regular members) are granted some leniency aredl abaveviate
without being severely punished. Nevertheless, little is known aboutheogroup

reacts to a leader who behaves unethically (whose actions breakynbonk, but

also moral rules), neither how they are evaluated and perceived, toacamsaquences

their behaviors have to the group. This is what we propose to addressempirical

chapters.

Chapter Il addresses the idea that unethical leaders have a@aggagct on
followers (Study 1), as they act as role models and specially ingraipical leaders,
given the importance that group membership plays these assumpticiegZtand 3).
Study 3 takes a step further and examines whether the impact otahbé#tiavior on
group members differs if displayed by a leader or by a regular memben Gajether,
this chapter aims to test the assumption that followers look at le¢adgrgie their own
behaviors within the organizati@moup and that they are affected by the leaders’ (but
not regular members’) unethical actions because of the representative role the leader

plays within the group.

Chapter IV aims to expand previous research showing that group members look

not only to he leader’s action itself but also judge based on the perceived intention to

act.In Chapter IV, the group members’ perceptions regarding (un)ethical leaders are

14



explored, namely how group members attribute causes to the behavior dé#oess.
Two “special” circumstances are expected to influence such perceptions: leader’s
intention to behave and the context in which the behavior ocecussudly4, leader’s
intention to behave (self-promoting group-promoting) is manipulated. This study
aims to expand previous research showing that group members look not dely to t
leader’s action itself but also judge based on the perceived intention to act, testing the
idea that less harsh judgements will be given to a leader that é&vy@erto act on
behalf of the group. In Study 5, the context in which the behavior occurs is also
manipulated: the unethical behavior was either displayed in an intpagmwore private)

or intergroup (more public) context.

Chapter V addressed the idea that the outcome of the behavior toupe gr
shapes these perceptions and attributions. Moreover, we also begunhe tes
assumption that, under some circumstances, group members might overlook leaders’
ethicality and be willing to endorse an unethical leader. In twoestfé and 7), the
outcome (positive vs negativs unknown) of the leader’s behavior to the group is
manipulated. These studies aim to test the assumption that group s enalke
strategic decisions when endorsing the leader and, therefore, based snltled the
leaders’ actions they make different attributions and decisions of supporting the leader,
ignoring the ethical nature of the behavior when the leaders’ actions benefit the group.

These processes will be tested through mediation models.

In the final empirical chapter (Chapter VI), a longitudinal study (S8)dyas

conducted, using the US 2016 Presidential Election to explore how group members’

deal with a situation in which they must choose between two allegedthical leaders

15



and to test how perceptions and attributions about leaders chaegeobasgroup
success and failure. We have also explored the consequences of this siluoess/fa
the group members’ willingness to exert social control over the ingroup and outgroup

unethical leaders.

The final Chapter (VII) presents an overview of the main findings and the ke

conclusions of the work, discussing the theoretical and practicatatiphs.

Limitations and suggestions of future research are also presented.

16



Chapter I: Ethical leadership

The need for leaders in different types of teams and groups is alrelkdy we
established in the literature (e.g. Arnold & Randall, 2010; House et al., 2004ndanu
& Mendonca, 1996). A different question, raising from the increase attentiomtgive
ethics, especially in organizational contexts (Vardi & Weitz, 2004), is why do
organizations need ethical leaders? Why is ethical leadershiptanpwithin groups?

A more philosophical approach is embedded in Aristotle’s Politics book, in
which he emphasized that there is not only a need to provide law angdbaridaso
good law, good order, and noble actions. From a more pragmatic point of view, the
reality is that there is an increase in recognition for $oegponsibility and the
importance of the public good, of contributing to the strength, harmahgtahility of
society (Kanungo & Mendonca, 1996), which, according to Berenbeim (1987), is what
made large corporations, for example, set an ethics code to regulatective mitheir
organizations.

The leader, as a central piece of an organization, or any group, sets tpé&eexam
and inspires otherstheir role is crucial when communicating the organization’s values
and mission which, as good as they may look on paper, are sgliiss uf the leader’s
behaviors are inconsistent with them (Kanungo & Mendonca, 1996). Moreover, a
growing awareness of the impact of organizational and business dea@sitime society
has also helped to shift the attention to ethics (Vardi & Weitz, 2004). Fopéxatris
now more common to see companies considering the environmental imfiat to
planet when making business transactions. It is undeniable thatdsusiost be
profitable, but an exclusive concern with profit without a simultaneousetorior high

standards in terms of ethical performance is no longer acceffaiango &
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Mendonca, 1996). Consequently, leaders are today more pressured to guide their
decisions in an ethical manner. Therefore, andrgilre importance of ethic boundaries
and context, how do groups react to, and psychologically manage, uhe¢hasiors
from their group leaders? And further, what is the impact of unetb&aérship to the
group?

In this chapter, | describe and explain the two major concepts of ethical
leadership, the theories proposed to frame its conceptualizationll as Wwew ethical
leadership is theoretically differentiated from other leadershigsstiyarticular
attention will be given to the unexplored impact and consequencestbicahe

leadership to groups, as this is the focus of the thesis.

1.1 Conceptualizing ethical leadership

Brown and colleagug2005) defined ethical leadership “as the demonstration of
normatively appropriate conduct through personal actions and interpgersona
relationships, and the promotion of such conduct to followers through two-wa
communication, reinforcement, and decisioaking” (p. 120). This is a complex
definition and full of different meanings and assumptions; thus, it isriaupt to dissect
it. The first segment of the definition implies that ethical lealecome legitimate and
credible role models by behaving in a “normatively appropriate” manner, but they also
influence what followers deem to be normatively appropriate (Brown et al., 2005).
According to the authors, the vagueness of the term “normatively appropriate” was
intentional, as what is considered appropriate behavior is intrityse@ainected with
the context, depending on it.

The second segment, the promotion of such conduct to followers through two-

way communication, refers the idea that ethical leaders make ethyssadient and
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draw attention to the topic, not only by talking about it with followers atad by
discussing it, that is, by also providing followers with the opportunityatce a say in
what leadership looks and feels like, suggesting a more just process (pribzedhara
interpersonally) (Brown et al., 2005; Howell & Avolio, 1992). Moreover, the
reinforcement dimension assumes that besides setting the ethickdrsis, ethical
leaders reward the followers that present an ethical conduct and disciplinevtitode
not (Brown et al., 2005; Trevifio, Brown, & Hartman, 2003), also reinforcing the idea
that individuals learn by observing othersicarious experience (Brown et al., 2005).
In addition, the decision-making component of the definition reflect&ldzethat all
this is deliberate, and that ethical leaders consider the consequetieas ddécisions,
making principled choices that can be observed and replicated by othens (A98DB;
Howell & Avolio, 1992).

An important feature of Brown and colleagues’ (2005) definition of ethical
leadership is related to the theoretical framework they usedegrate this concept: the
social learning perspective. This perspective, first proposed by Bandura (1977, 1986),
argues that individuals learn from direct experience can alsorne tleeough vicarious
experience, that is, by observing other’s behavior and its consequences. Indeed, a strong
dimension of the leadership is the ability to influence and the authqgregardhat, via
modelling, ethical conduct of followers is influenced by leaders. Brown @ltehgues
(2005) argued that by observing the leader, followers can learn whaifkiethaviors
are expected from them and, consequently, what behaviors are more ligely to
punished or rewarded.

Due to both the status within the organization (or group) that leaders acquired
and their power affect behaviors and outcomes of others, leadeileradurces of

modelling (Brown et al., 2005). Moreover, the effectiveness of such modelkigpis
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result of prestige inherent to the status but also due to the abitipnoblling rewards
(Bandura, 1986). Another crucial aspect for leaders of becoming a role modelsn term
of ethics is to be perceived as attractive, credible and legitimdtthes can be

achieved by engaging in behaviors that are evaluated by others as beingvetymat
appropriate, and that imply an altruistic (opposing to a selfishyatan (Brown et al.,
2005; see also Kanungo, 2001). In other words, leaders’ actions need to be perceived as
motivated by the groups’ best interests.

Drawing on Brown and colleagues’ (2005) definition, De Hoogh and Den
Hartog (2008) proposed an alternative, as they argued that the initial concaparaliz
lacked inclusion of the leader’s personal characteristics. Their focus is on individual
attributes of leader that they included under the umbrella of “leader social
responsibility”. Those attributes include concern for others (engage in virtuous acts),
self-judgement and concern about consequences (refraining from syilnactal-legal
standard of conduct, and internal obligation to “do the right thing” (De Hoogh & Den
Hartog, 2008).

Nevertheless, the two definitions, proposed by Brown and colleagues (2005) and
by De Hoogh and Den Hartog (2008), share a significant number of features. For
instance, both argue that leaders’ fair and moral behavior is a core component — but the
former describes it in terms of leader being trustworthy and fair, andtteeih terms
of concern for morality and fairness. Also, Brown and colleagues (2005) argued that
ethical leaders engage in open communication and promote ethidactoy
rewarding and punishing ethical and unethical behavior (respectively), winals $0
followers what sorts of behaviors are expected from them, and which acdenated.

In the same line of reasoning, De Hoogh and Den Hartog (2008) proposed this open

communication (called role clarification) includes clarifying expectatsoms
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responsibilities and that is what makes followers/ employees clgndieg what is
expected from them. Both definitions also encompass some kind of powiagshar
decision-making, arguing that ethical leaders listen what emEdyee to say, what
are their concerns, and giving them a voice in the process of decision-making (cf.
Brown et al., 2005; De Hoogh and Den Hartog, 2008).

It seems possible that a key difference between the two comeégsson the
researchers’ varied focus of the leader-follower dynamic, with Brown and colleagues
(2005) focusing on the impact of the position that the leader occuptsslir{which
allows him/her to become a role model, and group members learn throggadios),
and De Hoogh and Den Hartog (2008) highlighting leaders’ personal characteristics,
arguing that leaders are expected to have a high inner obligation of beity mght.

These two definitions, although sharing several characteristicnmalifferent
frameworks to explain ethical leadership. In the Brown and colleagues’ definition, the
leader-follower relationship is outlined in terms of how the formert¢ates a role
model to the latter, who learns how to behave ethically; whilstl@ogh and Den
Hartog’s definition this relationship is conceptualized as a behavioral transaction
between leader and followers. This thesis will use Brown and colleagues (2005)
conceptualization of ethical leadership, because (1) it is still theusedtdefinition in
the literature to date (see Kaptein, 2017 for an overview), and (2) our approach to
ethical leadership is based on social identity theory, taking intténéargroup
processes into account in the relationship between leaders andggmiyers, and this
chosen definition, by focusing on the power of leader as a consequeheg e it
occupies within the group is aligned with such theory, which will beoegglin

Chapter I1.

21



1.1.1 How does ethical leadership differentiate from other styles of leadership?

One key concept that appears to be related with ethical behaviorrfrptoyees
is authentic leadership, which is defined as “a pattern of leader behavior that draws
upon and promotes both positive psychological capacities and a po#iicad elimate,
to foster greater self-awareness, an internalized moral pexspédidianced processing
of information, and relational transparency on the part of leaders working wi
followers, fostering positive seffevelopment” (Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner,
Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008, p. 94). Indeed, authentic leadership has been feaind to b
positively related to employees’ ethical behavior — however, this mechanism has been
mediated by the levels of moral courage of those employees (Hannalg, Avoli
Walumbwa, 2011). Interestingly, Cianci, Hannah, Roberts, and Tsakumis (2014) found
authentic leadership to inhibit unethical decisions from employeeonly when
temptation was absent.

However, whilst Cianci and colleagues (2014) proposed that the positive impact
of authentic leadership is due to an activation of followers’ moral perspective which, in
turn, reduces their tendency to make an unethical decision, empbakiimportance
of self-knowledge (cf. Gardner, Cogliser, Davis, & Dickens, 2011); the ethical
leadership definition postulates that this positive impact thatateiders have on
followers’ ethical behavior is because of the example they set and because of the
discipline component (by rewarding and punishing ethical/unethical behavidingput
the emphasis on the leader-follower interactive dynamic.

It is also important to distinguish ethical leadership fagirer types of
leadership, especially from transformational leadership, as thegppear to be
strongly related (cf. Bass & Avolio, 2000; Brown & Treviiio, 2006). Indeed, the

definition of transformational leadership proposed by Burns (1978) argues that this type
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of leadership is moral, as followers are inspired by (transformationdgrie&o work
together for a common and collective goal. Therefore, focusing on this supeaterdi
goal, followers would go beyond self-interest. Kanungo and Mendonca (1996) take thi
idea further and argue that an ethical influence process is involvedsfotraational
leadership. Consistently with this argument, previous literature showafbtraational
leadership to be positively related to moral reasoning (Turner, Barling, Epitropaki
Butcher, & Milner, 2002) and leader integrity (Parry & Proctor-Thomson, 2002).

There is, in fact, a clear overlap between the two constructs, as hicdi ahd
transformational leaders act as role models, and definitions of the istyilede
dimensions such as concern for others, concern to act consistehtimoval
principles, and deliberate taking of ethical consequences into account (Brown
Trevifio, 2006). Moreover, the idealized influence dimension of transformational
leadership, which included explicit ethical content, was also foundweehkly
correlated with ethical leadership (Brown et al., 2005).

Importantly, there is research that demonstrates that tbesepts have
distinctive validity. For example, Brown and colleagues (2005), showed thedlethi
leadership predicts several outcomes that go beyond the effects détiizad
influence alone, which the authors explained as ethical leadership including a “moral
management” aspect that is more consistent with the representations of a transdctiona
leadership perspective (vs. transformationradpecifically the use of rewards and
discipline when holding subordinates accountable for meeting thelettaindards is
more related with a transactional style than with transformatioadéfship (cf.
Trevifio et al., 2003). In addition, ethical leadership also extends this tianahc
process by setting ethical standards to followers (Trevifio et al., 2003) anduayngcl

principled decision-making (Avolio, 1999). Another difference relates with the
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visionary aspect of transformational leadership that it is not includi iethical
leadership concept (Brown & Trevifio, 2006). Moreover, transformational leadership
appears to be closely related to followership dependence on the |dadarkc
Shamir, & Chen, 2003), while ethical leadership has been associated moregfugigni
with work and stronger sense of duty (cf. Piccolo, Greenbaum, Den Hartoggér Fol
2010; Hannah, Avolio, & Walumbwa, 2014)

In conclusion, ethical leadership has some overlaps with other leadeydédp s
and characteristics (such as transformational leadership and faimergg nonetheless,
these concepts are not broad enough to embrace all constructs that haagsbeiated

with ethical leadership.

1.2 Why is it important to study ethical leadership?

One of the main reasons is that ethical leadership has very akactic
consequences, particularly to organizations. Brown and colleagues (2068 sttt
different outcomes, such as perceived leader effectiveness, satisfadtidhendader,
follower’s willingness to report problems to management and job dedication (as the
willingness to give an extra effort), are predicted by ethical leadershiwnBxod
Trevifio (2006) also proposed that ethical leadership would result in héyleds of
followers’ satisfaction, commitment, motivation, ethical decision-making and more
prosocial and less counterproductive behaviors.

In line with these predictions, Den Hartog and Belschak (2012) showed, indeed,
that ethical leadership reduced counterproductive behavior by increasikg w
engagement. Ethical leaders promote, via role modelling and among otigaiilza

members, altruistic behavior (De Hoogh & Den Hartog, 2008). Consequently, these
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members are expected to become more committed to the organization (K&nungo
Conger, 1993).

Neves and Story (2015) studied the impact of ethical leadership on affective
commitment, that is, the identification and emotional attachmehttthe organization
(Meyer & Allen, 1991). They found a relationship between ethical leadersdip a
affective commitment, stronger when the supervisors had a high reputation for
performance. The results of their study also demonstrated that empbogsested the
lowest levels of affective commitment to the organization whetetmers were not
perceived as being ethical, regardless of their personal reputation for perfermanc
Therefore, it can be concluded that ethical leadership appears as a gdungssar
sufficient condition for the strongest bond with the emotional orgaaizatipressed by
employees (Neves & Story, 2015).

Ethical leadership also impacts on more than followers’ daily experiences in
organizations. De Hoogh and Den Hartog (2008) interviewed 73 CEO’s regarding their
role and functioning as managers. They also asked them to distributeiarmaase
regarding outcome ratings to six of their employees (that worked glivithl them).
The results showed a positive relation between ethical leadershippambhagement
team effectiveness and subordinates’ optimism about their future. They also proposed
that ethical behaviour by leaders impact positively on how empdgedabout the
organisation, predicting that, in these cases, they would be more pasiivepeful, as
well as more optimistic about the organization and, for that so, mittiregwto remain
and contribute to its success. These results confirm the ideadahagers can directly
influence both job satisfaction and organizational commitment ipyagisg ethical

leadership (Neubert, Carlson, Kacmar, Roberts, & Chonko, 2009).
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Neubert and colleagues (2009) found that ethical leadership is responsible for
shape the perceptions of ethical climate which, in turn, maxirjobesatisfaction and
affective commitment. Aligned with these results, a positiveiogldtetween perceived
ethical leader behavior and trust, affective commitment and normative toemhivas
also found by Den Hartog and De Hoogh (2009). Furthermore, Den Hartog and
Belschak (2012) concluded that employees tend to state a stronger engagement
(measured in terms of feeling more dedication, vigor and absorptiorrigtwiwen they
perceived their leaders as behaving ethically. Moreover, this engagesdtgde
simultaneously in more personal initiative and less counterpredumthavior,
suggesting that the process of ethical leadership involves a strong ddiotifirelated
motivational component (Den Hartog & Belschak 2012).

In general, the positive impact of ethical leadership on followelsstrated by
the positive evaluations that these leaders receive from ¢aair thnembers (Brown et
al., 2005). Nevertheless, some of these are only theoretical predictions, asesligges
Brown and colleagues (2005), and no empirical studies have been conducted to prove
these assumptionswhich was the first step of the present work (cf. Chapter 11, Study

1).

1.3 The unexplored unethical leadership

The “dark side” of leadership has been mainly study under the umbrella of
destructive leadership, a wider expression that has been encompassirg@&nge of
“bad” leader behavior (Thoroughgood, Sawyer, Padilla, & Lunsford, 2016), such as
narcissistic, toxic, incompetent, abusive, bullying, or tyrannical\aehéErickson,
Shaw, Murray, & Branch, 2015), which have been associated with negative

consequences to both followers and organizations (cf. Krasikova, Green & LeBreton
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2013; Shaw, Erickson, & Harvey, 2011; Schyns & Schilling, 2013). It is important to
highlight that for a leader to be considered destructive, the inapgeopehavior must
be systematic and repeated over time, not just occasionally (&mieksl., 2015).
However, this definition of destructive leadership, opposed to the conceptthical
leadership, does not encompass a specific moral component, it rather refers to any
general bad behavior that a leader displays.

While ethical leadership has becoming a “hot topic” in the recent literature, little
is known about what characterizes unethical leadership and wtiaeaneplications of
it to the organization or group where it occurs. Previous research (e.g. Celikgdedeo
& Inanir, 2015; Mayer, Kuenzi, Greenbaum, Bardes, & Salvador, 2009) has displayed a
tendency to draw conclusions from the impact of unethical lelaigdry contrasting
outcomes of ethical leaderghat is, when establishing correlational relationships, it is
assumed that if ethical leaders are associated with less followers’ deviant behaviors, for
example, that also means that unethical leaders are associ&t@dongtdeviant
behaviors from followers.

Although it may seem reasonable to consider that ethical atlicaie
leadership are two opposite poles of one continuum, Brown and Trevifio (2006)
reasoned that being low on ethical leadership may not necessarilyori@ahigh on
unethical leadership, and vice-versa. A leader who does not simplytesthibal
leadership behavior may also not do anything that unethical, but cstildot have an
ethics-related agenda (e.g. ethically neutral leadership, see Brown &d,r2906).

Moreover, and even though leadership encompasses the ability of imilpenc
others and achieving group goals (cf. Hogan, Curphy, & Hogan, 1994), only a smaller
body of research has been investigating the phenomenon of (un)ethaedship in

terms of group processes. Equally important, previous research héslatsto
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acknowledge the role of intergroup processes, such as group membership, when
assessing (un)ethical behavior. In the present work, | propose thatidecidy theory,
and particularly social identity theory of leadership, provides aldaiframework and
has the potential to act as a framework to fill this gap in theature- the overall aim

of this thesis.

1.4 Conclusion

Ethical leadership has been widely researched, especially in thetaainte
organizations. However, the main findings have been drawn almost entimaly f
gualitative and correlational studies, which present several limitations ivb@mes to
establishing causality. As such, little is known about whatacterizes unethical
leader, and the idea that the components associated with ethieakldp will follow a
“mirror pattern” when it comes to unethical leadership remains to be empirically tested.
This is what we propose to test in Chapter Ill. Moreover, the conseegiehunethical
leadership and how group members judge and perceive unethical leaders remains
unexplored- what mechanisms followers use to assess the leaders’ behavior? Does the
intention of behavior affects such assessments (Chapter 1V)? What ettsbodid
followers make about unethical leaders (Chapters IV, V, and VI)? Under which
circumstances are unethical leaders endorsed and what mechanismgpdogmbers
use to justify such behavior (Chapters V and VI)? These are some of tHertpitsit |
address in the present thesis.

However, it is important to note that organizational behawnd @roup
behavior) occurs within a specific context that encompasses important gramids
and social identity motives. Therefore, it seems reasonable to agwtrrgergroup

processes may play an important role when assessing ettdoahathical leaders.
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Thus, in the next Chapter, we draw on the social identity thedeadérship (Hogg,
2001) to frame the reactions and evaluations of followers/group membendacivey

ethical and unethical behavior from their leaders.
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Chapter II: Leadership as a group process

In the previous chapter, the importance of ethics on leadership to the gtbup a
group members was explored. This importance is exemplified by the nusyectical
consequences that ethical leadership has to the group (e.g. decressgamiuctive
behavior, more commitment, motivation, among others).

This thesis uses social identity theory as a framework forrstaaeling
processes related to the impactaatiers’ unethical behavior on followers. Social
identity theory is used because of the importance of thalsmmtext to understanding
group dynamics, and particularly the role of group processes to perceivistandge
and evaluate leaders’ behaviors. Specifically, the theoretical background for the original
research presented in the thesis, is the literature that describes hpwrgnmbers deal
with leaders who do not conform with the group norms or behave in éghatly

jeopardizes the group, as well as the mechanisms that might explaireaations.

2.1 Social identity theory

Social identity theory was firstly developed by Henri Tajfel (e.g. 19a§el &
Turner, 1979, 1986), who proposed that human behavior is positioned in a continuum
that ranges from the interpersonal (e.g. me, I) to the intergroup (e.g. we, ws)eOn
hand, interpersonal behavior results from the interaction among tworerimioviduals
and is characterized and affected by their personal characterisgiesgaces, and
interpersonal relationships (Tajfel, 1974). These kinds of interactions shoslldied
from group memberships but, and as Tajfel (1974, Tajfel & Turner, 1979) noted, our
personal characteristics are influenced by group memberships, saghishot be fully

possible- that is to say, our notion of self is affected by groups we belongetah@
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awareness of belonging to a group such as psychologists, or of being Portuglyese, m
affect my interactions with others).

On the other hand, at the other end of the continuum, intergroup behavior is
displayed when two or more individuals’ interaction is based on group membership,
setting aside their own personal characteristics (Tajfel & Turner, 19@#@hwhat
context-— for example, close friends might be rivals at a football match. Sherif (1967)
defined intergroup behavior as “any behavior displayed by one or more actors toward
one or more others that is based on the actors’ identification of themselves and the
others as donging to different social categories” (p.40). Therefore, it can be concluded
that as social categories (group memberships) become more salientftiedotéxt or
level of identification, individuals move from interpersonal tieigroup behavior (cf.
Tajfel & Turner, 1979)These constructs are intrinsically related to one’s self-concept
system, which includes at least two components importanb&b the present work is
addressing: personal identity and social identity, each onedétaéach extreme of the
continuum presented.

Personal identity, strongly related to interpersonal behavior, referdivadual
characteristics, personal traits and idiosyncrasies (Turner, 1984). Contrasnaise
identity refers to the part of the self-concept that is derfrad group membership and
relevant social categorizations (Tajfel, 1978), and consequently, is strefagd with
intergroup behavior.

According to the social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978), individuals’ social identity
involves three distinctive components: cognitive, evaluative, and @mabtiT hat is, for
a social identity to be formed, individuals need to acknowledge theindial to the

group (cognitive component) and perceive the positive or negative valuegiotlp in
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society (evaluative component), which forms individuédglings regarding the
membership (emotional component) as a result.

The cognitive component was particularly explored by Turner, Hogg, Oakes,
Reicher, and Wetherell (1987) in the self-categorization theory. $é¢¢freategorization
was defineds “cognitive groupings of oneself and some class of stimuli as the same
(identical, similar, equivalent, interchangeable, and so on) imastriib some other
class of stimuli” (Turner et al., 1987, p.44). An important feature of this process is
prototypicality and depersonalization. The prototype refers to theddment of the
attribute that simultaneously characterize the group and distingdties the other
groups, including beliefs, feelings, and behaviors (Hogg & Terry, 2000). By self-
categorizing themselves in terms of the social categoryjdughls compare group
members with the prototype of the group and depersonalize themselwaasrof the
prototypical characteristics (Hogg, Abrams, Otten, & Hinkle, 2004). By doing so,
individuals become interchangeable within the category (Turner, 1984), lbgosu@
members share the prototypical characteristics. Thus, the attrantavaluation of
others is based on group membership (instead of personal characterigtitby a
closest to the group prototype the more appreciated group members are (Hogg, Hardi
& Reynolds, 1995).

The evaluative component, that is, the group value, results from a process of
social comparison between one’s group and salient relevant outgroups (Tajfel, 1978), in
a simultaneously attempt to also differentiate the ingroup fhenotitgroups (Tajfel,
1982). The favorable or unfavorable outcome of the social comparison déénes
positive or negative value of the group to the individual. Theeea positive social
identity strongly depends on a favorable social comparison (Eajfeirner, 1986).

Once the value of the group affects individuals’ self-esteem (as their social identity is a
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part of their self-concept), they have a need to achieve or mairpasitave social
identity and, consequently, individuals display a tendency tofse@kpositive value
and distinctiveness, which leads them incur in biases such as irfguaupism (Tajfel,

1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1986).

2.2 Sccial identity theory of leadership

Based on the aforementioned theoretical approaches, Hogg (2001) proposed the
social identity theory of leadership, in which three processestepmgether in order to
“make prototypicality an increasingly influential basis of leadership processes as a
function of increasing social identity salience” (p. 188). These three processes are
prototypicality, social attraction, and attribution and information pracgss

The first process, prototypicality, operates when group members are
depersonalized in terms of the ingroup prototype as a consequence of group
membership being psychologically salient. Hogg (2001) argues that the mens i
group the stronger the effect, as group members conform to the prototype and,
consequently, are influenced by it. Therefore, prototypicality becomémsie of
perception and evaluation of both the self and other group members when the imgroup
salient (Hogg, 2001). Nevertheless, the concept of prototypicality desgned in a
dichotomous perspective (prototypical vs non-prototypical) but as anaaniinstead.

Therefore, categories possess an internal grade structure, which natsosnd
group members are, within the context of that specific group, more prototy@inal th
others (Haslam, Oakes, McGarty, Turner, & Onorato, 1995; Hogg, 1993), and category
membership depends on a certain degree of similarity with the pratttgpeest
exemplar of the category (Haslam et al., 1995). Thus, more prototypindlen (those
who occupy the most prototypical position) exert more influence #ssnprototypical;

indeed, the former are perceived as embodying the behaviors and thedatter a
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conforming to those behaviors (Hogg, 2001). However, this influence is due to the
prototype embodied and not the prototypical person itself; nevest)e¢he longer the
prototype remains unchanged and the longer a person occupies the prototypical
position, the stronger is the perception that such member activelgrinéla others
(Hogg, 2001).

As mentioned above, the self-categorization theory argues that alegleration
is the basis of attraction within groups (Turner, 1984), which explains théhaliermore
prototypical members are more liked than less prototypical ones (Hogg, 1992,1993). |
Is also known that people are more easily influenced by othergtgtlthey like (e.g.
Berscheid & Reis, 1998; Hogg, 2001). Therefore, those who occupy the most
prototypical position are more liked and acquire or possess the ab#ityively
influencing others, having their ideas more easily accepted and, con$gquers
able to exercise leadership (Barreto & Hogg, 2017; van Knippenberg, 2011). This
empowers the leader and imbues that person with status and prestige, ngjrifaci
role of leadership and increasing the differential status between leattilawers
(Hogg, 2001). A complementary explanation lays on the fact that more pro#itypi
members have a tendency to strongly identity with the group and thus present
behaviors, being normative and show more pronounced ingroup loyalty (van
Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003). Consequently, these behaviors will support their
prototypicality and increase social attraction; when the leaddagssgtrong ingroup
favoritism and intragroup fairness becomes simultaneously roorally attractive and
imbued with legitimacy (Hogg, 2001).

The third process of Hogg’s theory focuses on attribution and information
processing. Attribution processes are used to make sense of behaviorpedples

attribute the causes of a particular behavior to internal/ dispositextats— such as
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personality- or to external/ situational factordike social context (Heider, 1958; cf.
chaptenV for more information regarding attribution processes).

In a group context, prototypical members are particular targetsafiatt as
people are more sensitive to differences in prototypicality amongoers (see Turner,
1991) and, according to social cognition research, distinctive and subje atipelstant
people are disproportionately influential, and have a tendency thsie behavior
being attributed to dispositional factors (Hogg, 2001; see Erber & Fiske, 1984). So,
highly prototypical members seem to have influence on others bataysi the
prototype which, in turn, increases social attraction and, consequeattyegthem to
exert influence and gain compliance (Hogg, 2001). Taking together, these prooesses a
likely to boost internal attributions, centered on leadershigiabithat are intrinsic or
charisma (Hogg, 2001).

When observing leaders’ behavior, individuals tend to overestimate the amount
of control that leaders exert (Meindl|, Ehrlich, & Dukerich, 1985). Thus, and over time
highly prototypical members tend to have their behavior attributed$omed
characteristics (e.g. aspects of the personality) instead of to theyprocadity of the
position that the person occupies (Hogg, 2001). Once the powerful (like leantdrs) c
the outcomes of other, people pay more attention to those in pbywesitions in an
attempt of exerting some influence to what is going to happen to theke (ER93). As
a consequence of paying more attention and gather more informationtadssitvho
occupy a powerful position (Fiske, 1993), people tendtiiate leader’s behavior to
internal dispositions and, therefore, to create a charismaterghip personality
(Hogg, 2001). Hence, charismatic leadership is a result of a relational aagdtparc
phenomenon; in other words, charisma is an attributional phenomenon (Conger &

Kanungo, 1987, 1988; see also Fiske, Neuberg, Beattie, & Milberg, 1987). Previous
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research has tested the relationship between prototypicalitytabdtains of charisma

to leaders, and found that prototypical leaders were perceivedsessgmg higher

levels of charisma and has being more persuasive when compargobtginon-
prototypical leaders (cf. Platow, van Knippenberg, Haslam, van Knippenberg, & Spears
2006).

The idea that leaders are attributed personal characteristicsagsablrisma)
seems to reflect a that prototypicality has passive connotatitime sense that if the
comparative social context remains stable, so does the prototype, meanihg th
individual who occupies the most influential (prototypical) position wiltheesame.
However, and as Fielding and Hogg (1997) noted, leadership encompasses more than
just being prototypical, as an active exercise of power is needed. Jmasdraccording
to the authors, this type of influence exerted by people who occupy theypicab
position is gained in, at least, two different ways: (1) because they aaélysoci
attractive, leaders are liked and other group members are more likely to conform w
their requests or suggestions (cf. Hogg, 1993); (2) due to the aforementioned attribution
processes that makes members attribute the leaders’ apparent influence to the person
itself (perceiving leaders as possessing charismatic-leadership piges)nastead of
attributing it to the prototypicality associated with the posithe leaders occupy
(Fielding & Hogg, 1997).

The attribution of leadership characteristics (namely leadershigiedieess) in
terms of prototypicality was empirically tested by Hains, Hogd,uck (1997), who
demonstrated that, indeed, prototypical leaders are considered morgefigaroup
members who strongly identify with the group. Consistent with Hains and colleagues’

(1997) findings, Fielding and Hogg (1997) showed that group prototypicality predicted

perceived leader effectiveness and this effect was particularly stnopgrfipants

36



highly identified with their groups. Overall, these studies are consistdntheit
assumption of interdependence between group identification, protaifypiand social
attraction.

In sum, the social identity theory of leadership, supported by the aforemsohti
studies, argues that the more individuals identify with their group, the hmre t
leadership perceptions, evaluations and endorsement are influenced byppraliog;
thus, prototypical members are, on one hand, more likely to become |eiad ¢éosbe
perceived as more effective leaders (Giessner & van Knippenberg, 2008; Giessner, v
Knippenberg, & Sleebos, 2009; Hogg, 2001; Leicht, Crisp, & Randsley de Moura,
2013; Leicht, Randsley de Moura, & Crisp, 2014; van Knippenberg, 2011). The more
prototypical the ingroup leader is, the better he/she represents the group’s identity and
the more positively evaluated he/she is (e.g., Abrams et al., 2013; HalnsLeo7,
Haslam & Platow, 2001; Haslam et al., 2001; Hogg, Hains, & Mason, 1998; Hogg &
van Knippenberg, 2003; Hogg, van Knippenberg, & Rast, 2012; Platow & van
Knippenberg, 2001; Platow et al., 2006; Reicher, Haslam, & Hopkins, 2005; Turner,

1991; van Knippenberg & van Knippenberg, 2005).

2.3 Reaction to normative deviance

Social identity theory argues that individuals are intringicabtivated to
achieve or maintain a positive social identity. In order to keep tisiy@msense of
group membership, individuals seek from maximizing and maintain aveosit
intergroup differentiation (McPherson & Smith-Lovin, 2002; Tajfel, 1978) and validate
the normative values and standards of the ingroup (Abrams, Randsley de Moura,
Hutchinson, & Viki, 2005). By validating these normative standards, individedise

their uncertainty about the world; therefore, ingroups are particutgddyant to this
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mechanism of reducing uncertainty (Abrams & Hogg, 1988, 1ABfams et al., 2005;
Hogg, 2001; Hogg & Abrams, 2001; Marques & Paéz, 1994). The perception that the
self and the ingroup share the same values and norms reinforces banlycanth
intragroup uniformity, as it provides a clear definition of how group memberddshou
think, feel, and behave (Abrams et al., 2005). Therefore, when facing a deviant within
the group, this may threaten this validation and endanger individuals’ positive social
identity. Previous research revealed that, in such situations, group nseangage
simultaneously in two different types of differentiation: intergroug iatragroup
(between normative and deviant members; Marques, Abrams, Paez, & Martinez-
Taboada, 1998

By violating the norms, deviant group members threaten the validity & tho
norms and, simultaneously, increase uncertainty (because intragroupsteniseat
risk) and jeopardize the positive image of the gretipe image that the group is correct
and, therefore, better than relevant outgroups (Abrams et al., 2005; MarquessAbra
Paez & Hogg, 200IMarques, Abrams & Serédio, 2001). Reno, Cialdini, & Kallgreen
(1993) differentiated two types of norms: the descriptive norms, which inform
individuals about which opinions and behaviors are more frequent in a specifi
situation; and prescriptive norms, which inform individuals about th@as and
behaviors that are socially approved, regardless of frequency (cf. aldmidaTrost,
1998). Depending on which norm (descriptive or prescriptive) was violated,dodisi
adopt either a descriptive or prescriptive focus, seeking to differert@tegroup from
the outgroup, or becoming attentive to specific group members (e.g. deadetgle
whose opinions legitimize or undermine the belief on ingroup’s superiority (Marques &
Péez, 2008). Thus, members who conform with the norms contribute to a positiwe soc

identity and, therefore, receive approval from the group; and members who diverge
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from norms threaten that positivity and trigger negative group reaq#drams et al.,
2005; Hogg & Abrams, 1988).

According to this theory, deviants are perceived as having a strong thrgatenin
potential to affect the subjective validity of ingroup norms (Margdéesams, Paez &
Hogg, 200). Due to that threatening potential, ingroup deviant leaders are parircularl
derogated when norms are highly salient (Marques, Paez & Abrams, 1998) or when
they occupy a central status within the group (Pinto, Marques, Levine & Abram
2010). When facing deviance within the group, individuals direct their efforts to change
the opinions of deviant members towards the group consensus (Kerr & Levine, 2008;
Marques, Abrams, & Serddio, 2001; Schachter, 1951). When changing the deviant
opinions is not possible, the group needs to derogate the deviant memnbarstain
their positive social identity. This phenomenon is illustrated by ldekisheep effect
(Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1988), which shows that ingroup deviant members are
more derogated than normative group members and, simultaneously, lessederoga
than outgroup deviant members. This differentiation is more acute angrnogip than
outgroup members (Abrams et al., 2013).

The subjective group dynamics approach (e.g., Marques & Paez, 1994, 2008)
argues that the strong and negative reaction that group members applynb devia
ingroup members are an expression of commitment towards the violaies sad,
consequently, towards the ingroup. Therefore, reaction to deviance sgo/purposes:
(1) reinstates intragroup uniformity (by pressuring the deviant member), and (2)gestore
the positive value of the threatened norm (Marques, Abrams, Paez, &éarti
Taboada, 1998

An alternative explanation for this phenomenon was drawn by Bi&festio,

and Billings (1999). The authors argued that the black sheep effect happenaidis a res
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of violated expectancies: ingroup deviants are more derogated thaouputigviants
because the expectancy violation is more noticeable, which waagustify why more
central members are more derogated than marginal members of the group.

More important for our work, both explanations of the black sheep effect
subjective group dynamics and expectancy violatiassume that a leader who
deviates from the norm should trigger more negative reactions thdar sleviant
members. Nevertheless, subsequent research has demonstratedriightmst be

always the case, and leaders may receive a special treatment.

2.3.1Leader’s special treatment

Leaders enjoy a different status from other group members and if, traiote
that status comes with more attention and other individuals areytemniiicsensitive to
leaders’ behavior; on the other hand, leaders are also given some latitude to define,
change and deviate from the group norms.

This idea was initially developed by Hollander (1958), who argue that
individuals, and particularly leaders for this matter, accumulatetsyeiiring the
course of membership, by displaying behaviors that cause positive iropsess
others within the group. This accumulation of credits is denominated lsymti@asy
credit and, according to the author, is what allows leaders to behavéferent way
from the group’s expectancies before being sanctioned. Hollander (1958) argued that
each member, for each group in which is included, has a credit balanceemthish
balance reaches zero, the individual’s affiliation with the group ceases.

The idiosyncrasy credit model of innovative leadership, as Hollander (1958,
1992) calls it, is, therefore, the latitude that allows leaders tg bhange to the group.

An important feature that needs to be highlighted is that, acgoralitihe author, the
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credits giverto the leader are intrinsically dependent on followers’ perceptions about
leader’s competence, loyalty, and trust (cf. Hollander, 1992). Thus, leaders’ intentions
and motivations, and behavior consequences are important for follweraluate the
leader and, ultimately, attribute or discount credits. In sum, the arobaredits
(derived from the group members/followers’ perceptions of competence and conformity
to group norms as an expression of loyalty) is what allows leaderspiaylinnovative
actions and what provides them with latitude to deviate that would otherwise be
perceived as unacceptable, or that would be, indeed, unacceptable fortibatid wot
have such credit (Hollander, 1992).

Abrams, Randsley de Moura, Marques, and Hutchison (2008) built on
Hollander’s ideas and expanded his contributions by demonstration some existing
boundaries to innovation credit. The authors showed that the evaluatgnmusipf
members who display anti-normative opinions depend on the role suchemglans
(leader vs. member) and on the phase of leadership (past vs. estalslidhad ).
Ingroup leaders who present anti-normative opinions are not neceasdgiyl less
favorably and future leaders who challenge the norms can beigh@ration credit
(Abrams et al., 2008). Thus, under some circumstances, ingroup leaders can be given
more latitude when they express and support anti-normative opinie@secompared to
other group members (innovation credit; Abrams et al., 2008; Randsley de Moura,
Abrams, Marques, & Hutchison, 2011).

So far, the literature outlined shows that leaders whose opinions daifettie
norm can be accepted by the group. However, what happen to leaders whoadispla
more severe anti-normative behavior (for example, who transgress and brieak) the
By transgressing, ingroup leaders create a strong dilemma to other meynbams:

hand, individuals know the importance of preserving consensual standdrderans,
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but on the other hand, they also want to support their leader and, by doiagspress
loyalty to the group. Following this idea, Abrams and colleagues (2013) suggested that
innovation credit might be extended to transgressive leaders, arguing thdie do
standard would be applied. Indeed, it seems that until the thairitaders’
transgressions become public knowledge, they are less severely mmaealiately
punished (and they can even be immune to criticism) when comjsanétet regular
members who commit similar transgressions. That is, leaders receimegréssion
credit (Abrams et al., 2013).
This concept differs from the innovation credit to the exteatt the later
assumes that over time, in their relations with followers, leaders acatemul
idiosyncratic credits for their loyalty to the group and, therefore, dneyallowed to
introduce innovation (cf. Hollander, 1958, Abrams et al., 2008). Hollander (1961)
argued that this credit only applies while the leader’s actions is consistent with the
leadership role and contributes to the group’s goals. Nevertheless, this theory does not
consider intergroup context, which strongly affects leader’s evaluations, neither
considers whether the idiosyncrasy credit applies to situanomkich leaders
transgress, regardless their motivation, and damage the group (Abrams et al., 2013).
Abrams and colleagues (2013) conducted a series of studies to address these
limitations and found a double standard when judging transgressiveinigaxers:
ingroup leaders that transgress were more positively evaluated tigaougput
transgressive leaders and ingroup transgressive members. Therefore, ingroup
transgressive leaders received a transgressive credit, even whentities damage
the group. However, the boundaries for transgressive credit rely on the perceive
motivation for the action: when the motivation for transgression is perct& be

group-serving, the leader is granted that credit (regardless of the negatdezjuences
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to the group), but not if the perceived motivation is related with leader’s self-interess

(cf. Abrams et al., 2013).

2.4 Unethical leadership: fitting the puzzle pieces

Hogg’s (2001) social identity theory of leadership argued that a main process for
a leader to emerge is prototypicality, that is, leader’s ability to embody the
characteristics of the group. By being unethical, leaders are not edpeamerge.
Moreover, previous research has also shown that deviant leaders are ngtmstaieot
(cf. Hains et al., 1997; Hogg, 2001; Hogg et al., 1998); thus, they are not typical, not
what individuals would expect a leader to be. Therefore, theoreticafiyvould expect
unethical leaders to be downgraded, as the literature presented shawedsthaho
violate the norms receive negative reactions. However, recent workngpars
transgressive leaders (cf. transgression credit, Abrams et al., 2013; Randsleyrde M
& Abrams, 2013) also showed that such reactions do not necessarily ajsalgies.

Moreover, previous literature focused either on deviant (those who aestagai
the norm, violate descriptive norms) or transgressive (those who acttesyasccepted
rule or norm, violating a prescriptive norm) members or leaders. These dafiniti
although included in unethical behavior (which might be breaking both descaptive
prescriptive norms), do not necessarily encompass the break of a mwasain.
More importantly, unethical behavior is not necessarily deviantraonsdressive, as
acting in an unethical way does not necessarily mean thedodivis breaking a rule.
Therefore, being a deviant or a transgressive leader is a product of the (amdethe
contextual rules whilst being unethical reflects more of a disposition of the |ehaiher
or herself(ethics, from the Greek “ethos” means character). This notion of contexts.

disposition is also key to distinguish ethics (or unethical) fnoonality (or immoral):
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ethics refers to the “moral correctness of a specified conduct”, reflecting the “principles
that govern a person’s behavior or the conducting of an activity”, and morality is a term
that reflects concern “with or derived from the code of behavior that is considered right
or acceptable in a particular society” (Oxford Dictionary, n. d). Taken together,

unethical leaders constitute a special case that warrant furtearch.

2.5 Conclusion

In the present chapter, | argued that the social identity theory of leadership
provides an important framework for the study of ethical anchicatleaders,
explaining some of the mechanisms (such as prototypicality) associatetthevit
perceptions that others have regarding leaders, which is intrigsscalhected with
leaders’ ability to influence others. By occupying a central role within the group, leaders
are particularly important. In this Chapter I, | have also desdrsome important
consequences that leaders, namely ethical leaders, have onuhegdogroup
members. Nevertheless, previous research has not explored the afmjpaathical
leaders on group members and on their perceptions about the group. Furtherheore, lit
iIs known about how group members evaluate, perceive, and what attributipnsatkes
about unethical leaders’ behavior. I will explore which mechanisms group members use
to justify unethical leadership, as well as how they deal withuat&h in which they

have to choose between two unethical leaders.
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Chapter 11l : Ethical behavior, group membership, and target status

Summary

Previous research shows that ingroup leaders are granted transgressiparcredit
implicit license from their group to break the rules. In this chaptegimeo extend
these findings to organizations and to the wider question of whetth@vrean people
will tolerate unethical leadership, and how unethical leadership tsipacceptions of
team performance and optimism at work. We conducted three studidsich we
manipulated whether people judged an ethrsailnethical leader, and the leader’s
group membership (ingrows outgroup; Studies 2 & 3). In Study 3 (N = 228 also
manipulated whether the behavior was displayed by a leader or bylar regmber.
Ethical leaders were judged more favorably and positively influenced participants’
optimism, especially in the outgroup condition. Unethical colleagnpacted less
negatively than unethical leaders. However, the negative tropacethical leaders
was reduced in the ingroup condition, showing it@ibutions for leaders’ ethical

behavior and its consequences differ depending on group membership.

3.1 Theoretical background
Organizational leadership scandals on malpractice emerge constandy in th
media. Recent examples include allegations of corruption in FIFA’s Presidency and
against the ex-CEO of the VW automobile group, Martin Winterkorn. Theréffise,

unsurprising that institutions such as governments, trade unions, and bissanesse

1 This chapter is part of a manuscript currently under review: Morais, C., Rpddsiéoura, G., Leite,
A. C., & Abrams, D. (under review). “Ethics in organizational intergroup contexts: Judgments of
(un)ethical leaders depend on the group they belong to”.
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becoming increasingly sensitive to ethical leadership issues,mgsualia progressively
more prominent role of ethics in business (Stouten, van Dijke, & De Cremer, 2@12). Y
the ethical compliance of organizations is reliant on disparatgpgrand teams to get
things done (Sauer, 2011). Consequently, the role of leaders as ethical beacons is
especially salient for organizations and their governance. Despitengrbady of
literature on ethical and unethical leaders in organizations, sugbyidiitie considers

the fact that organizations are groups and that there are therefamitmops of group
membership and group processes. The present research examines the role of group
membership and social identity in people’s reactions to ethical and unethical leaders in
organizational contexts (i.e. leader evaluations, perceptions of leadheativeness)sa
well as related effects they have on important workplace o@sdne. team

effectiveness, and optimism about the organization).

3.1.1 Ethical leadership

As mentioned in Chapter |, Brown and colleagues (2005) defined ethical
leadership as “the demonstration of normatively appropriate conduct through personal
actions and interpersonal relationships, and the promotion of such condulivwefsl
through two-way communication, reinforcement, and decisieking” (p.120).

Seven components of ethical leadership have been identified in the
organizational context: fairness, power sharing, role clarificatiomleeawientation,
integrity, ethical guidance, and concern for sustainability (Kalshoven, Hartogo&Hl
2011). However, research has yet to investigate whether all sevesarelabvant for
characterizing unethical leaders. Although it may seem plausitilettheal and
unethical leadership are opposite poles of the same continuum, Brownesaftb Tr

(2006) argued that being low on ethical leatgrsloes not necessarily correspond to
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being high on unethical leadership, and vice-versa. For example, a legdeotma
exhibit ethical leadership but also not do anything that invitesatied bf unethical.
Conversely the absence of ethical leadership does not necessarilymafiical
leadership, but may simply reflect the lack of an ethics-related agemdathically
neutral leadership, see Brown & Trevifio, 2006).

Because unethical leadership has not received much attenti@nlitetature,
relatively little is understood about how it emerges, when and whnpgrand teams
allow it to continue or when they put a stop to it, and what impéeisi on group and
team well-being and performance. Importantly, unethical leadership, wiaigh m
increaseahe chance of a group’s material gain, also presents risks to an organization's
reputation and may even render it vulnerable to criminal prosecutiorefotes
unethical leadership could have particular implications for cosa@roptimism
regarding the organization's future prospects.

Relatively recent approaches to understanding reactions to, and @veslodfi
leaders have highlighted the importance of group dynamics and isieciity motives.
Given perception of what does and does not constitute appropriate behawook &
likely to be subjective and context dependent, therefore seems likegyr dligat
processes will play an important role in assessment of etnicaethical leadership.
The social identity approach to leadership (e.g. Hogg, 2001) provides a useful
framework for understanding the potential interactive effects ethical leadership and

group membership.

3.1.2 The social identity theory of leadership

The social identity approach to leadership explains that the npossentative

and normative (prototypical) member of the group will emerge as the group, leade
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having the most influence within a group and being perceived as chatismehti

authoritative (e.g., Hogg et al., 2012; Platow et al., 2006). Moreover, a centrakproces

of leadership refers to the ability of the leader to embody the grougtypetin order to
represent the group and/or to innovate and change direction (Abrams et al., 2008; Hogg,
2001).

Recent research has shown that groups are particularly leniewti®their own
leaders’ misbehavior — a so called “transgression credit” (Abrams et al., 2013; Randsley
de Moura & Abrams, 2013). Numerous studies show that even though transgressive
ingroup leaders are clearly judged of transgressors, they are lesgiatetyeand less
severely punished compared to equally transgressive outgroup leadevsroist
ingroup and outgroup members who commit the same transgression (Abrams,
Travaglino, Marques, Pinto, & Levine, 2017). This suggests that the group context

within which unethical behavior occurs moderates perceptions of transgriesslers.

3.2 Overview of Studies

An important limitation of the work on transgression credih& it focuses on
leader evaluation, and it does not consider what the potenpattmight be on
variables relevant to organizational well-being or productivity. Thegmteresearch
integrates the previous transgression credit findings with literaturthiwaldeadership
at work, which shows a positive association between ethical legularshi
organizational outcomes such as team effectiveness and optinositrtia future (e.g.
Mayer, Aquino, Greenbaum, & Kuenzi, 2012; Neves & Story, 2015). This enhances
knowledge of how unethical leadership in organizations is affected by grocgspes
and the social context. The three studies we present test the rolehgembership

and leadership ethicality in evaluation of leaders, normativadasies of groups, and
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variables that are relevant for organizational behavior and for thenskip that
employees establish with the organization, including perceivethigptiand team
effectiveness.

Additionally, in the third study, we test both (un)ethical leadesregular team
members (colleagues). This will allow us to (1) study whether and how percegtions
ethicality change according to the target’s status and (2) to investigate the differential
impact that ethical and unethical behaviors might have on organiddieimavior and
employees’ experiences at the workplace depending on whether they are performed by
leaders or colleagues. Investigating these questions can provide insigheitgpact
of ethical and unethical leaders on organizational outcomes, as e e that
group membership plays in people’s reactions to ethical and unethical leadership.

In the first study, we test (a) the effectiveness of an ethical vs. urethica
leadership manipulation, and (b) examine whether ethical leaders are petoeived
possess all components of ethical leadership at work more thantticahleaders
(which has not, to our knowledge, been experimentally tested previously)st\test
on (c) the assumption that the effect of the condition on the outcomélear
(normativeness, leader evaluation, team effectiveness, and optadarthe future) is
mediated by perceived leader ethicality.

In Study2, we manipulate the leader’s behavior (ethical vs. unethical) and
include ingroup/ outgroup membership as a factor, to test the theoresinat@tion that
group processes will impact judgements of ethical and unethicatdeiade
organizational contexts. We hypothesize that group membership moderaggstipas
of ethicality, leading to different judgements of ethical and unetlgeadkrs. In Study
3, we extend Study 2 by testing differences of ethicality on regular membeedl as

leaders.
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3.3 Study ?

3.3.1 Overview and Hypotheses

The first study tested the assumptions presented in the literature mgghedi
idea that ethical leaders are perceived to possess all seven compbednitsal
leadership at work, and whether perceived leader ethicality mediatefect of the
condition on the outcome variables (normativeness, leader evalu&aam
effectiveness, and optimism about the future). It was predicted that:
H1. Ethical leaders should be perceived as significantly higher than cedddzders in
all components of ethical leadership;
H2. Ethical leaders should be perceived as more normative and should be more
positively evaluated than unethical leaders;
H3. Ethical leadership should yield higher ratings of team effectbgetian unethical
leadership;
H4. Participants should feel more optimistic about their future iothanization with
ethical as opposed to unethical leadership;
H5. Perceived leader ethicality should mediate the effect of the comslibn the
outcome variables (normativeness, leader evaluation, team edfezds; and optimism

about the future).

2 A pilot was conducted to test whether asking participants to recall a feagiethe ingroup or the
outgroup would not in and of itself make salient the dimension of ethicality. We paki&ipants (N

41) to describe either a leader of the ingroup or outgroup that they reealtgutdd from Shapiro et al.,
2011) to check that spontaneously generated recalls of ethicality would aii¢tted by group
membership. Participants were randomly allocated to the condition. Weegeno differences regarding
leader’s perceived ethicality [t (39) = 1.30, p = .20; ingroup, M = 5.81, SD = 1.28; outgroup, M = 5.08,
SD= 1.20], nor leader’s normativeness [t (39) = 0.04, p = .97; ingroup, M = 4.63, SD = 1.93; outgroup, M
=4.60, SD = 1.98]. There was a marginal difference in evaluations [t (39) = 1.95, p = .06pjrigr

5.95, SD = 1.08; outgroup, M = 5.06, SD = 1.84], consistent with the Sdeaigity Theory’s assumption

of ingroup bias.
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3.3.2 Method

Participants and Design.Ninety participants (51 males, 39 females) were
recruited online via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Participants were allocated randomly
to condition (Leadership Behavior: EthiaalUnethical) between-participants design.
Participants’ age ranged between 20 and 68 years old (M = 31.86, SD = 9.75).

Procedure.Participants completed the online experiment via Qualtrics.
Participants were told that the aim of the research was to expdivéduals’
perceptions regarding behaviors in organizations/companies. Next, particigaats w
asked to think about the organization in which they were employed éittkaWe
used a simulation method to manipulate ethical vs. unethical legueswhilar to the
method used by Shapiro, Salas, Tangirala, & Von GIlif@a11, cf. Appendix B.
Specifically, participants were asked to consider their own organizatitbtoalescribe
either a leader who had done something that they consider ethically apie ¢pthical
leader condition; n = 38), or a leader who had done something whose they considered
ethically inappropriate (unethical leader condition; n = 52).

After describing the leader, participants completed the Ethicaldrehip at
Work Questionnaire (Kalshoven et al., 2011), providing their general perceptioin abo
the leader they had just described. They also rated agreement with statesgarding
the normativeness and evaluation of the leader, their perceptions défteativeness,
and their optimism about their future in the organization.

Measures.Manipulation check. Participants answered onpaiiit scale “How

ethical do you believe the leader was?” (1 = Very unethical, 7 = Very ethigal
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Ethical Leadership at Work (ELW). A short version of the ELW questionnaire
(Kalshoven et al., 2011) was udeBarticipants were presented with 23 statements
regarding the leader they had described in the beginning and asked teirate th
agreement (1 = | completely disagree, 7 = | completely agree). The sdatkegseven
factors: (1) Fairnes@.g.: “The leader holds me accountable for problems over which I
have no control” — reversedg = .96); (2) Power Sharin@.g. “The leader allows
subordinates to influence critical decisions”, a = .85); (3) Role Clarificatioiie.g. “The
leader explains what is expected of me and my colleagues”, o = .92); (4) People
Orientation(e.g. “The leader is interested in how I feel and how I am doing, o = .95);

(5) Integrity (e.g. “The leader keeps his/her promises”, o = .97); (6) Ethical Guidance
(e.g. “The leader ensures that employees follow codes of integrity”, a = .97); and (7)
Concern for Sustainabilitie.g. “The leader shows concern for sustainability issues”,
=.92).

NormativenessParticipants were asked to consider the behavior of the leader of
their organization they described and to rate their agreement (1 = | compleigheeis
7 = | completely agreewith the following statements: “Most people in your
organization would behave this way” and “Everyone behaves this way”. The mean of
their responses was computed to form a Normativeness Score, r = .86.

Leader Evaluation. On a 7-point bipolar scale, participants iratida what
extent they believed that the leader they described was “disloyal/loyal”, “not a valuable
member/a valuable member”, “dishonest/honest”, “selfish/generous”, “not
respectable/respectable” (adapted from Pinto, Marques, Levine, & Abrams, 2016). A

Leader Evaluation Scale was created based on the mean of their esspen®8.

3 To keep measures short and well-focused we used items from previoushresaag items with the
highest factor loadings for relevant components. For more informatian #igsounused items please
contact the author. Please cf. Appendix A for more details regarding the nseasure
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Organizational Outcomes. We modified the Multi-Culture Leader Behavior
Questionnaire (MCLQ); Hanges & Dickson, 2004) to test two important comonent
team effectiveness and optimism about the future in the organizaeam
Effectiveness was adagdtfrom “Top Management Team Effectiveness” dimension of
the MCLQ. A Team Effectiveness Score was created through the mean of participants’
responses (1 = Not at all, 7 = Very muahthe extent to which they “Believe that you
would work effectively in aecam that involved that person [the leader]” and “Perceive
that the team has a clear understanding of what this company’s goal and mission are”, r
= .81. In the Optimism about the future in the organization dimension, participadts rate
their agreement with four statements (e.g.: “I expected this organization to have an
excellent future”) on a 7-point scale (1 = | completely disagree, 7 = | completely

agree). The mean of the responses was computed to form an OptimisfuSc@4.

3.3.3 Results

Manipulation check. An independent sample t-test confirmed that the
simulation paradigm (adopted from Shapiro et al., 2011) was effectiveiprarts
considered the leader to be more ethical in the ethical condifien3( 95, SD = 1.43)
than in the unethical conditioM(=2.71, SD = 1.63),(88) = 9.80, p < .001, g = 2.07,
95% CI [1.58, 2.59]. Perceptions of ethicality also differed in the expected direction
from the scale mid-point (4) within both ethica(37) = 8.38, p <.001) and unethical (
(51) =-5.72, p < .001) conditions.

Ethical Leadership at Work# (Perceived ethicality). A MANOVA revealed

the same pattern in all the factors (multivariat@2) = 6.48, p<.001, np*= .36). We

4 We differentiated perceived ethicality from the manipulation chetheaELW scale is more about an
overall style of leadership, including several distinctive components (emedajrpower sharing, role
clarification, people orientation, integrity, ethical guidance, and concesustainability) and because
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predicted that ethical leaders would score higher in all compoagtits scale when
compared to unethical leaders (H1). Indeed, the described ethical lead peveeiged

to be higher in fairness, higher in power sharing, clarifying therdifferoles better,
providing more ethical guidance, more people oriented, and more concerned about
sustainability when compared to unethical leaders (cf. Table 1), supporting our

hypothesis.

Table 1.
Means, Standard Deviations, Univariate F values, and Partial Eta SquaEtidida

Leadership at Work by Leader (Study 1).

Ethical Leader Unethical Leader

F (1, 88) np?
M (SD) M (SD)
Fairness 5.06(1.68) 3.74 (1.79) 12 52%** 125
Power Sharing 4.97(1.15) 3.53(1.62) 22.24%** .202
Role Clarification 5.74(0.93) 4.15(1.64) 28.71%** .246
People Orientation 5.10(1.31) 3.25(1.72) 30.71%** .259
Integrity 5.64(1.24) 3.39(1.84) 42 54%x* .326
Ethical Guidance 5.32(1.24) 3.51(1.75) 29.54*** 251

Concern for Sustainability  4.82(1.20) 3.33 (1.58) 29.60*** 211

k< 001

Normativeness, Evaluation, Team effectiveness and Optimism about the
future in the organization. A MANOVA was conducted on the remaining dependent
measures (multivariaté (85) = 16.58, p< .001, np?= .44). The results revealed an

underlying difference in perceptions of ethical and unethical leaders. [H&aidars

we believe that unethical behavior (which was assessed by our manipul&t&moasure) does not
necessarily means that we should expect a low score in all components.
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were perceived to be more normative of the organization and more pygsithadliated
than unethical leaders. Participants also perceived their team to beffeotee and
were more optimistic about the future in the organization in theagtieiader condition
than in the unethical leader condition. Means, Standard deviations,iat@awvalues
and effect sizes can be consulted on Table 2. Hypotheses H2, H3, and H4 were

supported.

Table 2.
Means, Standard Deviations, Univariate F values, and Partial Eta Squared for

dependent variables (Study 1).

Ethical Leader  Unethical Leader

F(1,88) np?
M (SD) M (SD)
Normativeness 3.82(1.57) 2.45 (1.46) 17.90** .17
Evaluation 5.91(1.32) 3.10(1.76) 68.21** .44
Team effectiveness 5.91(1.15) 3.77(1.73) 43.93** 33
Optimism about the A2
5.40(1.23) 4.29(1.68) 11.84*

future
¥ p <.001, ** p =.001

Mediation Analysis. To test the hypothesis that perceived ethicality (ELW)
would mediate the effect of experimental condition on the outcomablesi
(normativeness, evaluation, team effectiveness and optimism akeduture), we
conducted a mediation analysis using Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS macro, with the
dependent measures as outcomes, the condition (IV) as a predictor (O = Unethical
Leader, 1 = Ethical Leader) and the perceived ethicality as a mediatorl (@ &80

bootstraps). The results are presented in the Table 3.
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Table 3.

Mediation analysis of the effect of the Leader (IV) on typicality, evadoateam

effectiveness and optimism (DVs) mediated by the perceived ethi(alky, Study 1)

95% ClI
F
(2,87) p B(SE) t p Lower Upper

Normativeness 14.60 <.001

Total effect 1.36(0.32) 4.23 .0001 0.72 2.00

Direct effect 0.70(0.38) 1.86 066 -0.05 145

Indirect effect 0.66(0.22) 2.77 .006 0.26 1.14

Mediator effect 0.40(0.13) 3.09 .003 0.14 0.65
Evaluation 100.14 <.001

Total effect 2.81(0.34) 8.26 <.001 213 3.48

Direct effect 1.29(0.31) 4.23 <.001 0.69 1.90

Indirect effect 1.51(0.28) 520 <.001 1.01 2.12

Mediator effect 0.90(0.10) 8.65 <.001 0.70 1.11
-IE-(faf:r(;iveness 87.48 <.001

Total effect 2.14(0.32) 6.23 <.001 1.49 2.78

Direct effect 0.64(0.28) 2.30 .024 0.09 1.20

Indirect effect 1.50(0.24) 535 <.001 1.06 2.02

Mediator effect 0.89(0.10) 9.37 <.001 0.70 1.08
Optimism 29.26 <.001

Total effect 1.11(0.32) 3.44 .001 0.47 1.75

Direct effect -0.09(0.33) -0.27 .788  -0.73 0.56

Indirect effect 1.20(0.27) 456 <.001 0.69 1.78

Mediator effect 0.71(0.11) 6.42 <.001 0.49 0.93

The effect of the ethical vs. unethical leader condition on norerass, leader

evaluation, team effectiveness, and optimism about the future waateaeoly the

perceived ethicality (ELW) of the leader, fully supporting H5 (see. Figure 1).

Perceptions that the leader was more ethical (predicted by the conditexti¢tgua how
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normative the leader was perceived to be, evaluations of the leader, anudiqesaaf

team effectiveness and optimism about participants’ future in the organization®.

Normativeness

Leader Evaluation

Leader’s Behavior Pen_:-ei\ied
ethicality

¥

Team Effectiveness

Optimism about the
future

Figure 1. Mediation analysis of the effect of the Leader (IV) on the ou{D\és)
mediated by the perceived ethicality (ELW) (Study 1).

Note. * p < .05 ** p < .01, *** p < .001

3.3.4 Discussion

As expected, and consistent with Shapiro et al.’s (2011) paradigm, when
participants described ethical rather than unethical leaders theses wade rated more
highly on all of the components of the ELW. The ethical leader uasegjuently
judged to be a more normative member of the organization, consistenhevith t
assumption that ethicality is a component of leadership prototipicHhe ethical
leader also received more favorable evaluations from the followersoMareesults

support our hypothésthat ethical leaders would positively impact followers’

5 Given the high correlation between leader’s evaluation and team effectiveness, the model was retested

using these variables averaged into an index. The results remained sigrifficaBg) = 42.86, R= .33,

p <.001 (total effect: B=2.47, SE = .31, t=7.88, p <.001, CI [1.85, 3.10]; direct effect: B = 097, SE
.26,1=3.69, p <.001, CI [0.45, 1.49]; indirect effect: B = 1.50, SE = .24, CI [1.08, 2.05])
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perceptions about the team effectiveness and their optimism abdututteeof the
organization itself.

Study 1 demonstrates how simply recalling an ethical or unethical lezader
impact on participants’ perceptions of team effectiveness and optimism, as the
perceived ethicality of the leader acted as a mediator between th#f tgpder and
perceptions regarding the organization. This is a novel and importangfindth
potential consequences for how organizations highlight the vigibflethical
leadership to employees, and the need to be aware of how unethicedligadan

negatively impact perceptions of the team and organization.

3.4. Study 2

3.4.1 Overview and Hypotheses

It is well established that the categorization of othera@®up or outgroup
members affects social judgements. Perhaps both ingroup and outgroup ¢aadee
protected from negative evaluations that would normally follandgressive or
unethical behavior simply because people attribute other valued enetars to them,
based on leadership stereotypes (e.g. Lord, Brown, & Harvey, 2001), or they may
heuristically confer prototypicality on the leader regardlesafofination to hand
(Abrams et al., 2008). In either case, an ingroup or outgroup unethical leader would
both be judged similarly. However, previous evidence suggests that in ordamtain
a positive social identity, individuals may avoid derogating ingroupsgressive
leaders whereas they may feel less constraint in the case of gitndadgressive

outgroup leaders. Thus, they grant ingroup leaders ‘transgression credit’ (Abrams et al.,

2013).
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Given these possibilities, Study 2 examined whether percepti@tkicdl and
unethical leadership vary depending on the intergroup context. By vangmggdup
membership of the leader, we can test whether judgments of ethicalethetal
leaders and perceptions of organizational outcomes are dependent on vila¢ther t
leadership is psychologically connected to the self via group membership.

The social identity approach to leadership (Hogg, 2001) has highlighted that
when group membership is salient or the leader is normative, people riatentli
attributions to ingroup leaders’ attitudes or behaviors which, in turn, impacts on the
evaluations that the leaders receive (Fielding & Hogg, 1997; Fielding, Hogg, &
Annandale, 2006, Randsley de Moura et al., 2011). In the absence of strong cues to
justify the behavior, people judge differently what motivated leadeoghave in a
certain way- that is, individuals have different beliefs regarding what resulted in
leaders displaying a specific behavior. According to Reidenbach andrR@BB0), the
study of beliefs when judging ethical and unethical leaders allowarotges to take a
step further by not only understanding what individuals believe inlboitvny they do
it. In line with the transgression credit effect, we expected:

H6. (a) Ethical leaders will be perceived as possessing all components af ethic
leadership at work more than do unethical leadbjsgthical (vs. unethical) leaders will
be perceived as more normatiye), receive more positive evaluatioifd) yield higher
ratings on team effectiveness, gejipromote more optimism about members' future in
the organization;

H7. Ingroup unethical leaders will be evaluated less unfavorably than outgroup

unethical leaders;
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H8. The ethicality of ingroup leaders will impact more strongly(@yfollowers’
perceptions of team effectiveness @nploptimism about the future than will the
ethicality of outgroup leaders;

H9. Considering the literature on transgression credit, we expect ethicahethical
ingroup leaders will be judged differently from the respective outgeagers;

H10. The different outcomes associated with leader ethicality (nowemaiss, leader
evaluation, team effectiveness, optimism, and beliefs) will be mddigtperceived
ethicality, and this mediation will be moderated by the leader’s group membership.
Specifically, that the relationships between the variables areggstrarinen participants

judge ingroup rather than outgroup leaders.

3.4.2 Method

Participants, Design, and ProcedureThe experiment was a 2 (Behavior:
Ethicalvs Unethical) x 2 (Group Membership: Ingroup vs Outgroup) between-
participants design, with 129 participants (74 males, 55 females) allocatedhiambolo
condition. Of these, 79.8% were American, 1.6% British, 1.6% from Philippines, 0.8%
Italian, 0.8% Irish and 0.8% from Asia. Participants’ age ranged between 19 and 66
years old i1 = 36.66, SD = 12.77). Participants were r@etlvia Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk (as a relevant sample for organizational leveblesize.qg.
Buhrmester, Kwang & Gosling, 2011). The procedure was similar to Study 1 with one
exception: participants thought about and judged a leader either from ampiroyran
outgroup (cf. Appendix B).

Measures.As in Study 1, as well as the manipulation check, we measured ELW

(a global score was computeds .97), Normativeness (r = .73), Leader Evaluation (
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= .95), Team Effectiveness (r = .73), Optimisim=(.95¥, and we added a measure of
beliefs (cf. Appendix A).

Beliefs. Participants rated their agreement (1 = | completely disagreé
completely agreeyith 9 statements adapted from Reidenbach and Robin’s (1990) scale

(e.g. “The leader's behavior resulted in a positive cosbenefit ratio”), o = .95.

3.4.3 Results

Manipulation check. A Group Membership x Behavior ANOVA showed that
participants considered the leader more ethical in the ethical ioon@t = 6.22, SD=
1.27) than in the unethical conditiod & 2.05, SD = 1.05) (1,125) = 411.25) <
001, np %= .77. As expected, there was no significant main effect of Group
MembershipF (1,125) = 0.49p = .480, np 2 < .01 and no significant interactiom,
(1,125) = 0.68p=.410, np 2 < .01.

Perceived Ethicality (ELW). A Group Membership x Behavior MANOVA was
conducted for all the dependent measures. As hypothesized (H6a), there was a
significant main effect of BehavioF, (1,125) = 158.16p < .001, np? = .56, indicating
overall preference for the ethical leader. Participants perceieezthital leader tbe
fairer, to have more integrity, to share more power, to clarify the ba#er, to provide
more ethical guidance, to be more people oriented, and concerned foradultia (M
= 5.58, SD= 0.88) than the unethical lead®t € 3.44, SD = 1.09). There was no main
effect of Group Membershif; (1,125) < 0.01p=.99, np ? < .001.

The main effect of Leader was qualified by a significant Group Membership x

Behavior interactiont (1,125) = 7.92p = .006, np > = .06. The ingroup unethical

6 The measures of Normativeness, Team effectiveness and Optimismhabfutitite refer to the
organization that the leader belongs to.
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leader was perceived as more ethical in terms of general ethical behawork éV =

3.67, SD = 1.02) than was the outgroup unethical ledder 3.19, SD = 1.13),(62) =

-1.79, p =.078, g = 0.45, 95% CI [-0.06, 0.94]. Unexpectedly, participants also rated the
outgroup ethical leader to be more ethiddl< 5.82, SD = 0.64) than the ingroup

ethical leaderNl = 5.34, SD = 1.02},(63) = -2.28p = .026, g= 0.55, 95% CI [-1.05, -

0.06] (see Figure)2
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Figure 2. Group membership x Behavior interaction for Perceived ethicality YELW

Normativeness and EvaluationConsistent with the pilot studies, participants
considered the ethical leader to be more normakve ¢.10, SD = 1.59) than the
unethical leaden\] = 2.31, SD = 1.30) (1,125) = 48.99p < .001, np 2= .28 (H6b).
They also evaluated the ethical leader more positivly 6.96, SD = 1.10) than the
unethical leadem] = 2.72, SD = 1.45) (1,125) = 206.65p < .001, np 2 = .62 (H6C).
No other effects or interactions were found, all Fs < 1.64.,203, np2 < .02. The
absence of an interaction effect means we did not find support for H7.

Team Effectiveness and Optimism about the FutureParticipants perceived

the team to be more effective in the ethical leader condition .07, SD = 1.10) than
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in the unethical leader conditioN (= 3.27, SD = 1.50) (1,125) = 158.92p <.001, np
2= 56. There was no main effect of Group Membershif,, 25) = 0.33p = .568, np 2
<.0l

The main effect of Behavior was qualified by a significant Group Membership x
Behavior interactioni- (1,125) = 9.75p =.002, np 2= .07. When the leader was
unethical participants perceived the team as more effective ingteipcondition
= 3.55, SD = 1.53) than in the outgroup conditish=2.83, SD = 1.35),(62) = 2.28, p
=.026, g = 0.57, 95% CI [0.07, 1]08 he opposite pattern was found in the ethical
leader condition, participants perceived the team as more effectivedattreup
condition (M = 6.36, SD = 0.80) than in the ingroup conditibh<£ 5.79, SD = 1.28},
(63) =2.17, p =.035, g = 0.53, 95% CI [-1.02, -0.03] (see Figure 2). Regarding team

effectiveness, H8a was supported (for unethical leaders), see Figure 3.

m Ethical
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Team effectiveness
N

Ingroup Outgroup
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Figure 3. Group membership x Behavior interaction for Team effectiveness.

Regarding optimism, the same pattern of results was found. Participere

more optimistic regarding their future in the organization in the athandition M =

5.74, SD = 1.15) than in the unethical conditibvh< 3.72, SD = 2.01) (1,125) =
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52.85, p<.001, np 2 = .30. The main effect of Group Membership in the ethical leader
condition was non-significank (1,125) = 2.42p = .120.

This was qualified by a significant Group Membership x Behavior interagtion,
(1,125) = 4.75p = .03, np 2 = .04. The simple main effects showed a significant effect
of Group Membership in the unethical leader conditi¢62) = 2.16, p =.035, g
0.53, 95% CI [0.77, 2.03]. For the unethical leader, participants reported higher levels
of optimism in the ingroup conditiod = 4.21, SD = 1.99) than in the outgroup
condition M = 3.16, SD = 1.91). Similarly to team effectiveness, H8b was supported
for unethical leaders.

Beliefs.We expected ethical and unethical leaders to be judged differently,
according to their group membership (H9). There was a significant and large @ehavi
effect,F (1,125) = 509.50p < .001, np?= .80. Judgments about the ethical leaders’
behavior were more positivé(= 5.78, SD = 0.84) than for the unethical leadé=
2.21, SD = 0.94). This was not affected by group membership (no other effects or
interactions were found,si< 1.82, ps <.977). Thus, H9 was not supported.

Mediation Analysis. To test H10, we conducted a mediation analysis using
Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS macro, with the dependent measures as outcomes
(normativeness, evaluation, team effectiveness, optimism abduitthe and beliefs),
the condition (1V) as the predictor (O = Unethical Leader, 1 = Ethical Leader), th
perceived ethicality (ELW) as a mediator, and the group membership as atoroflera
= Qutgroup, 1 = Ingroup; Model 7; 5000 bootstraps). We expected the leader condition
to predict the different outcomes, mediated by perceived etliealtt moderated by

the leader’s group membership (H10). The results are presented in Table 4.
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Table 4.

Mediation analysis of the effect of the Leader (IV) on typicality, evadoateam
effectiveness, optimism and beliefs (DVs) mediated by the perceivedlgth(ELW),
with Group membership (IV) acting as moderator of the relationship between the

predictor and the mediator (Study 2).

95% Cl
(2,526) p B(SE) t p Lower Upper
Normativeness 24.38 < .001
Direct effect 1.68(0.38) 4.46 <.001 094 2.43
Interaction effect 0.48(0.17) 2.81 .006 0.14 0.82
Conditional indirect
effect of moderator
Outgroup 0.08(0.22) -0.34  0.52
Ingroup 0.13(0.40) -0.57 0.75
Mediator (index) 0.05(0.13) 0.37 071 -0.21 0.31
Evaluation 164.44 < .001
Direct effect 1.80(0.28) 6.34 <.001 1.24 237
Interaction effect 0.48(0.17) 2.81 .006 0.14 0.82
Conditional indirect
effect of moderator
Outgroup 1.13(0.31) 0.73 170
Ingroup 1.78(0.31) 1.19  2.40
Mediator (index) 0.67(0.10) 6.88 <.001 0.48 0.87
Team Effectiveness 144.71 < .001
Direct effect 1.13(0.28) 4.12 .0001 0.59 1.68
Interaction effect 0.48(0.17) 2.81 .006 0.14 0.82
Conditional indirect
effect of moderator
Outgroup 1.30(0.22) 0.92 1.79
Ingroup 2.05(0.33) 1.44 273
Mediator (index) 0.78(0.10) 8.18 <.001 0.59 0.97
Optimism 63.28 <.001
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Direct effect 0.07(0.35) 0.20 .84 -0.63 0.77

Interaction effect 0.48(0.17) 2.81 .006 0.14 0.82

Conditional indirect
effect of moderator

Outgroup 1.53(0.29) 1.03 218
Ingroup 2.40(0.40) 1.65 3.22
Mediator (index) 0.91(0.12) 7.48 <.001 067 1.16
Beliefs 287.14 < .001
Direct effect 2.98(0.22) 13.43 <.001 2.54 3.42
Interaction effect 0.48(0.17) 2.81 .006 0.14 0.82

Conditional indirect
effect of moderator

Outgroup 0.46(0.18) 0.16 0.86
Ingroup 0.73(0.26) 025 1.26
Mediator (index) 0.28(0.08) 3.61 .0004 0.12  0.43

These results mean that higher perceptions of leader ethicalityctpcedy the
condition) also predicted more positive evaluations and beliefs, ghdrievels of
team effectiveness and optimism about the future. This was evegett when the
leader belonged to the ingroup, supporting the hypothesis (H10) for all teems

except normativeness (cf. Figur€.4)

7 As in Study 1, and due to the high correlation among variables, leader evaluativeffectiveness

and beliefs were averaged into a single index and the model was retestedultkeemained

unchanged, F(3,125) = 54,55, R.57, p < .001 (direct effect: B=1.97, SE = .20, t = 9.82, p < .001, CI
[1.58, 2.37]; conditional indirect effect: B = 0.55, SE = .22, CI [0.16, 1.03]; outgroup: B = 0.96, SE = .18,
Cl1[0.66, 1.38]; ingroup: B=1.52, SE =.23, Cl [1.11, 2.04)).
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Figure 4. Mediation analysis of the effect of the Leader (IV) on the o@s¢BVs)
mediated by the perceived ethicality (ELW), with Group membership (IV) acting as
moderator of the relationship between the predictor and the me@atioly(2).

Note. *p < .05 * p < .01, **p <.001

Additional Exploratory Analysis. We expected ingroup unethical leaders to be
evaluated less unfavorably than outgroup unethical leaders (H7). We fleatéhe
hypothesis may have not been supported because in our manipulatiopgatsioiere
asked to recall specific leader situations. It is possilaliettie unethical ingroup
behaviors were more personally salient than those generated ingheuputondition.
Exploratory follow up analysis was conducted on the descriptions of uriddaidars
seems to confirm these assumptions. lllegal behavior (e.g. stealing fraontpany)
was described by 17% of the participants in the ingroup condition and 36% in t
outgroup condition. Whereas, inappropriate behavior (e.g. inappropridatenstfgps),
was described by 33% of the participain the ingroup condition ¥? = 1.33, p = .27,
and 7% in the outgroup condition referred to mistreatment of employees (agy. be

disrespectful), ¥> = 10.12, p = .002.
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We also anticipated that ethical and unethical ingroup leaders Wwegyudged
differently from outgroup leaders (H9). However, the results did not support our
predictions. We wondered if this was due to perceptions about leaders’ motivation to
behave, as previous literature demonstrated that for ingroup deviant leaders to be
allowed to transgress, group members need to perceive the behavior thegmnaip
(cf. Abrams et al, 2013). Thus, we explored responses on the item “The leader’s
behavior was selpromoting” (reversed), which was part of the “Beliefsscale”. For this
item, there was a Behavior effe€t,(1,125) = 20.34p < .001, np°= .14. Ethical leaders
(M=4.72, SD = 1.90) were seen as acting in a less self-promoting way than unethica
leaders i1 = 3.17, SD = 2.13). There was no effect of Group Membersh(p,125) =
2.73, p =.101. There was a Behavior x Group Membership interakt{arl25) =
4.93, p=.028, np?= .04, and the simple main effect of Group Membership was only
significant in the ethical leadership condition. Participants perceiveththathical
leader behavior was less self-promoting in the outgroup condilen®.41, SD=
1.43) than in the ingroup conditiomM(= 4.06, SD = 2.08),(63) = -3.05, p =.003, g
0.75, 95% CI [-1.25, -0.24] (see Figure 4). The simple main effect of Group

Membership in the unethical leader condition was non-significg2) = 0.37, p = .71.

3.4.4 Discussion
Study 2 extended previous findings by demonstrating that group membership
plays a role when assessing leader’s ethicality. Ethical leaders were given higher scores
in all components of ethical leadership, were considered more normativecee
more favorably evaluated. Moreover, Study 2 supported the idea that geoulpenship

also has an impact when judging ethical and unethical leaders.
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The results revealed that group membership is an important bounddityacon
Participants rated the ingroup unethical leader to be less unehi@nahe unethical
outgroup leader. The ingroup unethical leader also received higher frquesceived
team effectiveness and optimism about the future in the organizéian did the
outgroup unethical leader. These results may suggest a need for pagtitganatect
their ingroup’s image when facing an unethical leader, and are consistent with the
transgression credit effect (Abrams et al., 2013; Randsley de Moura & Abrams, 2013)
demonstrating that this process can also be relevant for organizatiasetdhip.

We expected that unethical ingroup leaders would also be evaluated mor
favorably than unethical outgroup leaders, but this did not occur. It diketgshat
this was because the unethical ingroup behaviors that were recalled were more
personally salient (as they were more closely related and affiegté) to participants
(and, therefore, more severe) than the outgroup-etfes post-hoc chi-square analysis
on participants’ descriptions of the leader revealed that mistreatment of employees was
significantly more recalled in the unethical ingroup condition than iotibgroup one
(while illegal and inappropriate behavior was equally distributed for bothtauns]).
Therefore, it could be argued that mistreatment of employees (in tipegigve of
those employees) crosses the line of an “acceptable” behavior that allows followers to
be more lenient toward the ingroup unethical leader. This seems consisitethie idea
that extreme forms of behaviors might ditaw leaders’ transgression credit. For
example, Abrams and colleagues (2014) showed that transgression credit coesimot
if a leader expresses racist sentiments. Another explanation ntlagtpm the ingroup
condition, the situation is more personally relevant to the paatitsp as they might
have experienced it directly, whereas in the outgroup conditignateee merely

observers. The latter explanation is consistent with the core arguithis Chapter
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that group belonging and social identis an important driver of followers’ judgements
of unethical leaders.

The results reinforce the conclusion that ingroup ethical leadership does indee
impact positively on followers’ perceptions of team effectiveness and their optimism
about the organization. Furthermore, this does appear to be partially dependhent on t
leader’s group membership. The ethical leader was perceived as more ethical in the
outgroup condition than in the ingroup condition. This apparent reverse @ffect
ingroup bias may be explained by the fact that participants alsaveet¢be outgroup
ethical leader as less self-promoting than the ingroup one. Thee@attsrn was

observed regarding the unethical leader.

3.5 Study 3

3.5.1 Overview and Hypotheses

Study 2 showed that group membership plays an important role wheg dmacin
judging ethical and unethical leadership in an organizational contexi klatsved that
leader ethicality might have important consequences for employees’ behavior at the
workplace. However, in this environment ethical and unethical behaaaralso be
displayed by co-workers/ colleagues. Therefore, Study 3 extends Stadylts to
understand whether the same ethical standards are applied to leddsoBesmgues and
whether group members clearly differentiate the attributions underlghngakand
unethical behavior based on target statiesader vs. regular member.

In sum, Study 3 tests whether the same standards are at stake wheresnploy
make judgments of their leaders’ or nondeader colleagues’ ethical or unethical
behaviors, and whether the salience of an outgroup may act as a motivagogate

unethical leaders. Thus, we expect:
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H11. (a)Unethical leaders to be more normative in the ingroup than outgrouf)and
ingroup unethical leaders to be more normative than ingroup unethicalmregul
members;

H12. Ingroup unethical leaders to be evaluated less unfavorably than outgethain
leaders;

H13. Unethical leaders to have a more negative impahpfollowers’ perceptions of
team effectiveness arfld) optimism about the future than unethical regular members;

(c) especially in the ingroup condition.

3.5.2 Method

Participants, Design, and ProcedureSimilarly to Study 2, two-hundred and
twenty-nineparticipants were recruited online via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (n = 229,
100 males, 128 females, 1 unknowarticipants’ age ranged between 19 and 77
years old i = 34.57, SD = 11.36). The majority of participants were North American
(82%), with also 3% European, 1% Central American, 1% Asian, and 13% did not
report nationality. Only one participant was not employed at the Tilmeremaining
participants were employed and their time in the organization dargfeveen 0 and 384
months (M = 47.45, SD = 55.61).

Participants were allocated randomly to condition in a 2 (Behaviorcdtirs
Unethical) x 2 (Status: Leades Regular member) x 2 (Group: IngroupOutgroup)
between-participants design. The procedure was similar to Study 2veitbxception:
participants thought about and judged either a regular member (non-leadexadera |

(cf. Appendix B).

8 An initial sample of 235 participants was recruited. However, six outliers (h the manipulation
checks’ z scores) were removed from the final sample.
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Measures.Similarly to Study 2, the following measures were used:
Normativeness (r = .72), Evaluatiam£ .98), and Optimism about the futurex .94).
To improve the reliability of the manipulation check, we replatby a multi-item
scale. We also added an item to the team effectiveness schieckded a self-
promotion measure in order to explore the perceptions of followers attocal and
unethical behavior:

Behavior manipulation check. Participants completed the Ethical Lésdlers
Scale (Brown et al, 2005), by rating their agreement on a 7-point scale (1 = chmplete
untrue, 7 = completely tryevith ten statements (e.g. “Sets an example of how to do
things the right way in terms of ethics”). The mean of their responses was computed to
form a Perceived ethicality score= .98.

Team Effectiveness. The same measure of Study 2 (adapted from anges
Dickson, 2004) was used, but to improve reliability of the scale a third iteradudzsl
(“Perceive that the team works together effectively towards its goals”; o = .91).

Self-promotion. Participants were asked to rate their agreement (@mplately
disagree, 7 = | completely agpeeith the following statement: “The leader’s

[member’s] behavior was self-promoting”.

3.5.3 Results

Behavior manipulation check.As expected, participants perceived higher
overall ethicality in the ethical condition (M = 5.86, SD = 0.83) than inuttethical
condition (M = 2.75, SD = 1.16), @,227) = 335.63p < .001, np? = .597, regardless of
the target Status [[,227) = 0.60p = .438] or Group [K1,227) = 0.09p = .765].
However, there was a Behavior x Group interactio(t,,227) = 4.79p = .030, np? =

.021. In the ethical condition, the target was perceived as more ethical in theiputgr
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(M=5.94, SD = 0.71) than in the ingroup (M =5.53, SD = 1.37), t (119) =-2.08, p
=.040, g = 0.37, 95% CI [0.06, 0.73]. There were no differences in the unethical
condition, t (112) = 1.27, p = .205. No other interaction effects were foundcs(@ll F
2.32, p>.129).

A Behavior x Status x Group MANOVA was conducted for all the remaining
dependent measures, F (223) = 1148.25, p < 8% .963. Means, standard
deviations and correlations can be consulted in Table 5.

Normativeness.As expected, there was a significant Behavior effe¢t, 221)
= 62.57, p<.001, np? = .221. Targets were perceived as more normative in the ethical
condition (M = 4.00, SD = 1.57) compared to the unethical (M = 2.48, SD = 1.44).
There was also a main effect of Statug1221) = 10.44p = .001, np? = .045. Leaders
were perceived as more normative (M = 3.50, SD = 1.70) than regular members (M
3.03, SD = 1.64).

These were qualified by a significant Behavior x Status x Group interaction, F
(1,221) = 4.01p = .046, np? = .018. Participants considered the ingroup unethical
leader (M = 3.11, SD = 1.63) more normative than the outgroup unethical leader (M
2.37,SD = 1.29, t (60) = 1.933, p = .059, , g = 0.50, 95% CI [-0.01, 1.02]), consistent
with H11a. Participants also considered the ingroup unethical leademmionative
than the ingroup unethical regular member (M = 2.11, SD = 1.22), t (53) = 257, p
.013, g = 0.69, 95% CI [0.14, 1.23], supporting H{$® Figure 5). No other

significant simple effects were found, all £1.41, p>.237.
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Figure 5. Behavior x Group membership x Status interaction for Normativeness.

Evaluation. As expected, a Behavior effect showed that ethical targets (M
6.28, SD = .84) were evaluated more positively than unethical targets (M = 2.Z0, SD
1.46), F(1,221) = 497.35p < .001, np? = .692. A Status x Group interaction (F£221)
= 4.68, p=.032, np?>= .021] was also found. Ingroup leaders were more positively
evaluated than outgroup leaders (M =4.79, SD = 2.08; M= 3.91, SD = 2.17,
respectively). No other simple effects or interactions were signif{edlrs < 1.33, p>
.250). Therefore, H12 was not supported.

Team Effectiveness.There was a Behavior main effect(1F221) = 182.68p <
.001, np? = .453, whereby participants reported higher perceptions of team effectiveness
when the target was ethical (M = 5.97, SD = .90) rather than unethical (M = 3.%7, SD
1.45). No other main effects or interactions were found ¢adl £33, p>.128). Thus,
H13a was not supported.

Optimism about the future in the organization. There was a main effect of
Behavior, F(1,221) = 54.93p <.001, np? = .199. As expected, participants reported

feeling more optimistic about their future in the organizatiothe ethical condition (M
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= 5.38, SD = 1.34) compared to the unethical condition (M = 3.94, SD = 1.58). They
were also more optimistic when the target status was a reguldvenéih= 4.92, SDB=
1.54) compared to a leader (M = 4.42, SD = 1.69),,E21) = 3.49p = .001, np? =
.063. These effects were qualified by a significant Behavior x Status inberdeti
(1,221) = 1.15p = .008p? = .031. Supporting H13b, simple effects tests revealed that
participants were more optimistic when the unethical target was aregeinber (M=
4.43, SD = 1.63) than a leader (M = 3.52, SD = 1.38), t (110) = -3.17, p = .002, g = 0.60,
95% CI [0.23, 0.9B

A three-way interaction was also found(1F221) = 4.08p = .045p*= .018.
This interaction arose because, when judging an unethical targethieamatgroup,
optimism about the future of the organization was lower when the target i®ader
(M =3.28, SD = 1.37), than a regular member (M = 4.45, SD = 1.53)2F1) = 12.50,
p <.001, np?= .052. However, when judging ingroup unethical targets, optimism was
unaffected by whether the target was a leader or not (M =4.02, SD = 1.47; M=4.41, SD
= 1.47, respectively; EL, 221) = 0.72p = .397). Moreover, when the target was an
unethical leader, participants felt greater optimism in the ingroughitcmmthan in the
outgroup (M =4.02, SD = 1.47; M= 3.28, SD = 1.37, respective{{;221) = 5.93p =
.016, np?= .025), whereas this difference was not significant when the target was only

member [H1,221) = 0.03p = .856], see Figure 6. Therefore, H13c was not supported.
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4 m Ethical
Unethical

Optimism about the future

Leader Member Leader Member
Ingroup Outgroup

Self-promotion. A main effect of Behavior [F (1,221) = 9.915p002, np? =
.043] revealed that participants thought that ethical targets (M = 3.61, SD = 2.07) were
less self-promoting than unethical ones (M = 4.55, SD = 2.10), regardless of[Btatus
(1,221) = .31p = .581] or Group Membership [F (1,221) = .06, p = .809].

Interestingly, a marginal Behavior x Status interaction was fouitl,221) =
3.32, p=.070, np?>= .015. In the ethical condition, the leader was perceived as more
self-promoting (M = 3.98, SD = 2.12) than the regular member [M = 3.34, SD = 2.05, t
(119) = 1.68, p =.096, g = 0.31, 95% CI [-0.06, 0.67]; there were no differences in the
unethical condition, t (112) = -0.67, p = .507. No other interaction effects were found

(all Fs < 1.66, p> .200).
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Table 5.

Means, Standard Deviations and Correlation Matrix for Studies 2 and 3.

M (SD) 1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
Study 2
D 4.52(1.46)
2. Normativeness 321(170) AQT***
3. Optimism
about the 4.74(1.92) .708%  326%%*
future
4. Evaluation 435(207) TJO7***  G8ErF*  [ERF*
5. Team
offectiveness ~ 4-68(1.92) .810%** .496*** .682***  .833**
6. Beliefs 4.01(2.00) .750%** 532+ GEQE  B]7wkk  gOZwek
Study 3
1. Ethical
leadership 4.32(1.87)
(MC)
2. Normativeness 325(168) ABT7**x
3. Optimism
about the 4.66(1.64) .521%  216**
future
4. Bvaluation 4 46(2.17) .898*** .456* .46g*
5. Team
effectiveness ~ 4-87(1.66) .749**  .288**  GBEE** . 732%**
6. Selt-promotion 4 09(2.15) -197* -014  -069 -261%**  -152*

*p < .05, ** p < .01, **p < .001
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3.5.4 Discussion

Consistent with Study 2, Study 3 showed that when participants judged an
ethical rather than unethical target participants considered the tatgehtore
normative, evaluated the target more positively, perceived the teanmtorbe
effective, and were more optimistic about the future of the organiziioreover, we
expected ingroup unethical leaders to be evaluated less unfavoiiyutigroup
unethical leaders (H12). However, participants did not different leader’s ethicality when
evaluating ingroup and outgroup leaders; that is, ingroup leaders weadl evaluated
more positively than outgroup leaders, regardless of how ethical/ualdtiay
behaved. Group membership appeared to have particular influence on thaansabfat
leaders, and this disregard for considering ethicality may reflectteto@eotect the
image of the ingroup (cf. Abrams et al., 2005; Marques, Abrams, & Serddio), 2001

Study 3 also revealed that judgments about leaders differ from @rdgrbout
otherwise comparable members. Leaders were perceived as more nothaative
regular members, even when they were unethical. Given that leadeftearselected
based on prototypicality (i.e. the extent to which they typify thegyat is likely that
followers perceive them to be better exemplars in terms of normativ@hess
Kalshoven & Den Hartog, 2009). Interestingly and unexpectedly, pamisipeported
more optimism when they recalled a regular member than a leader, wlue
explained by the fact that leaders were overall perceived as more setitiogpthan
regular members. These perceptions that individuals with highes stéhin
groups/societies are perceived as more concerned regarding themsel\tbdtsais
consistent with previous studies (cf. Fragale, Rosen, Xu, & Merideth, 2009).
Furthermore, when facing unethical behavior, participants’ optimism was less

negatively affected by the unethical regular member than by the unéthidar. In
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sum, this Study shows that the status of the ethical or unethioahas a differential
effect on workplace relevant experiences and perceptions, namely on individuals’
perceptions of team effectiveness and their optimism regarding tine fatthe

organization.

3.6 General Discussion and Conclusions

Brown and colleagues (2005) proposed that the role of leaders is enhanced by
credibility, legitimacy, and attractiveness when followers perceive that the leaders’
behaviors are normatively appropriate and altruistically motivated. &enswith this,
if the leader is considered higher on ethical components, thathis,lgader is
perceived as ethical, his/her role is legitimated (Brown et al., 2005; Magky 2012).

In the present research, we tested the role of leadership ethicality, target’s status,
and group membership in evaluation of leaders, perceived team effectj\aress
optimism about the future in the organization. Across three stueidsund
experimental support for the idea that ethical leaders would positively impact followers’
perceptions of their team effectiveness and their optimismtabeir organization.
Surprisingly, this belief was even stronger when the ethical lealtergesl to the
outgroup (Stugks 2 and 3). These judgments were accompanied by perceptions that the
outgroup ethical leader was less self-promoting than the ingrowaktdader. Perhaps
people initially expect outgroup leaders to have less integrityto be more unethical,
and therefore, when observing an ethical outgroup leader this unexpetbednfag be
gained disproportional influence; in other words, participants mayfodowed the
attributional augmenting principle when observing an ethical outgraudieldsee

Goethals, 2007).

79



In contrast, Studs 2 and 3 showed that when considering an unethical leader,
participants perceived higher team effectiveness and felt greaitaisop when the
leader belonged to the ingroup rather than the outgroup. Perhaps istdmeéapeople
apply a discounting principle that, because other outgroup leaders arelyprobab
unethical, it is necessary for ingroup leader to be unethical to@er to not be at a
disadvantage. Or possibly they assumed that an unethical leadi¢teigore
unscrupulously strategic in pursuit of ingroup gains. A third alternatipéanation
might be related with the idea that followers recognize theuimsintal value of
unethical behavior (ruthless competition). Further research will be required to
investigate these hypothesized processes.

Study 3 extends the previous results by showing that when facitigaahe
behavior, followers were more optimistic if such behavior was displayéuetnggular
member than by the leader, perhaps because unethical behavior fralerariag be
more hazardous for employees and have other negative consegbeneese leaders
set the normative behavior. Study 3 also showed a causal effect ofddadality on
optimism about the organization, therefore adding support to the iddaatiars have
an impact on employees’ experiences in the workplace, and that this impact is different
from that to regular members (colleagues) and depends on shared group membership.

These results are consistent with the existing literature, namely that employees’
affective commitment with the organization wahanced by the leader’s
demonstration of normatively appropriate behavior via his/her personalsaatidn
interpersonal relationships (Brown et al, 2005; Den Hartog & Belschak, 2012; Den
Hartog & De Hoogh, 2009; Kalshoveen et al, 2011; Neves & Story, 2015). However,

this research makes an important new contribution because itegialfimplicit
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assumption in previous literature that perceptions of ethical and unéthidarship are
general processes that apply regardless of the leader's group membership.

Given that people want to see their ingroup as moral, it is undeedite that
ethical ingroup leaders are perceived as typical members that bettsenpheir
group. For the same reason, it is understandable that ethical leacsEspaealuated
more positively than unethical leaders. By behaving ethicaligldies can act as role
models who can reduce workplace deviant behaviors (Brown & Trevifio, 2006; Den
Hartog & Belschak, 2012; Mayer et al., 2012; Stouten, van Dijke, Mayer, De Cremer, &
Euwema, 2013; van Gils, Van Quaquebeke, van Knippenberg, van Dijke, & De Cremer,
2015).

Mayer and colleagues (2012) argued that people have a moral prototype, that is,
a self-schema built on a set of traits (such as honesty, compassig, @ad hard-
work), and that moral identity can be a source of leaders’ motivation to behave
consistently with such self-schema. Our research suggests thathgadaght be a
vehicle for normative boundaries in organizations, as ethicalrieade perceived to be
more normative (regardless of the group) and to bring more positive beoefies
organization. However, a striking finding was that people appear to be more
appreciative of outgroup ethical leaders than ingroup ethical leadersubigissts that
they tend to assume that outgroups may be less ethical than ingroupsioldhesrs
discover an unethical leader, they tend to feel retributive towardrtfanization
(Stouten et al., 2012). However, questions remain as to whether that reaotione i
extreme when the organization is one's own rather than an outggarpzation and
whether the reactions depend on how strongly a person identifieghevitnganization.

In conclusion, we have extended previous research by showing that perceptions

of leadership ethicality are shaped by group membership. Interestingle peayp
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overlook ingroup leaders’ unethical behavior to some extent, presumably because this is
an uncomfortable reality to accept. This provides important clardicatf the
theoretical understanding of ethical and unethical leadership byrghtvat the
continuum of judgment about ethical versus unethical leadership ismmstent but is
affected by other factors including the status of leadership itsetffree group

membership of the actor.

3.6.1 Limitations and Future Research

We observed that the measures of perceived ethicality, leader evaltedion
effectiveness and beliefs were quite highly correlated acrosestsee Table 5). This
Is to be expected because people tend to make a coherent interprettit@n of
[working] environment (e.g. Heine, Proulx, & Vohs, 2006). It is important to note that
these correlations were not an artefact of floor or ceiling effeegsTable 5; p. 78).
Combining the highly-correlated variables to single compositeaati change the
overall pattern or implications of the findings but we maintitem as distinct
measure because previous research has shown that each measure taps a dist
conceptual construct (e.g. Brown et al., 2005; De Hoogh & Den Hartog, 2008).

The measure of optimism about the future refers to the generaligitivgo
expectation that good things will happen in the future (Peterson, 2000). Howeve
higher optimism about having a good future in the organization nigily igreater
willingness to remain in the organization (thus, less turnover). Althaugbyer
intentions were not measured directly they could be a useful fodutire research as
we would expect similar results to those we obtained for optimism.

Our study considered the extent to which priints considered the leader’s

behavior to be normative within this group, that is, common within then@afzon.
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We did not assess prototypicality, which would be the extent to whiith it with the
expectations for the social category (Hogg, 2001). Future research should consider
whether the evaluation of ethical or unethical behavior varies toctesteo which it is
also prototypical or non-prototypical.

The use of a recall priming approach means we have a wider and fangeachi
range of ethical and unethical behaviors that should be more meaningéutitgpants.
This paradigm has been used when considering organizational leadexghfhégiro
et al, 2011). This methodology might raise some potential issues as notiilpais
are evaluating exactly the same target, but it does mean our researchgextatnally
valid experimental evidence to support the argument that ethicatdaadtdorce
followers’ perceptions of effectiveness and optimism about the organization and,
simultaneously, could reduce undesirable behaviors towards it, asdltook at
leaders for cues on how to behave.

In sum, the present research provides empirical evidence for some of the
theoretical assumptions regarding the effects of ethical and undé#aidatship on
organizational dynamics. Specifically, this set of sssdhows that the impact of a
leader on employees’ optimism about the future in the organization and their
perceptions of team effectiveness are mediated by that leader’s perceived ethicality, and
that both intergroup context and target’s status play an important role when judging

ethical and unethical leaders and, therefore, need to be considered.
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Chapter IV: Behavioral motivation and attributions

Summary

Previous studies have shown that for a leader to be considered effgobup
members need to perceive leader’s intentions to serve the group (e.g. Abrams et al.,
2013). In the present chapter, we explore the impact of perceived behavioomténti
the leader on the attributions that group members make about the leadies $and 5
were conducted (Ns = 125, 226), manipulating whether participants judged either an
ethical or unethical leader, whose behavior waswsajfoup-promoting. In Study 5, we
also manipulated whether the behavior was displayed in an intragrautergroup
context. The results showed that ethical and group-promoting leaders macee/e
positive reactions. Moreover, leaders’ behavior was more attributed to internal
dispositions and more stable (if group-promoting) when an intraganipxt was
salient. The present research extended previous findings by showiatfribations
made to leadership behavior are affected by the nature of behavior, theantethe

context in which it is displayed.

4.1 Theoretical Background
Studes 1-3 (Chapter Ill) showed a positive impact of ethical leaders on group
members, and that those perceptions varied based on group membership. The result
showed that, when judging leaders’ ethicality, group members take into consideration
the intent of the act. Thus, perceptions of ingroup and outgroup ethical le@ders w
affected by the judgement that the leader’s behavior was more (or less) self-promoting.
Previous research suggested that altruistically-motivated behavior would

strengthen leaders’ credibility, legitimacy and, consequently, enhance the leaders’ role

84



(e.g. Brown et al., 2005; Mayer et al., 2012). The more positive the group members’
view of the leader is, the higher the perceptions of effectivd§nésShapter Ill). Thus,
an important caveat for leaders to be perceived as effective, exerhaaflaad be
supported by their group members, is dependent on others’ perceptions that the leaders’
behavior is championing the group interests. That is, that leaders standhgdooup,
even when that means transgressing or behaving unfairly (e.g. Abrams et al., 2013;
Haslam & Platow, 2001; Platow & van Knippenberg, 2001; van Knippenberg & van
Knippenberg, 2005; cf. Chaptei.ll

In the present chapter, we further explore how group members’ judgments and
perceptions regarding leader’s behavior change according to the intention underlying
that behavior. In other words, we aim to test if the causes attributed by grolgermem
to the behaviors of leaders change based on their perception thahthaor was
motivated by personal or groups’ interests. This will advance our understanding

regarding the importance of behavioral intention in the judgemeamedhical behavior.

4.1.1 Causal attributions of behavior

Attribution theories suggest that individuals believe thatrqgibeple behave the
way they do because of the kind of people they are and/or due tothef lsituations
in which they are inserted when their behaviors are displayed (e.g., Gilv&alone,
1995; Heider, 1958). Thereforey making an attribution about a target’s behavior,
individuals are deciding whether the person (dispositional) or the camtiekich the
behavior occurs (situational) plays a more significant role to explain Havioe.

Three causal dimensions have been identified: the locus of caustiiility,
and control (Weiner, 1985), referring respectively to whether the causeweklsnh or

externally to the actor, whether it is changeable or invar@mse time, and whether it
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is controllable or uncontrollable (McAuley, Duncan, & Russel, 1992). The |lawrof
common effects (Jones & Davis, 1965), later extended by the discounting principle
(Kelley & Michela, 1980), argued that observers should not attribute the behawuor to a
internal causal agent (e.g. disposition) when other plausible etipl@nzausal agent
(e.g. a situational force) is present. Although logical, this is not saclyswhat
happens in practice, with people resorting to dispositional infesemigen the situation
could easily explain the behavior. The information that is more satiehétindividual
making the attribution strongly shapes the perception of causality (e.g. Tayloke Fis
1975), which leads to several biases. One of the more common is daenemtal
attribution error (or correspondence bias).

The fundamental attribution error is the tendency to ignore or (gtoheate
situational factors and, simultaneously, to overestimate the rdiepdsitional factors
in controlling behavior (Heider, 1958). In other words, the fundamental attrilerion
is a tendency to make inferences regarding one’s unique and enduring dispositions
based on behaviors that can be fully explained by the context or situatiichnthey
occur (Gilbert & Malone, 1995When the fundamental attribution error occurs at the
group level, it is called the ultimate attribution error. Thus, themate attribution error
occurs when people display a predisposition to attribute ingrowgessiand outgroup
failure to internal dispositions (internal characteristitthe group or their members),
and ingroup failure and outgroup success to external factors (chaticdesf the
situation; Pettigrew, 1979).

However, individuals do not make attributions only in terms of causie of
behavior. Theywlso make attributions about individuals and groups’ traits, leading to
the development of stereotypes, and these processes form the basisenétigpst

content model.
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4.1.2 Stereotype content model

Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, and Xu (2002) developed the Stereotype Content Model,
which proposes that individuals make attributions about others (auod gitoups)
based on two trait dimensions: warmth and competence. These auntfuads that
individuals strive to know others’ intent (warmth), as well as the capability of pursuing
that intent (competence). Warmth encompasses traits that refledtiltycaand
morality, whilst competence is more related to talent, skill, apdhbty (Durante,
Tablante, & Fiske, 2017; Fiske, Xu, Cuddy, & Glick, 1999; Fiske et al., 2002; Kervyn,
Fiske, & Yzerbyt, 2015).

Fiske, Cuddy, and Glick (2007) argued that warmth is the fundamental aspect of
evaluation and it precedes competence judgements as, due to evolutionary, reason
one’s intention to do good or to harm is “more important to survival than whether the
other person can act on those intentions” (p. 77). Warmth is, therefore, inferred from
individuals’ perceptions regarding the motives of the other person (cf. Collange, Fiske,

& Sanitioso, 2009; Reeder, Kumar, Hesson-Mclnnis, & Trafimow, 2002) and defines
whether the judgement is positive or negative, whilst the prediciive of the
competence dimensions refers to the extremity of that judgemeris, thatv positive

or negative the impression is (Durante, Capozza, & Fiske, 2010; Fidke2€0F ;
Wojciszke, Bazinska, & Jaworski, 1998; see also Burkley, Durante, Fiske, Burkley, &
Andrade, 2017).

Therefore, across two studies, we tested whether group members’ attributions of
leaders” warmth and competence is affected by their intentions (self or group-

promoting) to behave.
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4.2 Study 4

4.2.1 Overview and Hypotheses

Based on the theoretical literature reviewed, Study 4 tested the iofpact
behavior motivation of ethical and unethical leaders on the attributmnss(bf
causality, control, stability, but also warmth and competence) that greagpens make
about the leaders. Following the results presented in Chapter 1ll, wexpleoed the
judgements underlying those attributions, refining the measuteeléfs” (Studies 2
and 3)- now called “judgements” — to include multiple dimensions (a more utilitarian
view of ethicality, based on a pragmatic view of behaviate called it reason-based
judgements; and a dimension more based on the emotions that the belygeoedron
the observer we called this dimension “emotion-based judgements”), reflecting the
different moral strains of philosophy to assess ethicality of acpatibehavior (cf.
Reidenbach & Robin, 1990)Ve hypothesiedthat:
H1. Ethical leaders would be perceived@smore normative(b) trigger less negative
emotion-based judgements) more reason-based judgemefd3,warmer, ande)
more competent than unethical leaders;
H2. Group-promoting leaders would be perceivedadsnore normative(b) trigger
less negative emotion-based judgements(earmer than self-promoting leaders.
H3. Unethical group-promoting leaders(f) trigger less negative emotion-based
judgements(b) more positive reason-based judgements,(anth be perceived as
warmer than unethical self-promoting leaders;
H4. Ethical leaders to have behavior more attributg@)xanternal dispositiongb)
personal control (less external control) and to be perceivér) awre stable than

unethical leadergH5) especially if they were group-promoting.
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4.2.2 Method

Participants and design.A sample ofLl25 university students (68 males, 55
females, 1 did not report) was recruited. Most (62%) belonged to Universignof
10% from other Universities in the UK, and 24% from institutions outiddJK
(equally distributed per conditiog? (6) = 4.63, p = .590Participants’ age ranged
between 17 and 37 years-old (M = 21.58, SD = 3.97).

A 2 (Behavior: Ethicals Unethica) x 2 (Motivation: Selpromoting vs Group-
Promoting) between-participants design was conducted, with random iatatcat
condition.

Procedure.Participants were initially recruited via an internal system éRieh
Participation Scheme; RPS) that allows students to participate iesinddxchange for
partial course credits. To expand our sample size, participants werecalstede
around the Kent University Campus (they agreed to voluntarily partigipgte study;
49% of the sample) and from Prolific Academic (here they were pre-scdserwe
could guarantee a similar sample; 37% of the sample). Participants ek@rorntethe
three different sources were equally distributed across condigfof@® = 7.34, p=
.290. Participants recruited via RPS and Prolific Academic answered onlingt, whil
participants recruited on campus responded to the same survey using pen and paper.

Behavior manipulation. Once they agreed to participate in the engatri
participants were asked to imagine themselves in a class fdn thteig had to prepare a
group presentation based on a study they conducted. They were told that the results of
the study were inconclusive and they had chosen a group leader to repeegeotiph
and present the data. They were then informed if the group leaderangiyti
represented the data accurately or inaccurately (cf. Appendix B1 focéukhso). After

reading the scenario, participants completed the behavior manipulatick ch
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Motivation manipulation. Participants then read a quote from the group leader
explaining the behavior, saying that “this was the only way I [the group] would be given
a higher mark™®. Participants then completed the motivation manipulation checkand t
remaining dependent variables.

Measures.Behavior manipulation check. Participants completed an adapted
version of the Ethical Leadership Scale (Brown et al., 2005) by rating theioogl =
completely untrue, 7 = completely tnuegarding the leader’s behavior (e.g. “Sets an
example of how to do things the right way in terms of ethics”; 9 itemg. A Perceived
ethicality scorevas formed based on the mean of participants’ responses, o = .96.

Motivation manipulation check. Participants rated their agreement (82100)
with two statements: “The team leader behavior during the presentation was self-
promoting’ and “The team leader behavior during the presentation was group-
promoting’. A motivation index was computed by subtracting the latter to the former.
Therefore, positive scores will indicate group-promoting motivatiod regative
scores self-promoting motivation.

As in the previous stues (cf. Chapter Ill; Appendix A), we measured
Normativeness (r = .22, p =.017). The following measures were also added:

Judgements. Participants indicated to which extent they agreed (1 = strongly
disagree, 7 = strongly agresdapted from Reidenbach & Robin, 1990) with several

statements regarding the leader’s behavior. A principal component analysis with

9 A pilot study was conducted with 17 university students. As expected, the group leademsidered
more ethical than the unethical leader (M =4.71, SD = 1.38; M= 2.33, SD =1.32), F (1,15) = #1.03, p
.006, regardless of the motivation, F (1,15) = 0.003, p = .956. Self-promoting leadertswere a
considered more self-promoting than group-promoting leaders-(R175, SD = 2.82; M= 1.00, SB

3.74), F (1,15) = 4.05, p = .067, regardless of ethicality, F (1,15) = 0.03, p = .864.

10 For the pen-and-paper version, the scale used ranged from 1 (stronglyajisagréstrongly agree).
Thereforez scores were calculated
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Promax rotation revealed two factors: (1) Emothased judgments (e.g. “I feel
ashamed by this behavior”, o = .93, explaining 50% of variance); (2) Reason-based
judgments (e.g. “The behavior resulted in a positive cost-benefit ratio”, r = .52, p<
.001, explaining 17% of variance). The means were computed to create the tv80 score
StereotypesParticipants evaluated the group leader (1 = strongly disagree, 7 =
strongly agree) according to seven traits (adopted from Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2004
Fiske et al., 2002). As in the original scale, two dimensions were a@dulased on
the mean of their responses: (1) Wareth. “Honest”, 3 items, o = .54), and (2)
Competencee(g. “Competent”, 4 items,o = .86).
Causal attributions. Using a 7-point bipolar scale, participants rated their
perceptions regarding the causes of the leader’s behavior. The items presented were
adapted from The Causal Dimension Scale (McAuley et al., 1992). The mean of
participants’ responses was calculated and four scores computed as in the original scale:
(1) Locus of causalitye.g. “Reflects an aspect of the self— of the situation”, a. = .52),
(2) Stability(e.g.: “Permanent — Temporary, a =.32), (3) Personal contrak.g.: “Over
which the leader has poweihas no power”, a. = .64), and (4) External control (e.qg.:
“Over which others have control — have no control”, o = .55). Lower levels indicated a
more internal (vs. external) locus of causality, stronger gtigliiigher personal and

external control.

4.2.3 ResultsBehavior manipulation checkAn independent-sample t-test
revealed a significant effect of Behavigis expected, participants perceived the leader
as more ethical in the ethical condition (M = 4.8D,= 1.38) than in the unethical
condition (M = 3.44, SD = 1.67), t (116) = -5.21, p < .001, g = 0.96, 95% CI [-2.02, -

0.92,
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Motivation manipulation check. A Behavior x Motivation ANOVA was
conducted. There were significant main effects of both Behavidr,121) = 6.87p =
.010, np? = .054, and Motivation, FL,121) = 25.07p <.001, np? = .172. Ethical
leaders were considered less self-promoting (M = 0.25, SD = 0.89) than unethical
leaders (M= -0.31, SD = 1.05). consistent with our manipulation, participants perceived
the leader to be less self-promoting in the group-promoting conditienqM3, SD=
0.94) than in the self-promoting condition M0.36, SD = 0.87). As expected, the
interaction was not significant, F (1,121) = 0.02, p = .895.

A Behavior x Motivation ANOVA was conducted for the remaining dependent
variables.

Normativeness.There was a significant main effect of Behavio{1A.19) =
9.16, p=.003, np? = .071, and a marginal main effect of Motivation(1F£119) = 3.13p
=.079, np? = .026. Ethical leaders were considered more normative (M = 3.44, SD
1.47) than unethical leaders (M = 2.70, SD = 1.24), supporting Hla. Contradictory to
our hypothesis (H2a), group-promoting leaders were perceived as lessivelivia
2.90, SD = 1.20) than self-promoting leaders (M = 3.26, SD = 1.55). The interaction was
not significant, H1,119) = 0.59p = .442.

Emotion-based judgmentsA significant main effect of Behavior showed that
ethical leaders, as expected (H1b), triggered less negative emotiorjdagadnts (M
= 3.30, SD = 1.48) than unethical leaders (M =5.01, SD = 1.31),1B1) = 40.77p <
.001, np? = .252. Therefore, H1b was supported. A marginal main effect of Motivation
revealed that group-promoting leaders also triggered less negativiereiveded
judgements (M = 3.63, SD = 1.71) than self-promoting leaders (M = 4.34, SD = 1.53), F

(1,121) = 2.88p =.092, np? = .023. Although not supported, the results are in the
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direction predicted by H2b. The interaction was not significalit,21) = 0.30p =
.585, and, consequently, H3a was not supported.

Reason-based judgmentsRegarding reason-based judgements, only the main
effect of Behavior was significant, #,121) = 18.16p < .001, np? = .130. Ethical
leaders received more positive judgments (M = 4.45, SD = 1.40) than unettdeatlea
(M =3.32, SD = 1.29), supporting H1c. The main effect of Motivatiofi,, E21) =
2.20, p = .141, and the interaction(l5121) = 0.01p = .934, were not significant.
Thus, H3b was not supported.

Warmth. The main effect of Behavior was significant(F5120) = 4.81p =
.030, np? = .039. Ethical leaders were considered warmer (M = 4.14, SD = 1.32) than
unethical leaders (M = 3.46, SD = 1.55), supporting H1d. No main effect of motivation
nor interaction were significant (alk& 2.35, p>.128). Thus, H2¢ and H3c were not
supported.

Competence Ethical leaders were considered more competent (M = 4.78, SD
1.31) than unethical leaders (M = 2.81, SD = },.641,120) = 78.63p < .001, np? =
.396, supporting H1d. The main effect of Motivation and the interaction were not
significant (all s <0.47, p>.494).

Causal attributions. Means and standard deviations are displayed in Table 6.
No significant main effects of Behavior (ak & 3.38, p>.100) nor Motivation (all Fs
<1.95, p>.166) were found for any dimension of Causal attributions. The interaction
was significant for Stability, 1,119) = 5.00p =.027, np? = .040. The behavior of
group-promoting unethical leaders was seen as more stable (M = 4.35, SD =dh72) th
group-promoting ethical leaders (M = 3.72, SD = 0.83), t (48) = 2.70, p = .009, g = 0.89,
95% CI [0.30, 0.96]. No other significant interactions were found,sadl 5-46, p >

499 and, therefore, H4 and H5 were not supported.
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Table 6.

Means and Standard Deviations for the Causal attributions.

Locus of  Stability Personal External
causality control control

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Unethical Self-promoting 2.89(1.19) 3.96(1.02) 3.27(1.02) 4.59(1.30)
Leader  Group-promoting 3.04(0.87) 4.35(0.72) 3.11(1.53) 4.80(1.25)

Total 2.93(1.09) 4.09(0.94) 3.22(1.20) 4.66(1.27)
Ethical Self-promoting 3.37(1.26) 4.07(0.83) 3.69(1.23) 4.50(1.07)
Leader  Group-promoting 3.25(0.92) 3.72(0.83) 3.23(1.06) 4.47(1.05)

Total 3.31(1.11) 3.90(0.84) 3.48(1.17) 4.49(1.05)
Total Self-promoting 3.13(1.24) 4.02(0.92) 3.48(1.14) 4.55(1.18)
Group-promoting 3.17(0.90) 3.95(0.84) 3.19(1.24) 4.59(1.12)
Total 3.15(1.11) 3.99(0.89) 3.36(1.19) 4.56(1.15)

4.2.4 Discussion

As expected, ethical leaders were perceived as more normative (asi@s $tud
2, and 3; although the means were quite low), triggered less negativereivedtied
judgements, and their behavior was more justified by reason-based judgérhepts
were also considered more competent.

Consistent with our prediction (H2b), group-promoting leaders triggered less
negative emotion-based judgements. However, our hypotheses (H2a & H2c) for
normativeness and warmth were not supported. Group-promoting leaders were not
perceived as more normative than self-promoting, with participants neyehdit they
thought selfpromoting behavior from leaders would be a “more typical” behavior.

Based on this result, this measure was replaced with prototypicaBtydy 5.

Regarding warmth, and as this concept is more related to the intentiporoam of the
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behavior (Kervyn et al., 2015), we expected group-promoting leaders to be evakiated
warmer. The results of the study showed no differences based on motivation.

No main effects were found for any dimension of causal attributions,
contradicting our predictions and previous findings (e.g. Fragale et al., 2009). One
reason that might explain these results may be related withdleeitself, which we
only realized after the data collection. In fact, the scale isnasisive to respond when
comparing to others (lots of items in a bipolar scale), and some déths are very
difficult to respond if participants did not structure their thoughts and #hbolat
particular reasons/ attributions to the leader’s behavior. Therefore, in Study 5 we
changed the procedure for this scale, asking participants to write downdine
reasons that in their opinion justify the leader’s behavior and then they were asked to
answer the scale (keeping those reasons in mind). The Warmth scale alstegrase
low internal consistency. In Study 5, we readapted the scale by ngawne of the
items.

The overall lack of interaction effects (predicted by H3 and H5) may suggest
that participants focused particularly on the ethicality of the\nehanot considering
the motivation a very important factor when it came to judge tleeskers. Therefore,
knowing that group membership plays an important role on the way individuals
perceive situations (cf. Tajfel, 1974; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), we made the intergroup
context salient in Study 5. Moreover, the lack of interaction is@lssistent with the
idea that leadeisethicality is a special case that requires further investigatin an
appears to be linked with more dispositional characteristics thandonmpde,
transgression or deviance (cf. Chapter Il). Moreover, previous research has hagued t
leaders’ ethics enhances group members’ ethical/unethical cognitions and behaviors (cf.

Mayer, Kuenzi & Greenbaun?010) and that the role of leader’s ethicality on the
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group is mediated by the extaotwhich employees trust the leader (e.g. Mo & Shi,
2017). Therefore, in Study 5 we also tested whether participants were more willing t
become representatives of the group or, at least, reported that the grdde better

off with them as leaders as a reflection of trust in the leader.

4.3 Study 5

4.3.1 Overview and Hypotheses

Previous research by Allison and Messick (1985) focused on the causal
attributions at a group level. They found that dispositional attabs are more likely
for outgroup members, and especially for negative behaviors. Interestatgyoup
members’ behavior is attributed more similarly than ingroup members’, as outgroups
are perceived to be more homogeneous (Quattrone & Jones, 1980). Therefore, group
membership also impacts causal attributions. We argue that grouprcaggn may
influence individuds’ motivation to attribute behavior to different factors and may be
relevant to understand individuals’ evaluations of group members and groups
themselves. Besides the same hypotheses than Study 4, we atbtheeéddowing
ideas:
H6. (a) Ethical leaders an() group-promoting leaders to be perceived as more
prototypical than unethical and self-promoting leaders, respegtivel
H7. Unethical leaders to trigger more reason-based judgements when tloeiputgr
(compared to the ingroup) is salient;
H8. Unethical leaders to have their behavior more attributéal) teituational factors,
(b) external control (and less internal control), é&dess stable in the outgroup
condition (compared to the ingrougi9) especially if there was a group-promoting

motivation.
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4.3.2 Method

Participants and designA final sample of 226 (104 males, 122 females)
university students was considetedtudying at the University of Kent (31%), a
different UK university (26%), or in an overseas university (41%). Participants were
distributed equally across condition3(14) = 18.64, p = .179. Participants age ranged
from 18 to 66 years-old (M = 23.46, SD = 6.24). In terms of nationality, 43% were
British, 26% American, 19% European, 8% Asian, 3% African, and 1% Australian.

A 2 (Behavior: Ethicavs Unethica) x 2 (Motivation: Selpromoting vs Group-
Promoting x 2 (Group Salience: Ingrows Outgroup) between-participants
experimental design was conducted, with random allocation to condition

Procedure.Participants were recruited as before via RPS in exchange for course
credits (31%) or via Prolific Academic (69%). When completing the demographics,
participants were information about their University and they weredaskprovide the
name of a rival institution. If they were assigned to the outgrougitbam the name of
the rival institution (using piped text) was included in the scenario. dine scenario
as in Study 4 was used.

Group Salience manipulation. Participants were told that their presentation was
either for their own class (in their own university; ingroup), or afleas with students
from the rival institution (cf. Appendix B2).

Before completing the “causal attributions” measure, and to ensure they were
thinking about specific reasons, participants were asked to write dastroafive

reasons that they thought lead the leader to behave in that pasiayla

11 Although 258 students agreed to participate in the study, 28 were excluded fromybesanacause
they failed the attention checks and 4 because they failed to provide an outgroup.
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Measures(cf. Appendix A) Behavior manipulation check. Participants rated
their agreement with nine statements regarding the leader’s behavior (e.g. “Sets an
example of how to do things the right way in terms of ethics”; adapted from Brown et
al., 2005. A Perceived ethicality score was computed based on the mean of their
responsesy = .96.

Motivation manipulation checkJsing a slide scale (0-100), participants rated
their agreement with two statements: “The team leader behavior during the presentation
was self-promotingand “The team leader behavior during the presentation was group-
promoting’. A motivation score was computed by subtracting the latter to the former.
Therefore, positive scores will indicate group-promoting motivatiod regative
scores self-promotinmativation.

Identification.Participants indicated to which extent they agreed (1 = strongly
disagree, 7 = strongly agree) with seven statements (adapted from Abrams&And
Hinkle, 1998; Randsley de Moura, Abrams, Retter, Gunnarsdottir, & Ando, 2008)
regarding their Universitge.g. “I feel proud to be a member of thédiversity]”). The
of their responses was computed to create an Identificaiog o. = .90.

Prototypicality.Participants indicated their agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 7
= strongly agee with three statements (e.g. “The team leader is representative of the
students of [their University]”), adapted from Platow and van Knippenberg (2001). The
mean of their responses was calculatedeate a Prototypicality score, o = .94.

As in Study 4, we measured Emotion-based judgements)(l), Reason-based
judgementsd = .85), Warmth ¢ = .89), Competencen(=.92), Locus of causalityo=
.74), Personal controb& .71), External controld = .71), and Stability (o = .62).

Comparison to selParticipants were asked “Do you think it would have been

better for the group if you were the leader”? (1 = not at all, 7 = very mug¢h
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4.3.3 Results

Controlling measures.Behavior manipulation check Behavior x Group
Salience ANOVA was conducted. Consistent with our manipulation, a rfieat ef
Behavior, H1,222) = 485.26p < .001, np? = .949, revealed that ethical leaders were
perceived as more ethical (M = 5.53, SD = 0.93) than unethical leaders (M = 270, SD
0.99), regardless of Group saliencg1i222) = 0.01p = .930. The interaction was not
significant, F(1,222) = 0.36p = .550.

Motivation manipulation check. A Behavior x Motivation x Group Salience was
conducted. The main effect of Behavior was significarft,,Z18) = 30.27p < .001,
np? = .127. Unethical leaders were perceived more self-promoting-@@.54, SD=
48.81) than ethical leaders @42.66, SD = 46.86). Consistent with our manipulation,
the main effect of motivation was significant, F (1,218) = 92.00,001, np? = .307.
Grouppromoting leaders were perceived as acting more in the group’s best interests (M
=7.32, SD = 43.79) than self-promoting leaders(M4.58, SD = 40.69).

The 3-way interaction was significant(E218) = 6.63p=.011, np? = .031. In
an intragroup context (only ingroup salient), participants perceived thaletbit:
promoting leader as acting less for their own interests {856.16, SD = 37.78) than the
unethical self-promoting leader (#-55.96, SD = 35.31; p = .043). Under these
circumstances (intragroup context), participants also considered the goyaptipg
ethical leader as acting more on behalf of the group (M = 27.44, SD = 38.32) than the
unethical group-promoting (M-19.58, SD = 47.43; p <.001). Interestingly, in an
intergroup context (outgroup salient), participants perceived the self-prgmoti
unethical leader as acting more on behalf of its own interests-@4.75, SD = 29.58)
than the self-promoting ethical leader €M24.32,SD = 46.07; p = .001). In an

intergroup context, participants did not differentiate between the efimdainethical
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leader when the behavior was group-promoting (p = .249). No other main affects
interactions were significant (alk0.48, p>.490).

Identification. Participants are overall identified with their Univer§ily= 5.06,
SD = 1.19), regardless of the manipulations (akkF07, p>.303).

Prototypicality. A Behavior x Motivation x Group Salience ANOVA was
conducted. As expected, ethical leaders were perceived as more prot@iyipical25,
SD = 1.48) than unethical leaders (M = 2.14, SD = 1.18), B18) = 147.3§ < .001,
np? = .403. Moreover, group-promoting leaders were considered more prototypical (M
= 3.38, SD = 1.65) than self-promoting leaders (M = 2.93, SD = 1.{Q),448) = 6.42,
p=.012, np? = .029. No other main effects or interactions were significant §atl F
2.48, p>.116). Therefore, H6a and H6b were supported.

A Behavior x Motivation x Group Salience MANOVA was conducted for both
dimensions of judgements.

Emotion-based judgementsThere was a significant main effect of Behavior, F
(1, 218) = 96.35p < .001, np? = .306, whereby ethical leaders triggered less negative
emotion-based judgements (M = 3.16, SD = 1.46) than unethical leaders (M =5.04, S
= 1.41), supporting H1b. Contrary to H2b, group-promoting leaders (M = 4.14, SD
1.41) triggered more negative emotion-based judgements than self-prgpheatiers
(M =3.63, SD = 1.63), Fl, 218) = 4.25p=.041, np? = .019.

The Behavior x Group Salience interaction was marginél, E18) = 3.04p =
.083, np? = .014. Unethical leaders triggered more negative emotion-based judgemen
than ethical leaders both in the ingroup (M=53R2~=1.31 M = 3.33, SD = 1.44,
respectively; t (110) = 8.55, p <.001, g = 1.36, 95% CI [1.37, 2.41]) and outgroup

conditions (M = 4.84, SD = 1.5M = 2.97, SD = 1.48, respectively; t (112) =5.5K p
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.001, g =1.25, 95% CI [1.32, 232see Figure 7. No other main effects or interactions

were found significant (all < 1.19, p > .277). Therefore, H3a was not supported.
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Figure 7. Behavior x Group Salience interaction for Emotion-based judgements.

Reason-based judgments As expected (H1c), ethical leaders triggered more
reason-based judgments (M = 4.75, SD = 1.26) than unethical leaders (M = 309, SD
1.33), F(1, 218) = 93.37p < .001, np? = .300. Participants considered the behavior of
self-promoting leaders (M = 4.35, SD = 1.69) as more justifiable than grooppng
leaders’ (M = 3.92, SD = 1.72), 1, 218) = 8.39p = .004, np? = .037. No other main
effects or interactions were significant (afl £1.49, p>.224). Thus, H3b and H7 were
not supported.

A Behavior x Motivation x Group Salience MANOVA was conducted for
Warmth and Competence.

Warmth. The main effect of Behavior was significant(1f 218) = 159.43) <
.001, np? = .422. Ethical leaders were perceived as warmer (M = 4.53, SD = 1.36) than
unethical leaders (M = 2.40, SD = 1.60), supporting H1d. The main effect of Marivati

was also significant, FL, 218) = 6.38p =.012, np? = .028. Group-promoting leaders
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were seen as warmer (M = 3.65, SD = 1.64) than self-promoting leaders (M = 3.20, SD
= 1.64), supporting H2c. No other main effects or interactions were signifidaft a
1.05, p>.307). Therefore, H3c was not supported.

Competence.The main effects of Behavior and Motivation were also
significant. Ethical leaders were considered more competent (M = 4.81, SD =hh122) t
unethical leaders (M = 3.08, SD = 1.31)1F 218) = 108.25) < .001, np? = .332; thus,
H1le was supported. Group promoting leaders were perceived more competent (M
4.09, SD = 1.46) than self-promoting leaders (M = 3.73, SD = 1.68; FH.8) = 4.23p
=.041, np? = .019). No other main effects or interactions were found significarf<all
< 1.36, p>.244).

A Behavior x Motivation x Group Salience MANOVA was conducted for the
four dimensions of causal attributions.

Locus of causality.Contradicting H4athe behavior of unethical leaders €V
2.70, SD = 1.19) was perceived as more internal than the behavior of ethical (daders
=3.23, SD =1.19), F1, 218) = 10.33p = .002, np? = .045. Self-promoting leaders also
had their behavior more attributed to internal dispositions (M = 2.7F 8R9) than
group-promoting leaders (M = 3.12, SD = 1.13), F (1, 218) = 3.810§2, np? = .017.

The main effect of Group Salience was marginal, F (1, 218) = 3.50, p = .063,
np? = .016. More internal dispositions were attributed when only the ingrasgsalient
(M=2.78, SD = 1.19) than in an intergroup context (M = 3.13, SD = 1.23). The
interactions were non-significant (alt E 1.00, p>.318). H8a was not supported.

Personal control.Consistent with the locus of causality, participants perceived
unethical leaders to have more personal control (M = 2.82, SD = 1.20) over their
behavior than ethical leaders (M = 3.01, SD = 1.21},,R18) = 5.53p = .020, np? =

.025, contrarily to what was predicted by H4b.
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The Behavior x Motivation interaction was marginal1F-218) = 3.20p = .075,
np? = .014. The follow up tests showed that the self-promoting unethical leader (M
2.62, SD = 1.21) was perceived as having more personal control than the self-gyomotin
ethical leader (M = 3.28, SD = 1)19(104) = -2.82, p = .006, g = 0.54, 95% CI [-1.12,
-0.20]. No differences were found when the leader behaved ethically, t (108) =9.64 p
.523, nor when the behavior was group-promotirif18) = -0.60, p = .548. No other
main effects or interactions were found significant (alkH.89, p>.171). Thus, H5
was not supported.

External control. Consistent with the results on Personal control, the behavior
of ethical leaders was perceived as being more affected by external control (M = 4.30,
SD = 1.0) than unethical leaders’ behavior (M = 4.63, SD = 1.3 F (1, 218) = 3.45p
=.064, np? = .016. A significant main effect of Motivation showed that the behavior of
group-promoting leaders was more attributed to external control (M = 4.29, SD = 1.14)
than the behavior of self-promoting leaders (M = 4.67, SD 9123, 218) = 4.96p

=.027, np? = .022. No other main effect or interactions were significdhHa< 0.99, p

Vv

.320). Therefore, H8b was not supported.
Stability. A significant main effect of Behavior showed that participants

believed that the behavior of ethical leaders is more stable/pent{dhe 3.79, SD=
1.11) than that unethical leaders (M = 4.29, SD = 1.2}, B18) = 9.76p = .002, np?
=.043, supporting H4c.

A Behavior x Motivation marginal interaction, F (1, 218) = 2.78,.097, np® =
.013, showed that the behavior of group-promoting ethical leaders was cahsmieee
stable (M = 3.62, SD = 1.00) than the behavior of group-promoting unethical leaders (M
=4.38,SD = 1.16t (118) = 3.90, p < .001, g = 0.70, 95% CI [-1.15, -P.37

Interestingly, participants did not differentiate the stability ¢ff peomoting leaders’
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behavior based on ethicality, t (104) = 0.83, p = .406. Therefore, H5 was only partially

supported (cf. Figure)8

m Self-promoting

Stability
N

3 Group-promoting

Ethical Unethical
Leader's Behavior

Figure 8. Behavior x Motivation interaction for Stability.

The Motivation x Group Salience interaction was also marginél, £18) =
2.92, p=.089, np? = .013. The behavior of group-promoting leaders was perceived as
more stable when only the ingroup was sal{&h= 3.75, SD = 1.10) than when the
outgroup was salient as well (M =4.21, SD = ],1%118) = 2.19, p =.031, g = 0.40,
95% CI [-0.87, -0.05]. Participants did not differentiate the stability of thevimehaf
self-promoting leaders based on group salience, t (104) = -0.44, p = .661. No other mai
effects or interactions were significant (a#l £2.05, p>.153). H8c and H9 were not
supported.

Comparison to self Participants believed the group was better served with them
as leaders in the unethical condition (M = 4.97, SD = 1.54) compared thitde ehe
(M =4.00, SD = 1.63; main effect of Behavior: F (1, 218) = 21.34,001, np? =

.089.
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The Behavior x Motivation interaction was also significant1 F218) = 5.90p
=.016, np? = .026. When the leader was self-promoting, participants would have
preferred more to represent the group in the unethical condition (M = 5.42, SD = 1.56)
than in the ethical condition (M = 3.86, SD = 1.77). No significant differences were
found when the leader’s behavior was group-promoting, t (118) = 1.65, p =.101. No

other main effects or interactions were found significant (adt £.89, p>.90).

4.3.4 Discussion

Ethical leaders were perceived as more prototypical, warmer, and more
competent than unethical leaders, whose behavior was perceived adilfess fpys
reason (and triggered more negative emotion-based judgements). As expeated, gro
promoting leaders were also considered more prototypical, warmer andaongretent
than self-promoting leaders. Overall, these results are consistenheidea, firstly
portrayed by Hollander (1961) and extended by Abrams and colleagues (2@13) tha
leaders may receive a special treatment when they behave badlyafehssrceived as
serving the group. Interestingly, under these circumstances, pariscgddmot prefer
to step in as leaders, opposed to when the leader was perceived tofbehis/ber
own interests.

We expected ingroup leaders who behaved unethically when the outgroup was
salient to have their behavior more justified when compared tathe behavior
displayed in an intragroup context. This prediction was not backed uje lbgslts
and, unexpectedly, participants’ considerations regarding the instrumental value of
unethical leaders were not influenced by context, as they focused more taaséng
behaved unethically then in what circumstances they acted that thagefore, the

leader’s motivation to behave was more important.
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The attribution of causality based on Motivation was consistent withqu®vi
studies conducted by Fragale and colleagues (2009), who found that when individuals
are perceived as acting more on behalf of themselves (that is, more ssifipg),
group members are more likely to attribute their behavior to internal dispeswhen
compared to individuals that are perceived to behave on behalf of the group gfdowev
the remaining results regarding causal attributions were the oppbsite predictions:
the behavior of unethical leaders was perceived as more internal, under pesstnol
and less affected by external factors than ethical leaders’ behavior. However, this is
inconsistent with the results for stabilityethical leader’s behavior was perceived as
more stable. Even contradicting our hypotheses, it would be colieatif participants
think unethical leaders are more in control of their behavior and it refieetaal
dispositions, than it should also be perceived as more stable. iNdesst two
approaches might help to explain these results. On one hand, obsertieissdase,
participants) weight the amount of information available and teadapt the one that
is more salient (cf. Kanouse, 1972; Nisbett, 1973; Taylor & Fiske, 1975). Or,
alternatively, it might be related with a violation of expectations (vehexpected from
a leader), which Gilbert and Malone (1995) argued to be a predictor of the fundament

attribution error.

4.4 General Discussion
Consistently across Stied 4 and 5, the behavior of ethical leaders was
perceived as more justifiable and triggered less negative emotionslB¢haers were
also perceived as more prototypical, and considered warmer and moreertien
unethical leaders. Similarly, group-promoting leaders were also pedcas more

prototypical, warmer and competent than self-promoting leaders, cotlyistéh the
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idea that leaders who act on behalf of the group are better repressntthe group
(i.e., more prototypical), and more effective leaders (Abrams et al., 2013; Haslam
Platow, 2001; Platow & van Knippenberg, 2001; van Knippenberg & van Knippenberg,
2005. When evaluating leaders’ behavior, group members take into account their intent
to behave (warmth) and their ability to do so (competence; cf. Riske 2002). Taken
together, it seems sensible that group-promoting leaders, actirghalf bf the group,
were perceived as having better intentions (and, thus, warmer) and to e@blkue
them more effectively (therefore, more competent).

Regarding causal attributions, the behavior of unethical leaders waspdrasei
more internal, more controllable and less stable than ethical leaders’ behavior. A
plausible explanation refers to a violation of expectancies associdtethevieadership
role. Indeed, group members expect ingroup leaders to behave accordagamtls,
threatening their social identity when they deviate (Abrams et al., 208%juds,
Abrams, & Serddio, 2001By behaving unethically, ingroup leaders are, consequently,
violating an expectation held by group members. Gilbert and Malone (1995) argued
that, during the attributional process, individuals perceive thatgituand create a set
of beliefs regarding what behavior would be typical under those circurastesetting a
behavioral expectation which might be (or not) conscious. Then, an evaloftion
whether the actor’s behavior violates or not that expectation is made and, if there is a
disruption with the expectancy, individuals are more likely to attributbehavior to
internal dispositions, leading to a fundamental attributioor €of. Gilbert & Malone,
1995).

Furthermore, shifting from an intragroup (Study 4) to an intergroup (Study 5)
produced different resulticader’s behavior was perceived as being more of a

consequence of internal dispositions when the ingroup wastsaiereover, when



leaders’ behavior was motivated by group interests, it was perceived as more stable

when only the ingroup was salient. These results may suggest th@ppats perceive
leader’s behavior more “genuine” in an intragroup context and, consequently, more a

result of leaders’ internal dispositions rather than situational factors and, therefore, more
stable. Indeed, previous research suggest that group members behave ditfdremtly
group membership/social identity is salient, for example, when the outgreapeant

(cf. Branscombe, Wann, Noel, & Coleman, 1993; Maitner, Mackie, Claypool, & Crisp,
2010; Marques, Abrams, & Ser6dio, 2001).

In sum, Stugks 4 and 5 extend existing literature on the impact of leaders’
behavior and motivation on the group members’ perceptions and judgements, showing
that when it comes to evaluate the leader, group members taketkierl/moral
component into account, but also judge why they behaved in that wainghtaeir
perceptions according to the context in which the behavior oequamely,

distinguishing between intra and intergroup contexts.

4.4.1 Limitations and Future research
Some methodological issues, which represent barriers to the genenalafat
the results, were improved from Study 4 to Study 5. The multi-sourceasgbpr
although beneficial, also raised some obstacles: the questionri® b@adapted
from an online software to pen & paper surveys, forcing us to transform tres Gl
the scale (see Holmbeck, Li, Schurman, Friedman, & Coakley, 2012 for a review). On
the other hand, and due to difficulties in data collection, a conveniamgdeswas
selected, resulting in more cautious generalizability of the res@li8r(echno, Brill,

Shands, Gordon, Genderson, Rose, & Cartwright, 2008).
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The psychometric properties of the causal attributions scale, vdliokate
McAuley and collegues (1992), were considerably low (Cronbach’s alpha ranged from
.32 t0 .64) in Study 4, arguably due to the instructions that participants reeeived
participants were asked to think about the causes of leader behavior anetedhgpl
scale which may made it difficult for them to disentangle the riffecauses.
Therefore, in Study 5, we changed the procedure to make it less ambiglasksny
participants to write down the reasons they thought lead the ledaehdge in that way
(based on experimental condition) and making the instructions clearer.

Despite these limitations, the two sieglseem to suggest that the way group
members perceive leader’s behavior is affected not only by the nature of that behavior
(ethical or unethical), but also by the intent (motivated by individugroup interests),
and the context in which that behavior is displayed (intragroup or intgrgréaking
this into consideration, an important feature remains to be addreise@dutcome of
behavior to the group. Indeed, it seems reasonable to expect that theeofta
particular behavior helps to exacerbate the attributions made by group reembe
reinforcing the support a leader receives (if that outcome is pogitihe group).
Future research should look at how this outcome affects, on one hand,ibo#@ts
leaders receive and, on the other hand, the leaders’ endorsement. More specifically if
group members are willing to overlook leader’s ethicality based on the outcome of the

behavior to the group.
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Chapter V: Profit vs. Ethics — behavior outcome and leader endorsement

Summary

Previous research has shown that group members may be willing to support a
leader who deviated from the norms if they perceived that will bring &ygosutcome
to the group. In other words, group members make this decision strategically,
supporting even the deviant leader when that will bring a profit to the groopssAtwo
studes (Ns = 178, 170Qeaders’ behavior (ethical vs. unethical) and behavior outcome
to the group (positives. negativevs. unknown) were manipulated. The results extended
these findings by showing that ingroup members’ willingness to endorse the leader is
not only predicted by the positive outcome (even when the leader behstbdally)
but also mediated by the extent to which they consider the leader topeteat

(Study 7).

5.1 Theoretical Background

Leaders are often in the spotlight given the position they oosithin their
groups (Abrams et al., 2008), and their behavior is partigulaportant to define
ethical conduct (Brown et al., 2009 he previous chapter showed evidence that
behavioral attributions change based on leaders’ behavior and motivation. Ethical
leaders were perceived as warmer and more competent, receiving, ovemll, mo
positive reactions from the group. Similarly, leaders perceived as actimghaif of the
groups’ interest were considered warmer and more competent. Interestingly, and in an
intragroup contextehders’ behavior was more attributed to internal dispositions and
more stable, if group-promoting. Therefore, this suggests that behawmtergion may

impact the evaluations and attributions that leaders receive.
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Following the previous studies, we reason that, if the perceived intéh& of
leaders’ behavior is an important factor when evaluating behavior, so is the intipaic
such behavior has on the group itself. In the present chapter, we arguesthat the
attributions are not only shaped by leader’s ethicality, but also by the outcome (positive
or negative) of the behavior to the group. We also expand our findings byiegle

influence of the behavior outcome on group members’ willingness to endorse the leader.

5.1.1 The impact of behavior outcome

According to social identity theory, group members who are hightytifiksl
with their group, are also extremely motivated to derogate devianbersrto preserve
the integrity of the norms (e.g. Marques, Abrams, & Serédio, 2001). At thetsam
these members are also particularly committed with achieving group sieaps
Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1997; de Cremer & van Vugt, 2002; Morton, Postmes, &
Jetten, 2007; Scheepers, Spears, Doosje, & Manstead, 2003; van Vugt & de Cremer,
1999), as their own self-evaluations are closely tied with therfest of their group
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979). For example, Morton and colleagi2€97)showed that
highly identified members may not act against deviance when they petfteigsoup
norms as an obstacle to theup’s chances of success, proposing that group members
will tolerate deviance under such circumstances as a strategyi¢weasuccess. This
means that groups may be flexible towards the norm if, stratggittedt benefits the
ingroup.

Specifically, across two studies Morton and colleagues (2007) demonsinated,
a political context, that group members highly identified with the group only sepport
the normative candidate when they perceived the public opinion to stipporoup.

On the other hand, when the public opinion was perceived to be at@iggbup,
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group members supported the deviant candidate. In these case, partwerants
strategic and believed that, under these circumstances, thatdegi@up candidate
had more chances of being elected. These results suggest that dewidrndem
accepted when seen as valuable to the group. According to Morton (2011), gilbups w
accept deviance under these circumstances because the primarm @otize collective
welfare of the group.

One criticism that might apply to this research is related witlbaheext, with
some researchers arguing that this phenomenon might be specific to tibalpalntext
(cf. Morton, 2011). However, Leite (2013; Leite, Pinto, Marques, Randsley de Moura,
& Abrams, in prep) conducted a series of studies in a University setdhgupported
previous results. Although normative members were more positively evalbated t
deviant members, the latter were upgraded when providing a high contrilmutien t
group, especially when the outgroup was salient (Leite, 2013; Experiments 3e&el; L
et al., in prep). These results found for circumstances under which socidlyidenti
threatened (uncertainty conditions) group members eltia high-contributing
deviant member more positively, taking advantage of their pateathelp the group to
achieve its goals (Leite, 2013, Experiment 5; Leite et al., in prep), whiclois als
consistent with previous studies by Rast, Gaffney, Hogg, and Crisp (2012) who showed
that the tendency to support prototypical leaders disappeared undeamnigert
Moreover, if the group values the norm, these results were replicatedcatmparing
high and medium contributions, with high-contributing deviant memberdalag
perceived as more representative (Leite, 2013, Experiment 5; Leite etpaépi

Overall, deviant members that contribute highly to the group are judged
favorably and opportunistically accepted (Leite, 2013; Leite ehghrep). Apart from

strategic considerations (e.g. what will benefit the group the most), the plnces



which group members upgrade and/or support deviants is yet to be explagmed. W
reason that the outcome of the behavior to the group influences thetiatiskibat

ethical and unethical leaders receive from group members and, consequentbyppon gr
members’ leader endorsement. Specifically, we argue that group members might be

willing to overlook ethicality if the unethical behavior brings aifnes outcome to the
group. Under these circumstances, unethical leaders would receive strongetecaap

attributions and group members would be more willing to endorse therlead

5.1.2 Chapter Overview and Hypotheses

The present research tests the idea that the evaluations ethicak#midal
leaders receive, as well as the causes attributed to their behavadfeated by the
outcome of thabehavior to the group. That is, group members’ perceptions that the
ethical or unethical behavior contributed positively or negativelgggtoup overall
affect the way group members evaluate the leader and the perceived cdlses of
leader’s behavior.

We propose that the extent to which people will atteladeader’s behavior to
situational or dispositional factors will be determined by whether the leader’s behavior
is in line (or not) with the ethical standards and also by the outcorhe béhavior.
Specifically, given that groups can endorse leaders strategicallgnehmethical when
they are group-motivated (as per Chapter IV), it is likely that groups ladllatribute
leader’s behavior to situational factors when the behavior benefits the group —
effectively giving them the benefit of the doubt.

Moreover, considering that group members strategically endorbsersethat
will bring a benefit to the group, we reason that such decision is based onceatipe

of the instrumental value of the leader (cf. Kervyn et al., 2015; Reidenb&udbia,
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1990;). In other words, we argue that individuals will endorse a leader who beought

positive outcome to the group (even if s’/he behaved unethicallgg textent they are

able to justify such behavior and perceive the leader to be compeatehave the skills

to lead the group. That is, we expect reason-based judgements andecoe pet

mediate the relationship between the outcome and leader endorsement.
Therefore, across two stied we tested the following predictions:

H1. Ethical leaders will be consideréal) more prototypical(b) warmer,(c) more

competent, an¢d) will have their behavior more justified than unethical leaders;

H2. Leaders will be perceived &) more competen{p) to trigger less negative

emotional judgments, ar(d) to have their behavior more rationally justified when the

outcome of the behawvitas a positive outcome for the group, compared to when the

behavior had a negative outcon(id3) even if the leader behaved unethically;

H4. Unethical leaders will have their behavior attribute¢acsituational factors(b)

less control, an¢c) perceived as less stable more than ethical leads¥ especially if

their behavior benefited the group (positive outcpme

H6. Due to the strategic decisions that group members make when endeasiecs)

we expect perceptions of competence and reason-based judgments te thediat

relationship between the condition and leadership endorsement, due to group’s tendency

to be strategic in who members endorse.

5.2 Study 6
5.2.1 Method
Participants and design.The study was a 2 (Behavior: Ethical vs Unethical) x
3 (Outcome: Positive vs Negative vs Unknown) between-participants design.

Participants were assigned randomly to the experimental comglitParticipants were
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178 (85% females) university students (83% studying Psychology, 11% other Social
Sciences, 2% Sciences, 2% Humanities, 2% did not report), from all stages of
undergraduate studies (36%yiear, 57% 2 year, 2% 3 year, 5% did not report), who
agreed to participate in exchange for partial course credit. Mostipartis were from
Great Britain (68%, 19% from other European countries, 9% Asian, 2% African, 1%
American, 1% did not report their nationality). Participants age ramged8 to 43
years old (M = 20.24, SD = 3.90).

Procedure. Participants signed-up for the study on the University online
platform and chose a timeslot. Once they arriaetthe laboratory, they were placed into
individual cubicles, completed the informed consent, and then read aictbata
described a competition between participants’ university and a rival university. They
were informed the competition included five different challenges, 4 of whach w
negotiated and decided by an Organizing Committee based on a ligbatefand least
favorite challenges provided by the team leader of each universigpendix B3).

Behavior manipulation. Participants were told that during the negaotiati
meeting, and “while opening the file that contained all the rules and information
regarding the competition”, their team leader noticed that the list of favorite and least
favorite challenges from the rival university was included akestly. This would give
them an unfair advantage as the leader would be aware of which challengeals
would feel more confident to win or lose. Participants were then toltheththe leader
decided to inform (ethical condition, n = 93) or decided not to inform (unethical
condition, n = 85) the committee of the mistake. After reading the scenrartiojgants
completed a perceived ethicality manipulation check.

Outcome manipulatiorAfterwards, participants were informed if their

university lost the competition (negative outcome condition), won thgpettion
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(positive outcome condition), or if the procedure of choosing the challerages w
repeated (unknown contribution condition). As in Study 5, and to ensure parscipant
were thinking about the situation, they were asked to provide a list of 5 reasons why
they thought the leader behaved in that way. Subsequently, participamieted the
remaining dependent measures, described below.

Measures.As in Studes 4 and 5 (cf. Chapter IV; cf. Appendix A), the following
measures were used: Behavior manipulation cheek $4), Social identity ¢ = .91),
Prototypicality ¢t =.92), Warmth ¢ =.95), Competence (o = .84), Emotion-based
judgementsd = .93) and Reason-based judgemeints- (57), Locus of causalityu(=
.69), Stability = .66), Personal controb(= .66), and External controb(=.61). A
measure of leader endorsement was added:

Leader endorsement. Participants were aSktmv likely would it be for you to

choose the same leat€0-100%).

5.2.2 Results

Behavior manipulation check.An independent-sample t-test showed that the
manipulation was effective, as participants perceived the leader to bethiced in the
ethical condition (M =5.49, SD = 0.80) than in the unethical (M = 2.81, SD = 1.20),
(176) = 17.32, p < .001, g = 2.64, CI [0.52, 1.48].

Social Identity. A Behavior x Outcome ANOVA was conducted. Participants
were highly identified with the ingroup (M = 5.48D = 1.10), regardless of condition
(all Fs>1.08, p> .300).

Prototypicality. A Behavior x Outcome ANOVA was conducted. The main
effect of behavior was significarf, (1,172) = 208.78p < .001, np? = .548. Supporting

H1la, participants considered the ethical leader more prototypical5 88, SD = 1.06)
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than the unethical leader (M = 2.67, SD = 1.41). Neither the main effect of Out€ome,
(2,172) = 0.40p = .670, nor the interactioR,(2,172) = 0.51, p = .599, were
significant.

Warmth . A Behavior x Outcome MANOVA was conducted for Warmth and
Competence. The main effect of Behavior was significant and showtguattiaipants
evaluated the ethical leader as warmer (M = 6.03, SD = 0.92) than the unethical one (M
=2.62,SD = 1.37F (1,172)= 514.15, p< .001, np? = .693. Thus, H1b was supported.

The main effect of Outcome was margirfal(2,172) = 2.345, g .099, np? =
.027. When the outcome was unknown (M = 488 = 2.15), the leader was
considered warmer than in the positive outcome condition (M = 4.16, SD p2:07,
.032). No significant differences were found between the negative oelitwamadition
(M=4.44, SD = 1.95) and the unknown (p = .239) nor positive outcome conditisns (p
.346). The interaction was not significaft(2,172) = 0.36p = .696.

Competence Participants considered the ethical leader more competent (M
5.39, SD = 0.95) than the unethical leader (M = 3.83, SD = FE33)172) = 82.89p <
.001, np? = .325, supporting H1c.

A significant main effect of Outcome also indicated thadldées were perceived
as more competent in the positive outcome condition (M = 4.85, SD = 1.24) cdmpare
to negative outcome condition (M = 4.38, SD = 1.40; p = .019), also supporting H2a. In
the unknown condition, the leader was considered more competent (M = 470, SD
1.47) than in the negative outcome condition (p =.070). No significant ciffese
between the unknown and the positive outcome condition (p = .521). No fldenaas
also foundF (2,172) = 0.07p = .931- thus, no support for H3 was found.

Emotion-Based JudgmentsA Behavior x Outcome MANOVA was conducted

for emotion and reason-based judgements. As expected, a significamffectof



Behavior,F (1,172) = 323.65p < .001, np? = .653, showed that unethical leaders
trigged more negative emotion-based judgments (M = 4.65, SD = 1.28) thaih ethica
leaders (M = 1.70, SD = 0.788). Neither the main effect of OutcBr(lg172) = 0.17p

= .844, np? = .002, nor the interactiof, (2,172) = 2.15p = .120, np? = .024, were
significant. Therefore, no support for H2b and H3 was found.

Reason-Based Judgment$Supporting H1d, the main effect of Behavior was
significant,F (1,172) = 35.96p < .001, np? = .173. More positive reason-based
judgements were given to ethical leaders than (M = 4.35, SD = 1.07) tharihizaine
leaders (M = 3.36, SD = 1.15).

The main effect of Outcome was also significdn¢1,172) = 3.07, p- .049, np?
= .034. Leaders whose behavior resulted in a positive outcome received miwve pos
judgments (M =4.17, SD = 1.21) than in the negative outcome condition (M = 3.71, SD
=1.20, p =.020) or than in the unknown condition (M = 3.78, SD = 1.20, p = .059),
supporting H2c. There was no significant difference between the two latigitions
(p = .597). The interaction was also non-signific&n2,172) = 0.06p = .946. Thus,
H3 was not supported for this variable.

Locus of causality.A Behavior x Outcome MANOVA was conducted for the
four dimensions of causal attributions (locus of causality, personakéattha control,
and stability).

A significant main effect of Behavior indicated that the looctisausality of
unethical leaders was perceived as more external (M = 2.97, SD = 1.24) than the
behavior of ethical leaders (M = 2.63, SD = 1.#8§1,172) = 3.86p=.051, np® =
.022, in align with H4a.

The main effect of Outcome was margirfal(2, 172) = 2.40, g .093, np? =

.027, as there was only a difference between the negative outcome and unknown
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conditions-the behavior was perceived as more external in the negative outcome
condition (M = 3.04, SD =1.20; M= 2.58, SD = 1.17; p = .030). No significant
differences between the negative and positive outcome conditions (M -SB.641.20,

p = .247), nor between the positive and unknown conditions (p = .327). The interaction
was also non-significank (2, 172) = 0.737p = .4801p? = .008. Thus, H5 was not
supported.

Personal control. There was no difference on personal control based on
Behavior (main effect non-significarf:(1, 172) = 0.12p = .727), not supporting H4b.
However, the results showed a marginal main effect of Outceif#,172) = 2.45p =
.089, np? = .028. Leaders’ behavior that resulted in a positive outcome was perceived as
having more personal control (M = 2.69, SD = 1.00) than when the behavior resulted in
a negative outcome (M = 3.08, SD = 1.08: j045). The leader’s behavior was also
perceived as having more personal control in the unknown condition (M = 2.4, SD
1.15) than in the negative outcome one (p = .070). There was no significarridier
between the positive and unknown conditions (p = .788). The interaction was not
significant,F (2, 172) = 1.18p = .309.

External control. The significant main effect of Behavidt,(1, 172) = 5.08p
=.025, np? = .029 showed that ethical leaders’ behavior was perceived as having more
external control (M = 4.17, SD = 1.16) than the unethical leader (M = 4.56, SD = 1.27),
contradicting H4b. Neither the main effect of Outcomé€2, 172) = 1.55p = .216, nor
the interactionF (2, 172) = 2.04p = .134, were significant.

Stability. The behavior of ethical leaders was seen as more permanent (M
3.36, SD= 1.11) than unethical leader’s behavior (M = 4.42, SD = 1.21)}- (1, 172) =

36.83, p<.001, np? = .176, supporting H4c. Neither the main effect of Outcda(g,



172) = 2.19, p = .11%or the interactionk (2, 172) = 1.46p = .235, were significant.
Therefore, the results did not support H5.

Leader endorsement To test the prediction that competence and reason-based
judgements would mediate the effect of the experimental conditibeader
endorsement (H6), a mediation analysis using Hayes (2013) PROCESS macro was
conducted. The independent variablesthe Outcome (0 = negative, 1 = positive),
Behavior was included as moderator (0 = unethical, 1 = ethamahpetence and
reason-based judgments as mediators, and leader endorsementras ¢htodel 7,

5000 bootstraps; n = 113.

The results showed that the indirect effect of Outcome on Leadersement
via competence were not significant, regardledsader’s ethicality (bDunethica= 9.36, SE
=5.57, 95% CI [-1.37, 20.14bethicai= 6.81, SE= 4.03, 95% CI [-0.57, 15.27]). The
indirect effect of Outcome on Leader endorsement via reason-basechgrdgevas
only significant when the leader was ethicahélaica= 3.22, SE= 2.61, 95% CI [-1.20,
9.29} DBethical= 4.17, SE= 2.18, 95% C[0.64, 9.24]). Moreover, the effect of the
interaction between Behavior x Outcome on leader endorsement wagnifatasnt for
neither competence -2.55, SE= 6.54, 95% CI [-15.34, 10.0bhor reason-based
judgements (k= 0.95, SE= 3.17, 95% CI [-5.06, 7.49hnd, therefore, H6 was not

supported (see Figurg.Means and Standard deviations can be consulted in Table 7.

12 The “unknown outcome” condition was removed for this analysis.
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Figure 9. Medisgd-moderated analysis of the effect of the Outcome (IV) on leader
endorsement (DV), moderated by Behavior, and mediated by Competenceaand-Re
based judgements.

*p <.05, ** p <.01, **p <.001/ p<.10

Table 7.

Means (Standard Deviations) for Leader endorsement (Study 6).

Behavior Outcome Mean Standard Deviation
Negative 11.81 12.32
Unethical Unknown 21.66 24.42
Positive 19.78 20.25
Negative 68.58 20.21
Ethical Unknown 74.21 20.47
Positive 69.72 23.33
Negative 42.68 33.17
Total Unknown 48.34 34.63
Positive 45.64 35.52

5.2.3 Discussion

The results showed that, as expected, ethical leaders are considered more
prototypical, warm and competent than unethical leaders. The behavibicaf e
leaders is also more justified by reason and triggers less negatdtens than

unethical leaders’ behavior. Unethical behavior displayed by leaders is perceived as
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being less permanent and to have a locus of causality more ¢éxttamathical
behavior.

The behavior’s outcome to the group also affected the evaluations that leaders
received. Leaders whose behavior resulted in a positive outcome totipevggre
considered more competent and their behavior was more justified by thasdaw-
contributing members. However, they were also perceived as less warm, which is
consistent with the idea that, in a competition setting, individaiad perceived as less
warm (cf. Kervyn et al., 2015; Claussell & Fiske, 2005; Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007).
Nevertheless, this effect was only marginal and, therefore, furtbesineh is necessary
to test this explanation. Regarding causal attributions, differenaesfevand on locus
of causality and personal control. Leaders in the negative outcamléion had their
behavior more attributed to external (situational) factors than leadesew
contribution was unknown, and their behavior was less under personal control than
leaders in the positive outcome condition.

Hypotheses H3 and H5, reflecting the idea that leaders who bringyeosit
outcomes to the group would be more positively evaluated even if theyeldeha
unethically, and that unethical leaders who benefit the group would ivdédéhavior
more attributed to external dispositions, were not supported. Onélpasgblanation
might be related with the content of the scenary using a competition setting with a
rival institution (outgroup salience), it might have made the dmuttan of the leader
especially important, making participants disregard whether it was ebhioagthical
behavior. This limitation is addressed in Study 7.

Although not completely in line with the predictions, this studyjutes very
preliminary results to the idea that both outcome and etlyi@at important to explain

the process by which individuals endorse leaders, showing this prepastally



mediated by the extent to which participants are able to justify the belwdvhe

leader.

5.3 Study 7

5.3.1 Method

Participants and design.A final sample of 178 participants was considered.
Participants (94 females, 75 males) were aged between 18 and 66 years-old (M = 35.12,
SD =10.11). Their ethnic origin was mainly White (72%), Asian (11%), African
American (7%), Hispanic (5%), and other (5%). 90% of the sample was employed at the
time they completed the questionnaire, and 52% of participants occupatkeestap
role (either at the moment or in the pasg.in Study 6, the design was a 2 (Behavior:
Ethical vs Unethical) x 3 (Outcome: Positive vs Negative vs Unknowretleen-
participants factors. Participants were randomly allocatecetodhdition.

Procedure.Particimnts were recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk
(MTurk) and asked to complete a questionnaire on Qualtrics. After readincgtierio
about the leader’s behavior (behavior manipulation), participants completed the
perceived ethicality manipulation cheand then they read the outcome of the leader’s
behavior (contribution manipulation) and completed the dependent measures.

Behavior manipulation. Participants were asked to imagine therasalea
important group presentation in the company in which they were employedtiatehe
They were told their department was required to present data related to customers’

satisfaction with the services provided by the department and thahtie t#am had

13196 completed the survey, but 26 participants were excluded from the analysesusé Hesafailed
the attention checks, and 12 because they failed the manipulation check. 32 ptstigipated the
survey but did not complete it. The attrition rate differs according to comgifi¢s) = 14.17, p = .015.
Participants in the ethical condition quitted significantly mgfeg1) = 17.34, p < .001], there were no
differences based on the outcome conditjgr(Z) = 0.77, p = .962].
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been working intensively on the presentation for weeks. The dataa@nclusive and
the head of department (manager) was responsible for speaking for the team and
presenting it. Then they were told that the manager intentionpliggented the data
accurately to show [or inaccurately to hide] its inconclusivareat

Outcome manipulation. Participants were then informed tlas a consequence
of the manager’s behavior, the whole department received [did not receive] a salary
bonus” or that “the salary bonus of the whole department is being reviewed” (unknown
condition; cf. Appendix B}

Similar to Studes 5 and 6, participants wrote down up to five reasons they
perceived to be the cause of behavior and completed the remaining depandbies.

Measures.As in Study 6, participants completed the following measures:
Behaviormanipulation check (o = .98), Prototypicality (o = .95), Warmth (3 items; o =
.94), Competence (5 items; oo = .97), Emotion-based judgmen(s = .95), Reason-based
judgments (o =.79), Locus of causality (o = .86), Stability (o =.75), Personal control (o

= .87), External control (o =.74), and Leader endorsement.

5.3.2 Results

A Behavior x Outcome ANOVA was conducted for all measures, unless
reported otherwise.

Behavior manipulation check.An independent sample t-test showed that the
manipulation check was effective, and participants in the ethicaltcmndonsidered
the leader more ethical (M = 5.93, SD = 0.89) than in the unethical condition (M = 2.47,
SD = 0.96)t (168) = -24.14, p < .001,9-3.71, 95% CI [-3.74, -3.17].

Prototypicality. A significant main effect of Behavior, @, 164) = 324.01p <

.001, np? = .664, showed that ethical leaders were considered more prototypical than
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unethical leaders (M = 5.80, SD = 1.13; M = 2.5b,= 1.28, respectively), supporting
Hla.

A significant main effect of Outcome, (B, 164) = 6.68p = .002, np? = .075.
showed that leaders were considered more prototypical in the pasito@me
condition (M = 4.46, SD = 1.90) than in the negative one (M = 3.56, SD = 184, p
.003)or even when the outcome was unkndM= 3.94, SD = 2.24p = .015. There
were no significant differences between the latter conditions (p = 1.00).

The interaction was also significant(E 164) = 4.54p = .012, np? = .052.
When the leader behaved unethically, participants perceived leadertess mon-
prototypical when the behavior resulted in a positive outcome (M = 3.07, SD = 1.31)
than in the negative condition (M = 2.52, SD = 1j26 .066) and to when the outcome
was unknown (M = 1.99, SD = 1.08= .001). The difference between the negative and
unknown conditions was marginal (p = .095). Leaders whose behavior resulted in a
positive outcome were also considered more prototypical (M = 6.11, SD = 0.92) than
leaders in the negative outcome condition (M = 5.19, SD = ©.34004). Participants
also considered the ethical leader more prototypical in the unkoomdition (M=
5.96, SD = 1.00) than in the negative outcome condition, p = .016. No significant
differences were found between the positive outcome and unknown @st¢pm .622

cf. Figure 10.
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Figure 10. Behavior x Outcome interaction for Prototypicality.

Warmth. Ethical leaders were perceived as warmer than unethical leaders (M
6.00, SD = 1.12; M= 2.18, SD = 1.11, respectively)1,F164) = 498.96p < .001, np?
= .753. Thus, H1b was supported.

The main effect of Outcome was also significant, F (2, 164) = 3.95, p =.021,
np? = .046, showing that when the outcome to the group is positive, leaders were
perceived as warmer (M = 4.22, SD = 2.19) than in the negative outcome condition (M
=3.41, SD = 2.0/ < .00). There were no significant differences when comparing the
positive and the unknown outcom@s = 3.98, SD = 2.31p = .444. However, leaders
in the negative condition were perceived as significantly less waamthe leaders in
the unknown condition (p = .022). The interaction was not significaf&, F64) =
0.61, p = .547.

Competence A similar pattern was found for competence, supporting H1c.
Ethical leaders were considered more competent (M = 5.84, SD = 1.18) thanalnethic
leaders (M =2.73, SD = 1.30 (1, 164) = 315.72p < .001, np? = .658. The Outcome

also significantly affected perceptions of competend@, B64) = 18.30p < 001, np?
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=.182. Leaders whose behavior resulted in a positive outcome were considered more
competen{M = 4.81, SD = 1.70) than the leaders in the unknfWer 4.12, SD = 2.15,
p = .003)and negative outcome conditiofdd = 3.34, SD = 1.85, p <.001), also
supporting H2a.The difference between the negative outcome and unknown conditions
was also significant (p < .001).

More interestingly, the Behavior x Outcome interaction was also signifi€&
(2, 164) = 4.28p = .015, np? = .05Q showing that ethical leaders whose behavior was
positive to the group were considered more competent (M = 6.23, SD = 0.85) than
ethical leaders in the negative outcome condition (M =5.07, SD = 1.53, p < .001. In
unknown condition (M = 6.04, SD = 0.87), the ethical leader was also considered more
competent when compared to the ethical leader whose actions harmealihe gr
(negative outcome), p = .003. No significant differences were found when comparing
competence of the ethical leader in the positive and unknown and{p = .515).

When the leader behaved unethically, participants perceived higher eoe®et
if the outcome was positive (M = 3.61, SD = 1.25) than when it was ne¢sltive2.25,
SD =1.02, p <.001) or unknown (M = 2.26, SD = 1.12, p <.001), cf. Figure 11. No
significant differences between the latter conditions (p = .957). Thus,rH3 fo

competence was supported.
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Figure 11. Behavior x Outcome interaction for Competence.

Emotional-based judgmentsThe main effect of Behavior was significant, F
(1, 164) = 223.21p < .001, np? = .576. Ethical leaders (M = 2.13, SD = 1.46) triggered
less emotional-based judgements than unethical leaders (M = 5.33, SD = 1.42).

The main effect of Outcome was also significant, F (2, 164) = 8.22, p < .001,
np? = .091. Leaders whose behavior resulted in a negative outcome to the group
triggered as much emotional-based judgements (M = 4.30, SD = 2.06) than ileaders
the unknown condition (M = 4.17, SD = 2,2b= .887), and more than leaders in the
positive outcome condition (M = 3.30, SD = 2.3 .001), supporting H2b. The
difference between the positive and unknown conditions was also sigh{fica .002).
The Behavior x Outcome interaction was not significar(®,A64) = 0.73p = .484.
Thus, H3 was not supported for emotional-based judgements.

Reason-based judgement3.he main effects of Behavior and Outcome were
significant, F(1, 164) = 89.74p < .001, np? = .354, K2, 164) = 9.38p < .001, np? =
.103, respectively. Ethical leaders’ behavior was more rationally justified (M = 4.55, SD

= 1.44)than unethical leaders’ (M = 2.54, SD = 1.45), supporting H1d. Stronger reason-
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based judgments were triggered for the positive outcome condition (M = D.65, S
1.70 when compared to the unknown (M = 3.42, SD = 1p7/5 .036) and the negative
conditions (M = 2.76, SD = 1.60, p < .001), supporting H2c. The difference between the
latter conditions was also significant (p = .031).

The Behavior x Outcome interaction was margindR,FL64) = 2.88p = .059,
np? = .034. When the leader behaved unethical, stronger reason-based judgements were
triggered when the behavior benefited the group (M = 3.45, SD = 1.69), when compared
to the negative outcome (M = 1.89, SD = 0495 .001) or to the unknown condition
(M=2.23, SD =1.09, p <.001), supporting H3 for this variable. There were no
differences between the latter conditions (p = .313). There were also no diffesances
reason-based judgments among the different outcomes when the |dadedbe
ethically.

Causal attributions. No main effects or interactions were found significant for
locus of causality (all Fs < 0.63, p > .535), nor personal control (all Fs < 0.57, p > .451)
and external control (all Fs < 2.60, p >.109). Means and Standard deviations can be

found in Table 8.

Table 8.

Means (Standard Deviations) for Causal Attributions, Study 7.

Behavior Outcome Locus .Of Personal External Stability
causality control control
Positive 2.95(1.72) 2.87(1.62) 4.70(1.64) 3.51(1.45)
Ethical Negative 2.30(1.26) 2.70(1.37) 4.56(1.68) 3.56(1.60)
Unknown 2.68(1.48) 3.02(1.50) 4.58(1.13) 3.16(1.32)
Positive 2.60(1.40) 2.82(1.55) 4.90(1.32) 4.27(1.19)
Unethical  Negative 2.66(1.11) 2.68(1.29) 4.81(1.19) 4.34(1.03)
Unknown 2.68(1.39) 2.58(1.39) 5.15(1.33) 4.19(1.22)




Stability. The results revealed a significant main effect of Benaki(1, 164) =
18.52, p<.001, np? = .101. Participants considered the ethical behavior more stable (M
= 3.40, SD = 1.44phan the unethical (M = 4.27, SD = 1.32). No other main effects or
interactions were found, all Fs < 0.69, p > .506. Therefore, H4 and H5 were not
supported.

Leader endorsementTo test the idea that competence and reason-based
judgements would mediate the effect of the experimental condititeader
endorsement, we conducted a mediation analysis using Hayes (2013) PROCESS mac
(model 7 5000 bootstraps, n = 11%. The same procedure as for the previous study
was conducted: Outcome was included as the independent variable (Oivendgat
positive), Behavior as moderator (O = unethical, 1 = ethical), competence and reason-
based judgments as mediators, and leader endorsement as outcome.

The effect of the interaction between Behavior x Outcome on leader
endorsement was not significant for neither competenee 383, SE= 7.89, 95% CI
[-18.60, 12.60]) nor reason-based judgements{h40, SE=2.17, 95% CI [-8.57,

0.43]). Means and Standard deviations can be consulted in Table 9.

Table 9.

Means (Standard Deviations) for Leader endorsement, Study 7.

Behavior Outcome Mean Standard Deviation
Negative 13.45 19.32
Unethical Unknown 9.29 14.34
Positive 22.85 24.31
Negative 70.76 29.57
Ethical Unknown 77.00 22.22
Positive 84.71 18.59
Total Negative 35.74 36.75
Unknown 42.52 38.83

14 The “unknown outcomé condition was removed for this analysis.
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Positive

51.25

37.91

However, the results showed a significant indirect effect of Outcomteader

endorsement via competence, both when leader was ethical and air(&thigica=

23.13, SE= 5.24, 95% C[13.22, 33.57] bethicai= 19.80, SE= 6.62, 95% C[7.92,

34.23]) suggesting that when the leader’s behavior brought a positive outcome to the

group, the leader was perceived as more competent and, therefore, more endorsed,

regardless of their ethicality, partially supporting H6 (cf. Figure TRe indirect effect

of Outcome on Leader endorsement via reason-based judgements was ficasigni

regardless of leader’s ethicality (kinethica= 4.04,SE=2.74, 95% CI [-0.76, 10.11]

bethical= 1.64, SE= 1.83, 95% CI [-0.36, 7.4%]

7.04%%*

Reason-based
judgements

Behavior _ 2.8 %% Competence
+ N -0.20
-0.93 A
1.363X*
Outcome -12.80%*%* >

Leader endorsement

Figure 12. Medisd-moderated analysis of the effect of the Outcome (IV) on leader

endorsement (DV), moderated by Behavior, and mediated by Competenceasnd-Re

based judgements (Study 7).

*p < .05, ** p <.01, **p<.001,"p<.10
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5.3.3 Discussion

Consistent with the previous study, ethical leaders were perceived as more
prototypical, warmer, and more competent than unethical leadexis.bEhavior was
also seen as more stable (permanent), more rationally justified aretdédggss
negative emotions than unethical behavior. The comparison based oncia®
followed a similar pattern: consistent with Study 6, leaders who bedéefie group
(positive outcome) had their behavior more justified and were considered mo
competent than leaders whose behavior harmed the group (negative outcome). The
were also perceived as more prototypical, more warmth (opposing to theugrevi
study), and triggered less negative emotions when compared to |gethersegative
outcome condition.

Interestingly, leaders who benefited the group were considered less non-
prototypical and more competent than those who harmed the group evetheine
behavior was unethical. The unethical behavior that resulted in a p@gito@ne was
also more justifiable. No differences based on the outcome werd ¥auen the
behavior was ethical. Leaders whose behavior resulted in a positive eutztime
group were more endorsed, even if they behaved unethically. The results expand
Morton and colleagues (2007) research by showing this effect is mediated by
competence that is, when the outcome of leaders’ behavior is beneficial to the group,
the leader is perceived as more competent and, therefore, more endoesellbse@f

leader’s ethicality.

5.4 General Discussion
Contradicting evidence from Study 5 (Chapter 1V), Study 6 supgorir

predictions, showing thataders’ unethical behavior was perceived as being more



external and changeable over time when compared to ethical behavsoredtrt is
consistent with the idea that because individuals feel #medtby deviant behavior
from leaders and, simultaneously, strive to protect their saaatity (Abrams et al.,
2005; Marques, Abrams, & Serbdio, 200dttributing leaders’ unethical behavior to the
situation instead of internal dispositions, may be a protectiggegy. Congruently with
this hypothesis, leaders who harmed the group also had their behaviatimbuged to
situational factors (under less personal control), showing that the imihet behavior
outcome to the group also affected ingroup members’ attributions. However, these
effects were not replicated on Study 7.

Taken together, Stigs 6 and 7 support the assumption that the outcome of
behavior affects how group members perceive and justify the leaders’ behavior,
regardless of the behavior’s ethicality: across both studies, leaders whose behavior
benefited the group were perceived as more competent, more prototyggaldd less
negative emotions and their behavior was more rationally justified thaawhuasse
behavior harmed the group.

More interestingly, Study 7 extended the results by showing that grouperem
did not give different evaluations based on the contribution when the leade@thical,
but they did differentiate such evaluations for unethical leaders based aricbme.
The upgrade in terms of evaluation of members who behave unethically foristrateg
reasons is consistent with previous findings conducted with devianbensife.g.
Leite, 2013 Leite et al., in prep). Our studies demonstrate that a similar pattern also
happens with unethical leaders.

Morton and colleagues’ (2007) research showed that individuals might prefer to
support left norms aside as a strategy to benefit the group. Our researds éxése

findings beyond a political context and by showing that the process of legders

13¢



endorsement is partly explained by perceptions of competence (study Btefbetype
Content Model (Fiske et al., 2002) argued that attributions to groups and members are
based on two dimensions: warmth, more related with morality (cf. | &lelmers, &
Barreto, 2007; Kervyn et al., 2015), whilst competence is associated with skills.
Therefore, it makes sense that outcome to the group shapes peragiptampetence,

but has less impact on perceptions of warmth. One can argue that group members
endorse even unethical behavior if that benefits the group because they pgeeteive
member to be more competent (study 7) and also because the behavior thist thenefi
group might be more easily justifiable (study 6).

In conclusiongroup members’ perceptions of leadership ethicality fluctuate
considerirg the impact of leaders’ behavior to the group, as they “rationally” justify the
behavior of an unethical leader, and are more willing to endorse hirifiier outcome
benefits the group. Thus, the present research shows that ingroup membéetzemig
willing to sacrifice ethicality for ingroup profit. It extends on previous findings b
showing that this process is mediated by competence: unethical ledmbses behavior
benefits the group are perceived as having more competence and, therefore, are

endorsed.

5.4.1 Limitations and Future Research

In order to exert more control over the circumstances under which partscipan
take the study, Study 6 was conducted in a laboratory setting, whicmedst that an
university sample had to be selected. To ensure a meaningful contesde tiagio
described a competition which, although focused on the ingroup leadet,haigh
made the outcome too salient. Therefore, in Study 7 a similar scentreddoe

described in the previous chapter was used, focusing on an intragroup corgext. Th
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results were somewhat different and some interactions become signifiedigni with
our predictions. Further research needs to be conducted in order to estabtisér wie
differences were generated by the context in which the ethical andoahéikhavior
was described.

In the questionnaires, participants were only asked about their willingness t
endorse the leader which we know, by previous research, that intenbehawe does
not necessarily leads to an according act (cf. Akdfishbein, 1980). Therefore, it
would be interesting to add a behavioral component to measure if thigigmass to
endorse does translate in an objective support.

In conclusion, previous literature (cf. Morton et al., 2007) suggested that group
members make strategic decisions by endorsing deviant leaders pticeywe that
would bring a positive outcome to the ingroup. The present chaptedsxtese
findings beyond a political context and, more importantly, by showing tlsaptbcess
Is mediated by competence. That is, to endorse unethical leadgesid members need
not only to perceive that it will bring a positive outcome to the group,lbotlaat the
leader has the skills needed to achieve the group goal.

Although very important, these comparisons between ethical atiticaie
leaders do not provide a full understanding of the attributional praceissf leadership
endorsement, as, often, individuals face a situation in which theatltes to an
unethical leader is another unethical leader. In a political coriitexdxample, citizens
are often “forced” to elect one of a range of unethical leaders. Thus, it would be
interesting to explore how they deal with those choices and if leaderslapsement is

affected by attributions under these circumstances.
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Chapter VI Unethical leadership, attributions, and success

Summary

Focusing on the 2016 US Presidential Electiois, bsearch examined group
members attributions about behavior of ingroup and outgroup leaders whosaligghic
has been publicly questioned. American voters (N = 268) evaluated Donald Trump and
Hillary Clinton before and after the election. Participants ateithdispositional factors
significantly more to the outgroup unethical leader than to the ingnoeghiaal leader.
Moreover, the election outcome affected the acceptability of unetbazdrship and
participants’ support for tightening electoral procedures. When the ingroup candidate
won the election (i.e. for Trump voters), unethical leadership in general bevara
acceptable and there was less desire to tighten the eleamespwhen dealing with
unethical candidates. The opposite pattern was found among vbiess wgroup

candidate lost the election (i.e. Clinton voters).

6.1 Theoretical Background
Individuals have a basic netmlunderstand others to ensure efficient social
interaction and exchange. This social understanding is achieved bingneiwy people
do what they do: causal knowledge. When searching for causes, peoplelyessosl
to processes that require the least cognitive effort, such asaelon heuristics and
stereotypes, to judge and categorize others’ behaviors (Kahneman, 2003). As such,
individuals spontaneously infer the causal locus of individuals’ behaviors based on

categorization, stereotypes and automatic processing, with canssesresequences of

15 This chapter is part of a manuscript currently under review: Morais, C., AbEun& Randsley de
Moura, G. (under review)“Exchanging Ethics for Success”: Why Electors Accept or Reject Unethical
Leadership”.
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behavior grounded on quickly accessible schemas. A primary questiontiewhe
someone’s behavior is the result of tmedisposition to behave in that particular wayaor
response to situational constraints (e.g. Kelley & Michela, 1980). It is kn@tn th
distinctive and consistent behaviors are likely to be attributed positons more than
to situations.

Relevant for political campaigns atite present research is the fact that
individuals are particularly sensitive to group leaders’ behavior because leaders are
distinctive but also central representatives of the group (e.g. Abrams, Randsley de
Moura, Marques, & Hutchison, 2008; Haslam et al., 2001; Hogg, 2001; van
Knippenberg & van Knippenberg, 2005). Furthermore, during political campaigns
group identity and leadership are generally watient, and candidates’ behaviors are
sautinized closely. The 2016 US Presidential Election was no exception. dihe m
candidates, Donald Trump and Hillary Clinton, were both systematicaligmied in
the media as unethical leaders (e.g. The New York Times, 2015, 2016a, 2016b; The
Telegraph, 2017). The present research exawiters attributions for leadership
candidates’ behavior when both ingroup and outgroup leaders have been portrayed and
described as unethical, and how perceptions of the leaders may depend on perceivers’

group affiliation/ membership (Democrat, Republican).

6.1.1 Unethical leadership

As mentioned previously and discussed in Chapter I, the definition of ethical
leadership encompasses different and important features of é¢aidatship, including
being a credible role model and taking ethical issues into coas@®ewhen making a
decision (Neves & Story, 2015). The ethical leadership framework holde#adats are

frequently perceived as legitimate role models for normative behaviaubeof their



position within an organization or group (e.g. Mayer et al., 2012). Perceivathbagyjt
likely enablesethical leaders to influence followers’ ethical conduct. Such legitimacy is
achieved as a consequence of followers’ perceptions that the leader behaves in a
normatively appropriate manner, is honest, and has altruistic rathesetfiah

motivation (cf. Brown et al., 2005; Brown & Treviiio, 2006; De Hoogh & Den Hartog,
2008).

The ethical leadership framework is consistent with the smigatity theory of
leadership (Hogg, 2001), which argues that the fundamental mechanism of leatership
the leader’s ability to embody the normative prototype. That is, the cognitive
representation of the characteristics of the group, becoming the bestaxehtpat
specific group (e.g. Abrams et al., 2008; Hogg, 2001; Rast, 2015). Therefore, the more
prototypical an individual group member is, the more likely they wilkre as the
group leader because they are viewed by members as best representing theidentit
the group (Hogg, 2001; Hogg et al., 2012). One reason why ingroup and outgroup
unethical leaders receive different reactions to their behaviors is bemalsating the
leader (central member) of one’s own group negatively conflicts with the need to
maintain a positive social identity (Abrams et al., 2013; Marques,mdr& Serddio,
2001; Pinto et al., 2010; Randsley de Moura et al., 2011).

Moreover, previous research also showed that the outcome of tivcahact
may impact group members’ willingness to exert social control and even accept the
leaders’ transgression. Morton and colleagues (2007) showed that ingroup success may
be also a boundary condition for deviance acceptance from group membacs, &md
using a political context, ingroup members supported a deviant candidatehelpe
perceived that public opinion was against the gretiperefore, deviance acceptance

was used as a strategy to achieve group success because group members perceived t
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deviant candidate as having a better chance of being elected arstjuznity, the
ingroup would benefit.

Although any form of showing disapproval to an unethical leader would be an
attempt to exert social control over that deviant (cf. Brauer & Chekroun, 2005;
Chekroun, 2008), previous research found that ingroup leaders who commitainethic
actions can be less immediately and less severely punishedutgaoup leaders who
commit the same transgressive actiangroup leaders benefit from ‘transgression
credit’ (Abrams et al., 2013; Randsley de Moura & Abrams, 2013). One explanation for
this phenomenon is that derogating the leader can also be perceivegciisraagainst
the group. Goup members’ motivation to preserve the value of the leader and show
respect and loyalty for the group therefore inhibits their critical ressptmtheir
leader’s transgressions (Abrams et al., 2013; see also Zdaniuk & Levine, 2001). It is
also important to note that transgression credit is only granted wrtiEnaconditions,
particularly when the transgression is perceived to be for the bendfé gfdup and

not for leaders’ personal interest (Abrams et al., 2013, 2014).

6.1.2 Group membership and causal attributions of behavior

Attribution theoriesmphasize people’s tendency to identify dispositional and
situational causes for others’ behavior (Gilbert & Malone, 1995)affecting one’s
perception of the amount of control that a certain individual has witkpreaific
situation. The attribution of behavior to dispositional factors resfldee attribution b
personal control (rather than external control) to the actor of the spssiiavior (cf.
Gilbert & Malone, 1995; Nisbett, 1973).

Perceptions of causality in social situations are strongly reliapeareptual

salience, which leads to different biases (Taylor & Fiske, 1975). Onesioést@blished



biases in attribution is the tendency to ignore or underestimateléhef situational
factors relative to dispositional factors in controlling behaviors T 1known as the
fundamental attribution error (Heider, 1958), and it is a tendency to migkences
regarding somse’s unique and enduring dispositions based on behaviors that can be
fully explained by the context or situation in which they occur (Gilbekiaone,
1995).

This is mirrored at the group level with the ultimate attiduerror— the
tendency to attribute ingroup success and outgroup failure to intkspasitions
(internal characteristics of the group or their members), and ingroupefarhalr
outgroup success to external factors (characteristics of the @ituRgttigrew, 1979).
Allison and Messick (1985) found that people also tend to assumegiap’s
decision-making is influenced by the attitudes of group members, whilerigribe
impact of decision-making rules and group norms. This effect was particutariger
for outgroups and, more specifically, for negative behaviors (Allison & MesE85).
In sum, these findings suggest that dispositional attributions are relyefor

outgroup members’ negative behavior.

6.2 Chapter Overview and Hypotheses
In the present research, we test how group membership affects evaluadions an
causal attributions when members face the situation of choosing betmeeeportedly
unethical leaders. The US Presidential Election of 2016 provided anwpponoment
to pursue this research question because the two main candidates haerbewsed to
be, and widely reported as, unethical (e.g., The New York Times, 2015, 20164, 2016b

The Telegraph, 2017). The preceding review led us to propose several hygothese
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H1. We expect participants to perceive the ingroup unethical leaday m®re

prototypical andb) to grant more confidence that s/he will be a good president than the
outgroup unethical leader. Moreovér) there would be a transgression credit effect
such that participants will evaluate the ingroup unethical leadez positively and as

less self-promoting than the outgroup unethical leader(drttis effect is likely to be
strengthened post-election

H2. (a) Outgroup unethical leaderanethical behavior will be attributed more to
dispositional and stable factors than will that of ingroup undtlgeders. We also

expect this relationshif®) to be stronger for the candidate that loses the election and
weaker for the candidate that wins the election.

H3. We expect participants to attriby@® higher personal control and lower external
control to the outgroup unethical leader than to the ingroup unethical;|@adthis
relationship would be stronger if the outgroup unethical leader wins tttealeand

weaker if the ingroup leader wins the election, because of the outdfdheeelection to

the group.

H4. (a) We expecunethical leadership to be less acceptable and participants to support
more measures of social control if the ingroup unethical leades the election, and

(b) the opposite pattern if the ingroup unethical leader wins theaect

6.3 Method
Participants and Design
Participants were recruitada Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk). 395

participants completed the survey in Wave 1 (pre-eleé¢fionjave 2 (post-election)

16 770 participants started the survey (Wave 1), but only 549 met the inclusion criterizeagityré,
were eligible and allowed to proceed. Out of the 549, 154 participants were eXokaeise they failed
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was completed by 268 participants (68%), with 8 participants were removed because
they reported that they did not vote. Thus, our final sample constituted 28ppats
who completed both Waves 1 and 2 (pre and post-election).

Before the election, 61% of participants said that they would voteillary4
Clinton and 39% for Donald Trump, but 6% changed their mind between waves.
Specifically, in Wave 2, 56% of our sample reported voting for Hillary Clinten (

146), 39% for Donald Trump (n = 100), and 5% for a different candidate (n = 14).

Participants (122 males, 138 females) were aged between 19 and 75 years old
(M =43.91, SD = 13.46). Participant gender was not significantly related to candidate
voted for {? = 4.66, p = .097), and as such was not considered further as a factor.
Participants all reported being American, and Z¥¢mployed at the time. The
majority of participants indicated they were White (85%), followed\bian (5%),
Hispanic (5%), African American (2%), other race (2%), and Mixed race (1%).

The study employed a 2 (Voters: Donald Trump vs Hillary Clinton) x 2
(Candidate: Donald Trump vs Hillary Clinton) x 2 (Wave: Pre-election gs-€&lection)
mixed design, with Voters as a between-participants factor, and CandidthiVave as
within-participants factors. We will refer to ingroup condition whemt©h Voters
were evaluating Hillary Clinton and Trump Voters evaluation Donald Trump, and
outgroup condition when participants responded about the candidate they did not

support (Clinton Voters-Donald Trump; Trump Voters-Hillary Clinton).

attention checks. Participants excluded due to failing the attention divéaks 1) were equally
distributed according to which candidate they suppogfe,) = 2.18, p = .140.
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Procedure

In order to achieve a demographically diverse and geographically dispersed
sample and to collect data in a short period of time (cf. Kees, Berry, Burton,eh&he
2017), and also to avoid an effect of major events in the campaign, pattc\Ee
recruited via Amazon’s MTurk a week either side of the election. One week before the
election (Wave 1, pre-election), participants were asked to completdiaa study on
Qualtrics about their perceptions regarding the 2016 USA Presidentiabkldxfore
starting the questionnaire, participants answered four pre-screening questioissbmn
criteria. The survey only continued if participants indicated they wereiglblel
voters, (2) Americans, (3) had an intention to vote in the election (pantisipéno did
not intend to vote or who had voted absentee were excluded), and (4) inteade to
either for Donald Trump or for Hillary Clintonathe two target candidates for this
study.

Using the software TurkPrime, those who participated in W1 (Pre-electerr) w
contacted via email and asked to complete the W2 (Post-election), afteedkea

election.

Measures
Control Measures(cf. Appendix A) We included the following measures t
control for differences betwedhump and Clinton supporters’ preconceptions about
their preferred candidates’ ethicality, national identification, and interest in the election.
Perceived ethicality. To adjust for general preconceptions about the two
candidates we adapted the Ethical Leadership Scale (Brown et al., 2085jrxy
participants to imaige their preferred candidate as President of the United States and to

rate their agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) with tenesttstem
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concerning the imagined conduct of that candidate in the WhiteéHwith other
employees (e.g.: “Sets an example of how to do things the right way in terms of

ethics”). This scale was computed using the man of responses to create agtwbaif
perceived ethicality for pre-election (\ud= .98) and post-election (W2, o = .99).

National identification. Participants rated their agreement withtaterments
(e.g.: “I am proud to be an American”; 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree
adapted from Duriez, Reijerse, Luyckx, Vanbeselaere, and Meeus (2013). A national
identification score was computed for both waves (o = .96, o = .95, respectively) based
on the mean of responses.

Electoral interest. At Wave 1, participants were asked nine questions rggardin
their level of interest in the election (e.g. “How interested are you in the Presidential
Election”; 1 = not at all, 7 = very interestgdnd their voting habits (e.g. “Do you
usually vote on Presidentiaketions?”’; 1 = never, 7 = always), adapted from Bglstad,
Dinas, and Rierg2013).A single score of was computed by using the mean of
participants’ responses (o = .88).

Dependent variablesAs in previous stui@s (cf. Chapters IV and V; Appendix
A), the fllowing measures were used: Prototypicality (W1, o =.97; W2, o = .98),
Evaluation W1, a =.98; W2, a =.99)!7, Locus of causalityW1, a = .85; W2, a = .85),
Personal controlW1, o = .84; W2, a = .88), External controlW¥1, o =.79; W2, o=
.83), Stability W1, a=.59; W2, a =.69). The following measures were added:

Confidence in the candidate. At Wavearticipants were asked “How
confident are you that Donald Trump [Hillary Clinton] will be a good President?” (O-

100).

17 To the previous measure of Stereotypes, several traits of theabsgale were added (cf. Cuddy et al.,
2004; Fiske et al., 2002). A principal component analysis with Promax rotation rewaaléactor
(explaining 82% of variance; cf. Appendix A7)
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Self-promoting motivation. Participants classified to what exteyt bielieved
Donald Trump [Hillary Clinton] ran for Presidency thinking about “the best interests of
Americans as a whole” and “his [her] own best interests” (0-100). A Motivation Score
was created by subtracting item 1 to item 2, so positive scores refeufpggrving
motivation, and negative scores to self-serving motivation.

Acceptability of unethical leadershiparticipants rated on a 7-point scale (1 =
not at all, 7 = extreme)yhow “acceptable”, “good”, “adequate”, “justifiable” and
“tolerable” it is to elect an unethical leader [in general, not specificein dandidate].

A principal component analysis with Promax rotation revealed oner fgotplaining
83% of variance). A single mean score of acceptability of unetlei@dérship was
computed (W1, a=.95; W2, a =.97)

Election process adjustment (EPA). Participants rated their agreement (1 =
strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) with seven statements regarding hgpbthet
group actions to exert more social control. A principal component analysi®mmax
rotation revealed two factors: (1) Stricter proaess “The election process should
make it more difficult for someone to become a presidential candidate”; W1, a=.77;

W2, o= .85, explaining 35% of variance); and (2) Tolerance of criminé&igy “The
election process should allow people with criminal record tandidates”; W1, r =

.50, p<.001; W2, r =.57, p<.001, explaining 18% of variance).

6.4 Results

Means and standard deviations within conditions and across the design ar

shown in Table 10.
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Table 10.

Means and Standard Deviations for all measures.

_ Candidate: Donald Trump Candidate: Hillary Clinton Total
Variable Voters
W1, M (SD) W2, M (SD) Total, M(SD) W1, M (SD) W2, M(SD) Total, M(SD) W1, M (SD) W2, M (SD)
5 ved Trump 4.90(1.45) 5.22(1.28) 5.06(1.32) 1.78(0.92) 1.98(1.07) 1.87(0.91) 3.34 (0.73) 3.60 (0.74)
erceive
thicalit Clinton 1.66(0.91) 1.77(1.02) 1.71(1.00 5.08(1.33) 5.21(1.36) 5.11(1.29) 3.37 (0.74) 3.49 (0.75)
ethicali
Y Total 3.03(1.99) 3.23(2.05) 3.39(1.12) 3.68(2.01) 3.85(2.03) 3.51(1.17) 3.55 (0.75) 3.35(0.77)
. Trump 5.95(1.26) 6.13(1.04)
National _
) o Clinton 5.16(1.25) 4.66(1.47)
identification
Total 5.49(1.31) 5.28(1.49)
_ - Trump 72.02(25.31) 10.52(14.74)
Confidence in
. Clinton 7.30(13.78) 77.88 (21.44)
the candidate
Total 32.90(37.04) 49.84(37.52)
N Trump  4.83(1.56) 5.12(1.43) 4.97 (1.17) 1.65 (1.02) 1.77 (0.99) 1.71 (1.20) 3.24(0.81)  3.45(0.88)
rototypica-
it P Clinton 1.69 (0.88) 1.93 (1.25) 1.81(1.17) 4.78 (1.41) 4.77 (1.55) 4.78 (1.19) 3.23 (0.81) 3.35(0.88)
i
Y Total 3.01 (1.97) 3.28 (2.06) 3.39 (1.19) 3.46 (2.00) 3.51 (2.00) 3.24 (1.22) 3.24 (0.82) 3.40 (0.89)
Trump 4.90 (1.45) 5.22 (1.28) 5.06 (1.11) 1.78 (0.92) 1.98 (1.07) 1.88 (1.15) 3.34 (0.74) 3.60 (0.75)
Evaluation  Clinton  1.66 (0.91) 1.77 (1.02) 1.71 (1.11) 5.08 (1.33) 5.21 (1.36) 5.14 (1.15) 3.37(0.74)  3.49(0.75)
Total 3.03 (1.99) 3.23 (2.05) 3.39 (1.12) 3.68 (2.01) 3.85(2.03) 3.51(1.17) 3.35(0.74) 3.55 (0.75)
Motivati Trump  25.63 (48.66) 41.41 (44.69) 33.52(38.12) -73.65(34.56) -71.98 (33.39) -72.82 (40.03) -24.01 (28.89) -15.29 (25.97)
otivation
Clinton -75.08(36.65) -73.76 (38.76) -74.42 (38.12) 24.91 (49.90) 27.06 (46.83) 25.99 (40.03) -25.08 (28.89) -23.35 (25.97)




Total -32.59 (65.21) -25.16 (70.37) -20.45 (38.64) -16.68 (65.69) -14.73 (64.29) -23.42 (40.49) -24.55 (29.25) -19.32 (26.33)
Trump 3.21 (1.96) 2.98 (1.85) 3.10 (1.34) 2.22 (1.56) 2.51 (2.00) 2.36 (1.47) 2.71 (1.34) 2.75 (1.35)
IC_ZS::”T; Clinton 2.08 (1.48) 1.91(1.42) 1.99 (1.77) 3.35(1.78) 3.02 (1.59) 3.18 (1.92) 2.72 (1.33) 2.46 (1.35)
Total 2.56 (1.78) 2.36 (1.70) 2.55(1.35) 2.87 (1.78) 2.80 (1.79) 2.77 (1.49) 2.71 (1.35) 2.60 (1.37)
Trump 2.78 (1.48) 2.56 (1.61) 2.67 (1.97) 3.39 (2.34) 3.18 (2.34) 3.29 (1.66) 3.08 (1.54) 2.87 (1.67)
::r:frc::al Clinton  4.03 (2.61) 3.65 (2.66) 3.84 (1.98) 2.97 (1.75) 2.69 (1.53) 2.83 (1.66) 3.50 (1.53) 3.17 (1.67)
Total 3.50 (2.28) 3.19 (2.34) 3.26 (2.00) 3.14 (2.03) 2.90 (1.93) 3.06 (1.68) 3.29 (1.55) 3.02 (1.69)
Extornal Trump 6.37 (1.91) 6.80 (1.89) 6.59 (1.58) 6.56 (2.35) 6.10 (2.52) 6.33 (1.79) 6.89 (1.25) 7.12(1.27)
control Clinton 7.41 (1.89) 7.44 (1.95) 7.42 (1.58) 6.16 (1.89) 6.25 (1.97) 6.20 (1.79) 6.36 (1.62) 6.18 (1.71)
Total 6.97 (1.96) 7.17 (1.95) 7.01 (1.60) 6.32 (2.10) 6.19 (2.21) 6.27 (1.82) 6.62 (1.59) 6.65 (1.54)
Trump 4.50 (1.87) 4.30(1.91) 4.40 (1.69) 3.37 (1.67) 3.89 (2.03) 3.63 (1.55) 3.94 (1.48) 4.10 (1.53)
Stability Clinton  3.66 (1.97) 4.19 (2.26 3.93 (1.70) 4.20 (1.86) 3.97 (1.80) 4.09 (1.55) 3.93 (1.47) 4.08 (1.53)
Total 4.01 (1.97) 4.24 (2.12) 4.16 (1.71) 3.85(1.83) 3.94 (1.89) 3.86(1.57) 3.93 (1.49) 4.09 (1.55)
Acceptability Trump 2.04 (1.41) 2.63 (1.67)
of unethical  Clinton 1.77 (1.11) 1.47 (0.92)
leadership Total 1.88 (1.25) 1.97 (1.41)
EPA: Stricter Trump 4.75 (1.43) 4.13 (1.57)
Clinton 455 (1.27)  5.11 (1.24)
PrOCEss Total 4.62 (1.34) 4.70 (1.47)
Trump 2.08 (1.51) 2.29 (1.60)
Clinton 2.96 (1.63) 2.64 (1.59)
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EPA: Total 2.58 (1.64) 2.49 (1.60)
Tolerance of

criminality




Control Measures

Perceived ethicality.A Voters x Candidate x Wave mixed ANOVA revealed
non- significant main effects of Voters(E, 235) = 0.20p = .655, and Candidate,(E,
235) = 1.09, p = .298. Both candidates were perceived as unethical (Donald Tragmp, M
3.13, SD = 1.99; Hillary Clinton, M = 3.77, SD = 1.89A significant main effect of
Wave showed that candidates were considered to be less unethicdieaéiection
than before, K1, 235) = 34.12p < .001, np? = .127. A significant Voters x Candidate
interaction, (1, 235) = 805.47 < .001, np? = .774, showed that Trump voters
evaluated him as more ethical than Hillary Clinto(®9) = 18.42, p <.001, g = 2.80,
Cl[2.41, 3.19]) whereas Clinton voters evaluated her as more ethical than Donald
Trump,t (145) = 21.93, p <.001,9-2.87, CI [-3.21, -2.53]. No other interactions were
significant (all ks <1.07, p>.302).

National identification. A Voters x Wave mixed ANOVA revealed significant
main effects of Voters, F, 233) = 52.13p <.001, np? = .183, and Wave, &, 233) =
6.28, p=.013, np? = .026. Trump voters reported higher identification with being an
American (M = 6.04, SD = 1.18) than Clinton voters (M = 4.91, SD = 1.23); and,
overall, participants were more identified with their country betloeeclection (M=
5.49, SD = 1.31) than after (M = 5.28, SD = 1.4%ere was a significant Voters x
Wave interaction, 1, 233) = 27.39% < .001, np? = .105. Simple effects tests showed
that Trump Votersidentification increased from pre-election (M = 5.95, SD = 1.26) to
post-election (M = 6.13, SD = 1.04)99) = 2.02, p = .047,g-0.16, CI [-0.43, 0.12];
and the opposite pattern was revealed for Clinton Voters §M6, SD = 1.25; M

4.66, SD = 1.47, respectively)134) = 5.53, p < .001, g = 0.37, CI [0.13, 0.60].

18 perceived ethicality of both candidates was tested against the scale migp@un@ld Trump was
perceived as unethical: t(259) = 12.87, p < .001, CI [-1.00, -0.74], whilst this different warangipal
significant for Hillary Clinton: t(259) = 1.86, p = .064, CI [-0.47, 0.01]
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Electoral interest. No factors significantly affected electoral interest. A one-
sample t-test comparing with the scale midpoint revealed tleaalbparticipants were
interested in the election (M = 5.69, SD = 1.09) regardless of whom they voted for,

(244) = -1.27, p = .204.

Dependent variables

A Voters x Candidate x Wave mixed ANCOVA was conducted for the
dependent variables, with Voters as the between-participants faatatidate and
Wave as within-participants, and perceived ethicality (for each candiddteave) and

national identification as covates®.

Evaluations: H1 (a) Participants will perceive the ingroup unethical leader
as prototypical and (b) grant him/her more confidence. They will also (c) evaluate
the ingroup unethical leader more positively and as less self-promotingah the
outgroup unethical leader, and (d) especially post-election.

Regarding prototypicality, a significant Voters x Candidate interacti¢h, F
225) = 7.15, p = .0Q8)p? = .031, revealed that prototypicality was perceived to be
higher for the candidate that participants supported. Therefore, the ingretipcal
leader was perceived as more group prototypical than the outgroup uHetdes,
supporting Hla. No other main effects or interactions were significafis(alB.27, p

> .072).

19 Previous research has shown that participants’ identification is an important factor when evaluating

group members (e.g. Hutchison & Abrams, 2003). Therefore, participants’ identification with the country
was included as a cariate. Moreover, we also wanted to ensure that any differences on candidates’
perceived ethicality were not driving the effects. Thus, candidates’ ethicality was controlled for and

included as a co-variate. Electoral interest was not included as tev@@use the analysis did not yield
any significant differences.
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The results for confidence in the candidate followed a similar pattern. The
Voters x Candidate interaction was significant, F (1, 266) = 118448)(d, np? =
.817, showing that participants believed that the ingroup leader woaldhétter
president than the outgroup leader. That is, Trump Voters were more coirfitieit
candidate (ingroup condition) than in Hillary Clinton (outgroup coodjtiand the
same happened for Clinton Voters, who were more confident in Hilary Climgroup
condition) than in Donald Trump (outgroup condition), supporting H1b. The main
effects were not significant (alsK 3.23, p>.073).

Regarding evaluation, a significant main effect of Candidate shdwédverall
Donald Trump was evaluated more negatively (M = 3.42, SD = 0.51) than Hillary
Clinton (M = 4.15, SD = 0.55), |, 25) = 3.61, p = .05%p? = .016. There was also a
significant Voters x Candidate interaction(F 225) = 23.84, p<.001, np? = .096.
Participants evaluated the ingroup leader more positively baaoutgroup leader,
supporting H1c.

The Voters x Wave interaction was also significanf] F25) = 5.83, p = .017,
np? = .025, revealing that Trump voters gave less negative evaluations irsthe po
election than in the pre-election (M = 3.60, SD.75 M = 3.34, SD= 0.74,
respectivelyt (99) = 3.92, p <.001, g-0.29, CI [-0.57, -0.01]), regardless of the
candidate being evaluated. The pre-post difference was not significarintonC
Voters,t (145) = 1.316, p = .137. No other main effects or interactions were significant

(all Fs <2.03, p>.156) regarding the evaluation of the candid&tes

20 The Principal Component Analysis on the Evaluation scale revealedmmliactor (cf. Measures
section). However, the original scale comprises two dimensionsniWand Competence (cf. Cuddy et
al., 2004; Fiske et al., 2002). A Voters x Candidate x Wave mixed ANCOVA on these dimengtaths re
a different pattern.

Warmth: Only a Voters x Candidate effect was found, F (1, 229) = 956202, np2 = .040. Both

Trump,t (97) = 19.74, p < .001, and Clinton Voter$145) = -21.76, p < .001, considered the ingroup
leader as possessing more warmth=(01, SD = 1.32M = 4.89, SD = 1.38) than the outgroup leader
(M=1.75, SD = 0.79M = 1.67, SD = 0.92). No other main effects or interactions were significants(all F
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The same pattern arose on the measure of self-promoting motivat®n. T
significant Voters x Candidate interaction(I225) = 8.16, p=.005, np? = .035,
indicated that participants perceived the outgroup unethicardéatie more self-
serving than the ingroup unethical leader (cf. Table 8, p. T#@refore, H1lc was fully
supported.

No other main effects or interactions were significant (@K B.35, p>.068).

No 3-way interaction was found. Therefore, H1d was not supported.

Attributions: H2 (a) Behavior of outgroup unethical leaders will be
attributed more to dispositional and stable factors than that of ingroup unethical
leaders; (b) this relationship will be stronger for the candidate that loses ¢h
election and weaker for the candidate that wins the election.

Locus of causalityA significant Voters x Candidate interaction(F; 225 =
7.61, p = .006np? = .033, showed participants perceived the behavior of the outgroup
unethical leader as more dispositional than the behavior of thrmumgnethical leader.
Therefore, H2a was supported for locus of causality. No other main edfects
interactions were found for this variable (adl €2.01, p>.158), thus, H2b was not

supported.

<2.65, p>.105). Competence: The significant main effect of Voters, F (1, 229) = 434038, np2 =

.019, showed that Clinton Voters attributed more competence4 M9, SD = 0.98) than Trump Voters

(M =4.12, SD = 1.10). The significant main effect of Candidate, F (1, 229) = 6=34,1p, np2 = .027,
showed that participants perceived Hillary Clinton to be more competen?(K6, SD = 0.67) than

Donald Trump (M= 3.85, SD = 0.53). There was a significant Voters x Candidate interaction, F )1, 229
=17.25, p<.001, np2 = .070. Trump supporters regarded Trump to be more competent than Clinton,

(Trump M=5.85, SD =1.02, Clinton M 2.97, SD = 1.30)},(97) = 16.62, p < .001. Clinton Voters
considered Clinton to be more competent than Trump (Clinter6M 1, SD = 0.85, Trump M 2.45, SD
=1.29),t (145) = -25.14, p < .001. A significant Voters x Wave interaction, F (1, 229) = 5.02, p = .026,
np2 = .021, showed a larger increase in perceived competence amongst Trump supporters (PostM= 4.56,

SD = 0.91 preM=4.27, SD = 0.83),(97) = -4.01, p < .001, than amongst Clinton Voters, (pest85,

SD =0.73, preM: 4.20, SD = 0.69);, (145) = -2.67, p = .009. No other main effects or interactions were
significant (all k < 1.21, p>.273).
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Stability. H2a and H2b were not supported for stability, because no nedtsef

nor interactions were significant (al§ E 2.02, p>.156).

Perceived control: H3 We expedd participants to attribute (a) higher
personal control and lower external control to the outgroup unethical leadehan
to the ingroup unethical leader; (b) and this relationship will be strongeif the
outgroup unethical leader wins the election, and weaker if the ingup leader wins
the election.

Personal controlA significant main effect of Wavé- (1, 225 =5.41, p =.021,
np? = .023, revealed that participants perceive candidates to have mow coeitr
their behaviors after the election (M = 3.04, SD = 1.79) than before (M= 3.34, SD
1.62). However, these perceptions did not differ per Candidate; thus, H3b was not
supported. No other main effects or interactions were found{&lR6, p> .609).
Therefore, H3a was not supported for this variable.

External control. A marginal Voters x Candidate interactio(t,,R225 = 3.85,

p =.051np? =.017, revealed that the ingroup leader was perceived as having more
external control (M = 6.13, SD = 1.63) than the outgroup ledder .37, SD = 1.54).
This pattern was significant for Clinton Voters (ingroup M = 6.20, SD = 1.79;aigr
M= 7.42, SD = 1.5& (145) = 8.34, p < .001, g = 0.78, CI [0.54, 1.02], but not for
Trump Voters (ingroup M 6.59, SD = 1.58; outgroup M= 6.33, SD =1.79), t (97) =
1.09, p = .277. Therefore, H3a was partially supported. No other main effects or

interactions were significant (alkK 2.88, p>.091).

Acceptability of unethical leadership: H4 (a) Unethical leadership to be

more unacceptable and participants to support more measures of social control if
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the ingroup unethical leader loses the election, and (b) the opposite pattefrihe
ingroup unethical leader wins the election.

Regarding acceptability of unethical leadership, a significant main effect
Voters, F(1, 225) = 7.59p = .006np? = .033, indicated Trump voters found unethical
leadership to be less unacceptable (M = 2.34, SD = 1.11) than did Clinton voters (M
1.62, SD = 1.12). The main effect of Wave was not significafit, E25) = 0.06p =
.813.

Consistent with our hypothesis, a significant Voters x Wave intergdi(1,

225) = 8.61, p = .0Q4p? = .037, showed that when the ingroup unethical leader won
the election (Trump voters), unethical leadership became more acceptableeafter t
election (M = 2.63, SD = 1.67) than before (M = 2.04, SD = 1t499) = 3.90, x

.001, g=-0.38, CI [-0.66, -0.10]. The opposite pattern was found amongst the group
that lost the election (Clinton Voters). For them, unethical leageb®ecame even more
unacceptable after the election (M = 1.47, SD = 0.92) than before (M = 1.7%/, SD
1.11),t (134) = 3.62, p < .001, g = 0.29, CI [0.05, 0.53]. Thus, H4a and H4b were

supported for this variable (cf. Figure 13).

o]

(631

N

m Pre-election

Acceptability of unethical
leadership

3 Post-election
2 1
1
Trump Clinton
Voters

Figure 13. Voter x Wave interaction for Acceptability of unethical lestdp.
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The election process adjustment (EPA) measure encompassed two ditsensi
stricter process and tolerance of criminality. Regarding the stpobeess dimension,
the main effects were not significant (afl £1.54, p>.215), but a significant Voters x
Wave interaction was found significant(F, 225) = 10.25p = .002np? = .044. It
showed that Trump voters became less approving of a strict process following the
election (preM = 4.75, SD = 1.43; postM = 4.13, SD = 1.5P9) =4.38, p<.001, g
0.41, CI[0.13, 0.69]. In contrast, Clinton voters believed that the process should be
made stricter even more strict post-election (preM = 4.55, SD = 1.27; pdstM,, SD
= 1.24),t (134) = 5.52, p < .001,g-0.44, Cl [-0.69, -0.20]. Therefore, H4a and H4b

were fully supported (cf. Figure 14

m Pre-election

Stricter Process

N W~ 010 N

Post-election

=

Trump Clinton
Voters

Figure 14. Voters x Wave interaction regarding the stricter process dimehsian

EPA measure.

The main effects of Voters and Wave were not significant on theatate of
criminality dimension (all F<1.16, p>.283), but the Voters x Wave interaction was
significant, F(1, 225) = 4.51p = .03, np? = .020. Clinton voters were more tolerant of

a leader’s criminal past pre-election than post-election (preM = 2.96, SD = 1.63; postM
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=2.64, SD =1.5%(134) = 2.40, p = .018, g = 0.20, CI [-0.04, 0.44]. Trump voters
were more tolerant of leader criminality post-election than befoe = 2.08, SB=

1.51; postM = 2.29, SD = 1.5 (99) = 1.67, p = .098, g -0.13, Cl [-0.41, 0.1}

6.5 Discussion

When facing the situation of choosing or electing major leaders, particin
the political realm, it is rare that any candidate has an unqudsigaeaord. The
guestion of how people select leaders when the choices are repartettiical (and
perceived as unethical) has not been addressed by previous research. The present
researchseds light on some of the group-related psychological processes that occur
when people must choose between two reportedly unethical leAtteoaigh our
sample of voters considered both candidates owashking low in ethicality and as
non-prototypical, they evaluated thengroup leader more positively, as more ethical,
as more prototypical, and as less self-promoting than the outlgradgr. The behavior
of the ingroup leader was also perceived as affected more by extaratiisal (rather
than internal/dispositional) factors than wsoutgroup leader’s behavior. Moreover,
the election result impacted on voters’ acceptance of unethical leadership. When the
ingroup leader lost the election, unethical leadership becamadesgtable and
strengthened the desire for a stricter election process. Howeham,the ingroup leader
won the election, unethical leadership beeanore acceptable and group members
were content to relax the election process. This demonstrates that peroé piie
acceptability of unethical leadership is dynamic, and not stalgletime or context.

Overall, the more positive evaluations given to the ingroup leader, when
compared to the outgroup leader, are consistent with sociaitydietory's assumption

that individuals strive to achieve and maintain a positive sa@ality and, therefore,



when engaging in social comparison, they tend to displaggaoup bias (cf. Marques

et al., 2001). Similarly, the fact that the ingroup leader was perceilszlragless self-
promoting is also consistent with previous findings (e.g. van Knippenberg & van
Knippenberg, 2005; Abrams et al., 20¥&ich suggest that a leader who displays self-
sacrifice communicates the message of being pro-group oriented wizin, shows
commitment to the collective and attracts stronger support.

In terms of causal attributions, participants perceived the behavia of th
outgroup leader to be less affected by external factors and more by the leaders’ internal
dispositions, when compared to the behavior of ingroup leaders. Thissistent with
Allison and Messick’s (1985) finding that people make stronger dispositional
attributions for behaviors by outgroup members than by ingroup membersvétpwe
these results did not change according to the election outcome, as ldeexmect, and
an ultimate attribution error did not occur. One possible explanation enegldied to
the impact of perceptions of ethicality when making attributiohsha Wave effect
disappeared when controlling for this measure. More@sdeaders occupy a central
role within the group, it makes sense that their overall behaverceived as stable
and as being under high personal and low external control (cf. Hogg et al, 2012).
Nevertheless, we expected these perceptions to be affected bipaastigroup
membership and to depend on the results of the election. Indeed ppatiaittributed
lower external control to the outgroup leader than to ingroup leader, breghlswas
only verified for Clinton Voters, and did not extend to attributions of kgl
personal control.

Based on the present evidence, the 2016 US election results may have had a
discernablémpact on individuals’ willingness to accept unethical leadership. The

generality of the finding that unethical leadership was more acdeptalen the
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election was won by the ingroup leader and more unacceptable vamelmwihe
outgroup leader is informed by consistency with evidence from Maridnolleagues’
(2007) experimentsThey found that participants were more tolerant of an ingroup
deviant political candidate when they perceived the public opinion agé@st their
group, considering it to be more important that the group achieved its(gtdting
their candidate). The present research shows that acceptance of Uiedldiesship in
general is also manifested in varying levels of demand for social conateks\for the
winning candidate subsequently advocated a more relaxed electmespmwhereas
voters for the losing candidate endorsed a stricter electioeggothus, the ingroup
benefit of any unethical leader behavior affects not only gnatipbers’ endorsement
of ther leader, but also their willingness to tolerate unethical leagensfuture. This
has implications for our understanding of system justificatrgorocedural justice
processes (cf. Azzi & Jost, 1997; Blasi & Jost, 2006; Tyler, 1987), which could be
pursued in future research.

In conclusion, and taking the US Presidential Election as framevinerkrésent
research shows thgtoup members’ perceptions of leadership ethicality affect
behavioral attributions about their leaders and the acceptability antsentent of
future unethical leadership. This potential for leader-driven etblipgdage underlines
how important it is that organizations should institute and maiptacedures to hold

their leaders to account and to ensure that they uphold scrupulous stmckards.



Chapter VII: Conclusions and Implications

The analysis and original research reported in this thesis hamalbgigned to
enhance our understanding of ethical leadership, and particularlgroogs respond to
unethical leaders within a broader social context. This work builds ogeadaisting
body of research of ethical leadership, largely framed within induatrél
organizational psychology (e.g. Brown et al., 2005, De Hoogh & Den Hartog, 2008;
Vardi & Weitz, 2004) and integrates this literature with recent developroéots
understanding of leadership as a group process (cf. Thomas, Martin, & Riggio, 2013),
particularly the relatively new social identity approaclkeaaership (e.g. Haslam, 2001,
Hogg, 2001).

As detailed in Chapter I, Brown and colleagues’ (2005) definition of ethical
leadership, based on the social learning theory (cf. Bandura, 1977; 1986 thstates
leaders act as role models and that followers (group members) learkinchat
behaviors are expected from them in terms of ethical conduct by olgsérgin
leader’s actions. In order to become a role model in terms of ethics, leaders must be
perceived as socially attractive, credible and legitimate, and they by engaging in
normative and altruistically motivated (rather than selfish) behavior (Bedwh,

2005).

This approach to ethical leadership dovetails with the sociafiigeheory of
leadership more broadly (see Chapter Il). For example, Hogg (2001) posits that the
extent to which a group member embodies the prototype (i.e. group chat@steri
normative behavior) is an important determinant of whether that menilbasevto the
leadership role, and also impact the leader’s ability to influence others when in post

similar to social learning. Indeed, prototypical members are evdloatee positively
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and, consequently, have their ideas more effortlessly acceptetharefore, are able to
influence others more easily (e.g., Berscheid & Reis, 1998; Hogg, 1992, 1993, 2001;
Rast et al., 2012). Hence, Hogg (2001) argued that when making sense of leaders’

behavior, group members will normally tend to attribute their own leader’s behavior to
internal dispositions (e.g., personality) rather than situational (e.g., cdiaiexit)s (cf.
Erber & Fiske, 1984; Heider, 1958).

Research has also established that when group members do not donform
group norms (i.e. counter-normative, deviant, transgressive), this craegtainty by
threatening individuals’ social identity (cf. Abrams et al., 2005; Marques, Paez &
Abrams, 1998 In such situations groups become motivated to restore the positive
social identity, which is often operationalized by negatitieudes or behaviors towards
the deviant member (Marques, Abrams, & Serédio, 2001), as an attempt from the group
to exert social control (Chekroun, 2008). Moreover, due to the importaneaolerks
occupy within the group, group members are particularly sensitive to ttieides and
behaviors (cf. Turner, 1991). This theoretical analysis suggests thatidt eou
plausible to expect that leaders would be even more punished than regulzrsnem
would in instances in which they acted counter normatively.

Understanding how group members respond to leadespecially unethical
leaders- is complex. Group members are evaluating leaders on the basis of their
standing in the group (e.g. how prototypical they are) but also in termsio$titus
and role as the leader. Specifically, acting against or reacting redgatiwards the
leader could also be perceived as an act against the group ésedfisloyal (Abrams et
al., 2014). Consequently, ingroup leaders who commit unethical actions aasbe |
immediately and severely punished when compared to outgroup leatiessare

granted a transgression credit (Abrams et al., 2013; Randsley de Moura & Abrams,
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2013), if the behavior is perceived to be in the group’s interests (cf. Abrams et al., 2013,
2014).

My theoretical analysis, outlined in Chapters | and Il, and embeaddbkd
empirical chapters of this thesis highlights that group memberspgesyal attention to
the behavior of leaders, especially in intergroup contexts, and that, sienuldy,
individuals are increasingly more sensitive to ethical issues (eagquds, Abrams, &
Serddio, 200lVardi & Weitz, 2004). | have shown that less is known about unethical
leadership, and in particular how groups react to unethical leadersxiStene
literature is not clear as to whether the processes underlying redotiomsthical
leaders are comparable (i.e. opposite) to those underlying reactietiiscal leaders
although this might sometimes be assumed. Moreover, to my knowledge, archese
on ethical leadership has considered intergroup context in explaining tieog)ical
processes by which individuals deal with unethical leaders. Therdferejaly group
members perceive and attribute leaders’ unethical behavior, the impact it has on group
members (e.g. their optimism), and to which extent they may be willinggiarse
unethical leadership remains unanswered, especially in whatimr@situations in
which the group is faced with an intergroup context.

In summary, taking the novel approach of considering the dynamic of the
intergroup context and applying it to the study of unethical leadership, thatpiesss
set out to (1) understand the impact that unethical leaders have on group members’
optimism about the group, perceptions and attributions, as well as (2) exglore t
boundary conditions under which unethical leadership may be acceyst#ted and

even endorsed.



7.1 Overview of the main findings

The first set of studies (Chapter Ill, Siesl1-3) empirically tested the
assumptions that ethical leaders have a positive impact on fadl¢gassuming the
inverse pattern for unethical leaders) and to establish the premisgsotiat
membership plays an important role in the assessment of ethinzalite Building on
these results, Chapter IV developed the idea that based on the leader’s intention to
behave, group members attribute different causes to the behavior (Chapteidiy/4)S
and that those perceptions also vary according to the context in \whibkhavior
occurred (Chapter 1V, Study 5). Stesl6 and 7 (Chapter V) explored whether the
outcome of the behavior to the group was more important than leaders’ ethicality, as
well as the process that leads group members to endorse unethical |¢aalbeefit
the group. Following this idea, the final empirical chapter (VI, study 8) tested ho
attributions about unethical leaders changed before and after ingroup sascesht as
group members’ willingness to exert social control over those leaders, considering
group membership.

Study 1 tested Shapiro and colleagues (2011) priming paradigm, providing some
experimental support for its effectiveness. It also provided empiricdtiese for the
assumption that ethical leaders have a positive impact on followersfiGyly, ethical
leaders were perceived as more normative, received more positive ievaluand
impacted more positively on followers’ perceptions about the team effectiveness and
their optimism about the future of the organization itself.

Study 2 provided support for our hypothesis that group membership plays an
important role when judging leaders’ ethicality. Ingroup unethical leaders were
perceived as less unethical, and had a more positive impact oeffeativeness and

on followers’ optimism about the future in the organization, than did outgroup unethical
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leaders. Study 3 extended these findings, showing that the impacthitahkehavior
on workplace perceptions was less negative if displayed by a regeaber (i.e.
colleague, co-worker) than by a leader. Taken together, these two stoiest the
idea that individuals are particularly concerned about their own groegp(ip) and
about their own leader (more than when compared to other regular membaws)-i.e.
leaders). The next step was to explore the role of perceived behaviorantenti
(attribution) on these leader evaluations.

Studes 4 and 5 revealed that besides the nature of the behavior
(ethical/unethical), both behavioral intention (self/group-promoting)th@ context in
which the behavior is displayed (intra/intergroup) are importantriattat group
members consider when evaluating and attributing causes to the leader’s behavior.
Leaders whose behavior was presented as being for the group’s best interests (group-
promoting behavior) were considered more prototypical, warmer, competent, and
triggered less negative emotion-based judgements than self-promoting |éade
important feature of attributing causes of leaders’ behavior was the audience in front of
whom that behavior was displayed. The findings showed that in an intragnotgxtc
(ingroup only audience), leader’s behavior was attributed more to internal dispositions
than when the behavior was displayed in front of the outgroup, regauaflethicality.
Similarly, the behavior motivated by group interests was perceivembgsstable in an
intragroup context as well compared with an intergroup context.

Studes 6 and 7 focused on the outcome of the leader’s behavior to the group.
Attributions of competence, internal dispositions and control wesaggr for leaders
whose behavior positively affected the group. Unethical leaders who bdrbéte
group also had their behavior more justified by group members. The results alsd showe

that group members were more willing to endorse the leader whose behaviedrasul
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a positive outcome to the group, even if the leader behaved urigthites
relationship was mediated by the extent group members perceived theddaeler
competent. In other words, the more ethical and the more positivatt@ e to the
group is, the more the leader was perceived as competent and had hisdierbe
justified, and the more the leader was endorsed.

In Study 8 (Chapter VI), we took a different more applied approach.
Specifically, | considered a scenario when group members might notibg tae
choice between an unethical vs ethical leader but rather the choi@ehdmo leaders
who are presented or perceived as unethical. Elections can be a gootkextaimp
kind of situation, as sometimes it all comes down to choosing amosgkaion of
unethical leaders. Therefore, in Study 8, the 2016 US Presidential Electiosedhas
context to illustrate this situation, with participants rating their opmiabout the
ingroup and outgroup candidate (the candidate they supported and did not,suppor
respectively). The ingroup (unethical) leader was evaluated more plysitisdess self-
promoting, and his/her behavior more affected by situational factors eautidroup
unethical leader. Interestingly, the outcome of behavior (in this o&t®e election,
reflecting ingroup’s success or failure) impacted on voters’ acceptance of unethical
leadership. When the outcome was negative (the ingroup leader lostdtiers)
unethical leadership became less acceptable and group members expressedoa des
stricter election process. On the other hand, when the outcomesitigepto the
group, they were more willing to accept unethical leadership and endorsed a more
relaxed election process.

Across the different studiggifferent interactions between leader’s ethicality
and other factors (e.g. Status, study 3; Motivation, studies 4 & 5) were pcedidtnot

corroborated by the data. The lack of interactions suggests thathizal group
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members perceive the leader to be is the most predominant asjelcting leaders,

which provides support to the argument that being (un)ethical may reflect a more
dispositional characteristic than other forms of deviance (emgsgressive leaders; cf.
Chapter II). However, future research is needed to specificallyhtedifference

between ethics (disposition) and norm transgression. Nevertheless\pinea work
presented in this thesis provides support to my general argument that group rmgmbers
and the intergroup contexts are important to understand how group membessaass
perceive leader ethicality and the impact this has on group and teeomest(e.g.

team effectiveness, optimism about the future in the orgaémmand that, under some

circumstances, group members may be willing to overlook their leader’s ethicality.

7.2 Main contributions and Practical implications

One of the main contributions of our work is its potential for @pfbn to
organizational literature and contexts. Previous research (e.g., Celik et al., 29#b; Ma
et al., 2009; Neves & Story, 2015) establishednnection between leaders’ ethicality
and organizational outcomes (such as team effectiveness and optlmwisinthee future
in organization) without establishing causality. The present respescliles
experimental evidence to test the assumption that ethical leadlera pasitive impact
on followers’ perceptions regarding their team effectiveness and on their optimism
about the organization (Stied 1-3). This is particularly relevant in an era in which
company’s records, information, public messages are easily accessed, making any
ethically-related scandal potentially harmful for a long tame an ethical conduct more
recognized and publicized (e.g. Forbes, 2017). When organizations have ethical
leaders, they are not only enhancing a more positive public image, but sitbeepo

impacting on their employees, who become more optimism about the zagami
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Another contribution of the present work is related to the idea thiaaéand
unethical behavior do not constitute two poles of the same continuum. Stiedmaa
theoretical assumption (cf. Brown et al., 2005; see also Chapter I). Indeedgjudgi
ethical and unethical leaders did not follow a consistent continuum, witp gro
members’ judgements being affected by group membership, target status, behavior
intention, and contribution to the groumot only the leader being ethical or unethical
per se. This result suggests important implications to businesses,giytéelping to
explain why some unethical behavior, particularly leader behavior, takestgoento
become publie- factors such as group membership and behavioral intention attenuate
employees’ reactions and produce a less negative impact.

Indeed, group membership affected group members’ perceptions of ethicality
and its consequences, with individuals differentiating ingroup and outgtioicpleand
unethical leaders in terms of evaluations, team effectivenésgpdimism about the
future in the organization. Thus, strengthening feelings of belongingnéss to
organization (i.e. employees more identified with the group) can resultforrpance
improvements to the organization, softening employees’ reactions towards unethical
behavior in the workplace. Moreover, previous research found that ereployae
identified with the organization are also less likely to leave (e:gover intentions; cf.
Randsley de Moura et al., 2008).

Status also affected the impact of ethical and unethical behavtusiresearch
(see Study 3). Our research showed that although unethical behavior was overal
hazardous for employees, it had more negative consequences for emfdoyeps
members) if displayed by a leader (compared to a colleague; cf. €Hjptene can
argue that this might be due to the role that leaders occupy on settingrttaiver

behavior. Thus, by behaving in a normatively appropriate way, ethicatdeacteas



role models who can even reduce deviant behaviors in the workplace (Brown

Trevifio, 2006; Den Hartog & Belschak, 2012; Mayer et al., 2012; Stouten et al., 2013;
van Gils et al., 2015). Considering that people want to see theiumgsomoral, it is
understandable that ingroup ethical leaders are perceived as more veandlti
prototypical members (cf. Chapters Ill, IV, V, and VI); that is, as memhberhest
represent the group, and, therefore, receive more positive evaluations.urhus, o
research suggests that leaders can be a vehicle for normative bes ndtrin
organizations.

The present thesis also provides support to the argument then, wheersttoom
evaluate and judge ethical and unethical leaders, group members take intd doeo
leader’s motivation (self-promotingvs group-promoting; cf. Chapter 1V). Leaders who
are perceived to act on behalf of the group were perceived as warmer and more
competent. The behavior of group-promoting leaders was also perceived adahlae
over time, but only when the behavior took place in an intragroup contexta@ne c
argue that when only the ingroup is salient (intragroup context) group membeb ma
more willing to hold the leader accountable for their actions, anthntrast, to de-
accountable the leader when the unethical behavior took plaantrofrthe outgroup
(intergroup context). This explanation is consistent with previous resslaoahng that
group members act strategically to protect the ingroup’s image (e.g., Abrams et al.,

2014; Hogg et al., 2012) and that socially identity salience makes indivjulogsss
group-relevant information in different ways, changing which information ¢coegider
relevant (cf. Maitner et al., 2010).

Another important caveat to assess (un)ethical leaders reflescoritribution

they bring to the group, namely the impact of their behavior to thgpgRyevious

research (e.g. Leite, 2013; Morton et al., 2007) argued that group members make

16€



strategic decision-making when it comes to endorsing a deviant leaddficghgc

they showed the deviant leaders might be endorsed if group members pinaeive
would benefit the grouphowever, in these sties, group members decided to endorse
or not the deviant leader (who violated a norm) based on the prospections. Quhresea
(cf. Chapter V) focused instead on unethical behavior and informed participams of t
actual outcome of the unethical behavior. Our results provided supportidearthat
group nmembers’ may overlook leader’s ethicality and support an unethical leader when

the behavior produced a positive outcome to the group. It also extended tuishrése
showing that this process is mediated by the extent to which group memizersegpe

the kader as competent and the behavior can be “rationally” justified. In other words,

group members assess the outcome of the behavior to the group and, the mweee positi
the outcome is, the more the behavior is justifiable and the leader peresiv

competent, and the more willing they are to endorse that leader. firitiegs have
practical consequences, namely to understand which circumstaigtedaad

individuals to endorse an unethical leader (e.g. a team managerrgeaization, or a
political candidate).

These results show that group members may be willing to sacrificeligHma
ingroup success. Chapter VI took a step further by showing that ingroup success mak
unethical leadership more acceptable. Applied to a political coi@axdy 8 showed
that voters were more willing to accept unethical behavior and to endo@®a m
relaxed electoral process (i.e. exert less social control) when the gruefidzefrom
the result of the election. The opposite pattern was found when tloepnigeader lost
the election. Under these circumstances, group members supported measukes to ma
the electoral process stricter and considered unethical leadershipmacceptable.

Taken together, this research supports the idea that group members ntege stra



decisions when it comes to supporting a leader and that, under certainstaneces,
they may even disregard the moral component of the behavior. Thesg aesult
particularly important to understand voting behavior, with teetelate focusing more
on the how they benefited from the election. Therefore, voters seem to be ittioge w
to accept an unethical leader (whose behavior may have importanjeenses to a
larger group of people) and endorse more flexible laws to allow unepl@ople to
become leaders if that means their (sub)group would benefit from gedndespite the
potential long term negative effects for the larger group, people’s own (subjective) point
of view seems to prevail. Considering these results, one cannot hejpdemon how
much the broader (and expected) factors such as values, ideologies, et ala

wager in people’s intentions to vote.

7.3 Limitations and Future Research

Despite the growing body of literature in ethical leadership, af brk is yet
to be done, namely to address the impact of unethical leaderspipups and their
members. The present thesis constitutes an important contribution toefo$ |
research through experimental and survey work to understand how groupxirasp
unethical leaders, considering also boundary conditions derived fromy ted
research rooted in social psychology. The findings spark more question®end onk
is needed to further explore the impact of unethical leadership opggamd their
members.

Indeed, the use of experimental vignette methodology (EVM) is crtacial
improve knowledge regarding causal attributions, particularly in feids as
organizational psychology and management, in which only a small numastictds

published used this methodology (cf. Aguinis & Bradley, 2014; Allen, Hancock,
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Vardaman, & McKee, 2014; Scandura & Williams, 2000). Therefore, the use of EVM
to study a phenomenon such as unethical leadership is an importaiiutiom to the
field. However, the methodology used is not immune to criticism, lyaznacerning
external validity (cf. Aguinis & Bradley, 2014 for a review; Chandler, Neaune&

Paolacci, 2014; Hauser & Schwarz, 2015) and might help to explain some of tlse issue
related to the scales’ psychometric properties (e.g. low internal reliability and highly
inter-correlated measures) and contradictory results (cf. Chapter V). Morsowme of
the approaches taken to test our aims also raised some issuesiripleein Chapter

[l we used a priming approach (based on the paradigm previously used in
organizational psychology research; e.g. Shapiro et al., 2011), which makes it mo
difficult to establish comparisons, as different participants are asyesxirconsidering
different behaviors. We addressed these issues by varying the sowgcBsdic
Academic, MTurk, RPS school’s internal recruiting system) and samples (e.g.

students, Americans, employed adults), and the methodological approaches
(experimental and longitudinal designs; online samples, pen-andgiages, studies
conducted in the laboratory). Nevertheless, and to enhance the confiddree in
findings, it would be important to replicate these studies iemfft contexts and to
strengthened them resorting to other advanced methodology (e.g. vidlitgl re
technology).

Our research showed that group membership impacts on assessment of ethical
and unethical behavior, showing not only differences in evaluationgraup and
outgroup unethical leaders, with more positive evaluations being givegroup
unethical leaders, but also a different impact in terms of group ous¢cenneh as higher
perceptions of team effectiveness and stronger optimism aboutuhe ifuthe

organization when lead by an ethical leader. The research findiegsofhe
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preliminary insights into the processes at play, however futuraradsis needed to
better understand these processes. It might be indeed related to the peticaption
outgroup unethical leaders are less self-promoting than ingroup unéthdars (cf.
Chapter Ill), or that ingroup unethical behavior is closely related tajpemits
themselves and, therefore, they might be less tolerant. Or, alteipatinese reactions
might be explained by how strongly (or weakly) group members identifytiatigroup
(or organization), or how engaged they are with the organization andleatieship.

Consistently across all stied, ethical leaders were considered more normative,
more prototypical, and triggered more positive evaluations and judsdentaur
research has focused mainly on unethical leaders (and under which cirmensteeir
impact might be attenuated). An interesting line of research watddae the work of
Stouten and colleagues (2013) and taking the opposite approach: under which
circumstances is a leader too ethical? Would group members stand Upader
whose extreme ethicality harms the group? Based on the results of the fhresien
perhaps one can argue that even extremely ethical leaders can be dowrighadted i
actions produce a negative outcome to the group, as group members seem to foc
particularly on the outcome of the leader’s behavior to the group, especially when it
comes to deciding who to endorse.

Although our stugks included both intra and intergroup contexts and dynamics,
some important follow-ups should be considered in future studies. Previoas:hekas
shown that employees were less punitive towards low-status trassgevhen they
imitated a transgression displayed by a high-status member (cf. Baunsan& Ong,
2016). And, on the other hand, that individuals who hold a high-rank positioin the
organization are less likely to engage in actions thatwsteghical behavior, as they are

more identified with the group and, therefore, fail to see the unethig@énnedy &



Anderson, 2017). These findings provide some grounds to expect group members to
react differently to unethical leadership that occurs within an orgiamizthat

reinforces unethicality as its norm or modus operandi. It remaimsweaed, however,
what is the impact of an explicitly (or implicitly) unethical climate on group members’
reactions to unethical leadership, as well as whether unelgackdrship would be even
more acceptable under these circumstances, regardless of grougoafiireoutcome.

Moreover, the impact of dynamics and structure of the group itself on
acceptability of unethical leadership remains unanswered. Studyn®d a different
impact of unethical behavior displayed by regular members and leadgrsr(siatus).
However, this study did not explore why group members reacted differently. Power
relationships between members and within the organization itself (e.galesti
horizontal structures) may influence this process, as this organizatiotuse
differences exacerbate the power imbalance between employees (meanters
managers (leaders) (cf. Ayree, Sun, Chen, & Debrah, 2008). Therefore, it seems
reasonable to expect organizational structure to help to explairedifferactions to
unethical behavior, and employees to be more acceptable of such behasrtical v
organizations, where more power distance is expected (e.g., Moon, Morais, Uskul, &
Randsley de Moura, in prep.).

In sum, ethics is an increasingly important issue in groups and ortyamsz dout
little research resorted to intergroup processes to explain thetiofpabical and
unethical leaders on the group. The present research contributes tanthefithis
important gap. Specifically, it empirically showed that ethical leadave a positive
impact on members’ perceptions regarding the group, which is particularly important
when we consider an organizational context, for example. Indeed, eryloye

perceptions of team effectiveness and their optimism regarding th@zaten was

17¢



enhanced by ethical leaders. Important implications can be dramrthese findings to
organizations, as the role of leaders in setting normative boundaegsecially
significant, and their behavior has an important impact on employees’ performance and
well-being.

Moreover, the results also showed that group members pay attention to several
factors such as group membership, status, behavior intention, context (aig iden
salience), and behavior outcome which can work as attenuating stemuoas when
judging unethical leaders. In fact, unethical leaders can even be ethdos unethical
leadership more accepted when their behavior has a positive outcoragtoup, for
example. In a situation in which unethical behavior benefited the group, groopense
were also less willing to exert social control. The overall group members’ willingness to
overlook ethicality when the unethical behavior benefited the group hastanp
applications to understand how group members make important decisidnassuc
electing a leader. This might help to explain why unethical behavieadérs often
takes time to become public and why, for example, political lead epshiepag
endorsed even when they repeatedly behaved unethically, suggedtingithduals
are strategic when it comes to endorse a leader, and that group pybfibeimore
important than ethicality, suggesting that individuals may be metivat act according
to what is in their ingroup (and, consequently, their own) best interegasdless of

morality.
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Appendix A
Measures
Al. Normativeness
In which extent do you believe that...
1. [The leader] is a typical leader (pilot study)
2. Most people in your organization would behave this way (&sutt4)

3. Everyone behaves this way (Studies 1-4)

A2. Leader Evaluation (adapted from Pinto et al., 2016)

In which extent do you believe that the leader is...

1. Disloyal- Loyal (pilot study; Stuis 1-3)

2. Not a valuable memberA valuable member (pilot study; Stied 1-3)
3. Dishonest- Honest (pilot study; chapter IlI; Stied 1-3)

4. Selfish— Generous (pilot study; chapter Ill; Stesl 1-3)

5. Not respectable Respectable (pilot study; chapter III; Siegl1-3)

A3. Ethical Leadership at Work (adapted from Kalshoven et al., 2011)
In which extent do you believe that the leader...

Fairness (Studs 1-2)

1. Holds me accountable for problems over which | have no control
2. Holds me responsible for work that | gave no control over

3. Holds me responsible for things that are not my fault

Power Sharing (Stues 1-2)

4. Does not allow others to participate in decision making

20z



5. Seeks advice from subordinates concerning organizational strategy

6. Allows subordinates to influence critical decisions

Role Clarification (Stuiks 1-2)
7. Indicates what the performance expectations of each group member are

8. Explains what is expected of me and my colleagues

People Orientation (Stugb 1-2)

9. Is interested in how | feel and how | am doing
10. Takes time to talk about work-related emotions
11.Takes time for personal contact

12.Pays attention to my personal needs

Integrity (Studes 1-2)
13.Can be trusted to do the things he/she says
14.Can be relied on to hon our his/her commitments

15.Keeps his/her promises

Ethical Guidance (Stues 1-2)

16. Clarifies integrity guidelines

17.Ensures that employees follow codes of integrity

18. Clarifies the likely consequences of possible unethical behavior bglfrand my
colleagues

19. Clearly explains integrity related codes of conduct

20.Explains what is expected from employees in terms of behavingnietdrity
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Concern for Sustainability (Stuel1-2)
21.Would like to work in an environmentally friendly manner
22.Shows concern for sustainability issues

23. Stimulates recycling of items and materials in our department

A3. Team Effectivenesgadapted from Hanges & Dickson, 2004)

In which extent do you...

1. Believe that you would work effectively in a team that involved that pgiStuides
1-3)

2. Perceive that the team has a clear understanding of what this company’s goal and
mission are (Studs 1-3)

3. Perceive that the team works together effectively towards its (fiaidy 3)

A4. Optimism about the future in the organization(adapted from Hanges &
Dickson, 2004)
Please rate your agreement with the following statements:

1. lam optimistic about my future with this organization ($tad.-3)

N

| expect this organization to have an excellent future {&tud3)
3. | expect to be with this organization three years from now {&ud3)

4. | can see myself having a good future in this organization 3tid3)

A5. Judgements(adapted from Reidenbach & Robin, 1980)

21 For Study 2, the items were diferente from the ones used in StudiestHedgh the original scale
from which the items were retrieved was the same). Therefore, the meaStudy 2 was labelled as
“Beliefs”.
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The leader’s behavior...

1. Was self-promoting

2. Was morally right (Study 2)

3. Was acceptable (Study 2)

4. Was justifiable (Study 2)

5. Showed respect for the company's co-workers (Study 2)

6. Showed respect for the organization's values (Study 2)

Emotion-based judgements

7. Embarrassed the organization (Sésd2; 4-7)
8. | feel betrayed by this behavior (Stesl 4-7)
9. | feel ashamed by this behavior (Stsgl4-7)

10. This behavior was disrespectful (Siesl4-7)

Reason-based judgements
11.Resulted in a positive cost-benefit ratio (Sesd2; 4-7)
12.The end justifies the means (Studies 4-7)

13.This was in the best interest of the group [organization] (& 5-7)

A6. Behavior manipulation check? (adapted from Brown et al., 2005)

Please consider the person you described. In which extent that person...

1. Conducts h/h personal life in an ethical manner (B$u8t-7; 8)

2. Defines success not just by results but also the way that they areed@indges

3-7; 8)

22 This scale was labelled as “Perceived ethicality” in Study 8.
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3. Listens to what employees have to say (&818-7; 8)

4. Disciplines employees who violate ethical standards (Study 3; 8)

5. Makes fair and balanced decisions ($¢a®-7; 8)

6. Can be trusted (Stigb 3-7; 8)

7. Discusses business ethics or values with employees€S&Hd; 8)

8. Sets an example of how to do things the right way in terms of ethicdgs$$3-7; 8)
9. Has the best interests of employees in mind (8$ugh7; 8)

10. When making decisions, asks “what is the right thing to do”? (Studes 3-7; 8)

A7. Stereotypeqadapted from Cuddy et al., 2004; Fiske et al., 2002)
To which extent do you perceive the leader to be...

Warmth

1. Trustworthy (Studes 4-7; 8)

2. Honest (Stus 4-7; 8)

3. Selfish (Studks 4-7)

4. Respectable (Stugk 5-6; 8)

Competence

5. Effective (Studes 4-7)

6. Competent (Studs 4-7; 8)

7. Useful to the team [group/ organization] (Sas4-7; 8)

8. Loyal (Studes 4-7; 8)

9. Efficient (Study 8)

10. Capable (Study 8)
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11.Organized (Study 8)

12. Skillful (Study 8)

13. Good-natured (Study 8)
14.Sincere (Study 8)

15.Warm (Study 8)

16. A valuable politician (Study 8)

17. Ethical (Study 8)

A8. Causal attributions (adapted from McAuley et al., 1992)

The items below concern your impressions or opinions regarding thes adike team
leader’s behavior. Is this cause(s) something:

Locus of causality (Stues 4-7; 8%

1. That reflects an aspect of the selhf the situation

2. Inside of the team leaderoutside of the team leader

3. Something about the leadernbout others

Stability (Studes 4-7; 8)
4. Permanent Temporary
5. Stable- Variable

6. Unchangeable Changeable

Personal control (Stues 4-7; 8)

7. Manageable by the team leademot manageable by the team leader

23 Lower levels of the scale indicate a more internal locus of causality,atadmitity, more personal
control and more external control.



8. The team leader can regulateannot regulate

9. Over which the leader has powehas no power

External control (Studs 4-7; 8)
10. Over which others have contrehave no control
11.Under the power of othersNot under the power of others

12.Other people can regulatecannot regulate

A9. Social Identity (adapted from Abrams et al., 1998; Randsley de Moura et al., 2008)
Please rate your agreement with the following statements
1. |feel strong ties with the University/School/Department (&&818-6)
2. The University/School/Department is important to me (ieti8-6)
3. I feel proud to be a member of the University/School/Departmenti€Staeb)
4. | feel a strong sense of belonging to the University/School/Depar{i@tres 5-6)
5. Belonging to the University/School/Department is an important partycfetf-
image (Stuges 5-6)
6. | often regret that | belong to this University/School/Department {&id6)

7. l1am glad to be a member of this University/School/Department i€StGeb)

A10. Prototypicality (adapted from Platow & van Knippenberg, 2001)

The team leader is...

1. A good example of the kind of people who study/work at [organization] iEStGe
7;8)

2. Stands for what people who study/work [organization] at the has@nmmon

(Studes 5-7; 8)
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3.

Is representative of the [organizatiq($tudes 5-7; 8)

All. National Identification (adapted from Duriez et al., 2013; Study 8)

Please rate your agreement with the following statements:

1.

2.

| feel American

Being American is important to me

| am proud to be American

| feel a bond with American people

In many ways, | resemble other American people

| consider myself a typical American

Al2. Electoral interest(adapted from Bglstad et al., 2013; Study 8)

1.

2.

How interested are you in the Presidential election?

How closely did you follow the election broadcasts that were shown atistete
during the election campaign?

How closely did you follow the news released during the campaign disout t
election process?

How closely did you follow the news released during the campaign about the
candidates?

How closely did you follow the debates that were shown on television dheng t
election campaign?

Do you usually vote on Presidential elections?

Do you usually vote on the elections to choose your Mayor?

Do you consider yourself informed about the candidates' positions orfférermti

issues (e.g. financial, environmental, etc)?
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9.

Do you consider yourself informed about the candidates' program for thisrhec

A13. Acceptability of unethical leadership(Study 8)

Please answer the following questions:

1.

2.

3.

How acceptable is it for an unethical leader to be President of3Re U
How good for the image of the US is that an unethical leadezateel?
How adequate is it for an unethical leader to be President of the US?
How justifiable is it for an unethical leader to be President of e U

How tolerable is it for an unethical leader to be President of the US?

Al4. Election Process Adjustmen{EPA; Study 8)

Stricter process

1.

2.

Should make it more difficult for an unethical candidate to beesl&ct
Should be more strict in monitoring the elected president
Candidates should have their lives more strictly scrutinized
Everything incandidates’ lives should be public

Should make it more difficult for someone to become a presidential eaadid

Tolerance of criminality

6.

7.

Should allow people that are facing criminal investigations to baidaties

Should allow people with criminal records to be candidates
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Appendix B
Scenarios
B1. Studies 1-3
Behavior manipulation

“Please consider the organization where you are employed.

Taking that into account, think about a leader in that organizatienhas done
something that you consider ethically appropriateand that made you feel proud of
him/her due to those actionsliose appropriateness was ethically questionabénd
that made you feel disappointed at him/her due to those actions].

Please describe the leader's behavior in that particulatisittia

Group membership manipulation
“Please consider the organizatighere you are employed [an organization

to which you have never worked fol.”

Status manipulation

“Think abouta leader [a co-worker]in that organization who has done
something that you consider ethically appropriate and that made you feelqiro
him/her due to those actions [whose appropriateness was ethically qudstenmathat

made you feel disappointed at him/her due to those actions].

B2. Study 4
Behavior manipulation
“Imagine that you are doing an important group presentation in a class and your

team is required to present the data related to a psychology study yowuaall Nad
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been working intensively on this presentation for weeks. The resuhes sfudy were
inconclusive and you chose a team leader that was given the job oihgpkakhe
team in that presentation. The team leader stood up for the presentdtion an

intentionally represented the data [in]accurately”

Motivation manipulation
“When asked later about the behaviour, the team leader said ‘this was the only

way I [the whole group] would be given a higher mark’”.

B3. Study 5
Behavior and Group Salience manipulations

“Imagine that you are doing an important group presentation in a class in front
of other (course e.g. Psychologystudents from the (ingroup;e.g. University of
Kent) [in a class, in front of other (same courseg.g. Psychologystudents from
(outgroup; e.g. Canterbury Christ Church Univergignd your group is required to
present the data related to a psychology study you ran as part of your coursen&very
in your group had been working intensively on this presentation for weeks. Ths res
of the study were inconclusive and you chose a team leader that was giyan ah
speaking for the team in that presentation. The team leader stood up oegbntation
andintentionally represented the data [in]accurately to [hid] show its inconcluse

nature”.

Motivation manipulation

Same as in Study 4.
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B4. Study 6
Behavior manipulation

“Every 2 years, University of Kent and Canterbury Christ Church University
[CCCU] enter into a competition. This competition consists in 5 diffareallenges, 4
of which are negotiated and decided in the Organisation Committee maetingling
to the universities suggestions and list of favourite and least ftevchallenges.

Prior to the meeting, each representative sent to the committ¢é@fitthe
favourite and least favourite challenges, which was kept seomettifre opponents. The
5t challenge is decided by the University that wins the lottery. lesst Wniversity of
Kent won the lottery, thus we had the advantage to choosé'ttieaienge.

During the meeting, while opening the file that contained all the rules and
information regarding the competition, the Kent Leader noticed that thu fesvourite
and least favourite challenges from CCCU was mistakenly included, fheukent
Leader was aware of which challenges CCCU feels more confident to {oseo
Then Kent Leadedecided not to informthe committee and chose the CCCU least
favourite challenge [The Kent Lead#gcided to inform the committee of the

mistake].”

Outcome manipulation

“The University of Kent won [lost] the competitiorfThe wholeprocedure was

repeated|”
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B5. Study 7

Behavior manipulation

Imagine that you are doing an important group presentation in theaoymvhere you
work and your department is required to present the data related to customers’
satisfaction with the services provided by your department. Everyone in your
department had been working intensively on this presentation foiswEle results of
the data were inconclusive and the Head of the Department (manageiyerathe job
of speaking for the team in that presentation. The manager stood up forseetgmien
andintentionally represented the data accurately to show its inconclusive natel

[inaccurately to hide its inconclusive nature]

Outcome manipulation

As a consequence of the manager’s behavior, the whole department received [did not

receive] a salary bonugthe salary bonus of the whole departmisriieing reviewed.
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