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RESUMO 

 

Este trabalho compreende três artigos que exploram diferentes facetas da relação 

entre a percepção dos seguidores sobre seus (potenciais) líderes e a emergência e eficácia 

da liderança. Comum a esses artigos, é a ideia de que as percepções dos liderados sobre 

seus líderes (e as consequências dessas percepções) dependem dos valores articulados—

ou sinalizados—pelos líderes e aqueles mantidos pelos seguidores. O primeiro artigo 

propõe que a autenticidade pessoal é um preditor-chave da emergência de líderes em 

grupos e que os efeitos da autenticidade são fortalecidos quando o indivíduo é percebido 

como alguém que incorpora e exemplifica os valores do grupo. O segundo artigo explora 

como o comprometimento dos líderes públicos com valores públicos afeta a emergência 

de formas carismáticas de liderança, o que, por sua vez, se traduz em níveis mais baixos 

de rotatividade de funcionários. Os efeitos moderadores de fatores contextuais, como o 

nível de violência e pobreza no entorno da organização, também são considerados. O 

terceiro artigo investiga como funcionários públicos respondem (em termos de satisfação 

no trabalho) à percepção de que suas organizações ignoram sistematicamente o 

desempenho insatisfatório de colegas de trabalho. Também analisamos se a motivação 

para o serviço público dos funcionários pode mudar a forma como eles reagem a essas 

percepções. 

 

Palavras-chave: Autenticidade; Emergência de Liderança; Valores Públicos; Liderança 

Carismática; Rotatividade de Pessoal; Medidas Disciplinares; Motivação para o Serviço 

Público; Satisfação no Trabalho. 

 

 



 
 

ABSTRACT 

 

This work comprises three research articles that explore different facets of the 

relationship between followers’ perceptions of their (potential) leaders and leadership 

emergence and effectiveness. Common to these articles, is the idea that followers’ 

perceptions of leaders (and the consequences of these perceptions) depend both on the 

values articulated—or signaled—by leaders and those held by followers. The first article 

proposes that personal authenticity is a key predictor of leader emergence in groups, and 

that authenticity’s effects are enhanced when the target individual is perceived to embody 

the group’s identity-defining values. The second article explores how leaders’ 

commitment to public values—as perceived by followers—affects the emergence of 

charismatic forms of leadership in public organizations, which, in turn, translates into 

lower levels of employee voluntary turnover. The moderating effects of contextual 

factors, such as the level of violence and poverty around the organization, are also 

considered. The third article investigates public employees’ responses (in terms of job 

satisfaction) to the perception that their organizations systematically ignore poor-

performing coworkers. We also investigate if employees’ public service motivation can 

change how they react to these perceptions. 

 

Keywords: Authenticity; Leadership Emergence; Public Values; Charismatic Leadership; 

Employee Turnover; Workplace Discipline; Public Service Motivation; Job Satisfaction. 
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ARTIGO 1 

AUTHENTICITY AND LEADER EMERGENCE: EXPLORING THE SOCIAL 

POWER OF BEING YOURSELF 

“[L]eaders who are trusted make themselves known, 
make their positions clear.” 

 —Warren Bennis 

 

Introduction 

Authenticity has become another buzzword “rolling off the tongues of politicians, 

celebrities, web gurus, college admissions advisers, reality television stars” (Rosenbloom, 

2011). Besides its popularity in non-academic environments, the concept of personal 

authenticity has also received increased attention in recent psychological (Ryan & Ryan, 

2019; Jongman-Sereno & Leary, 2018) and organizational research (Lehman, O'Connor, 

Kovacs, & Newman, 2019; Cha et al., 2019). Authenticity was shown to be related to 

many variables indicative of psychological health, well-being, and relationship quality 

(Brunell et al., 2010; Lenton, Slabu, & Sedikides, 2016; Ryan & Ryan 2019; Kernis & 

Goldman, 2006). Specifically in the field of leadership studies, the concept of authenticity 

underpinned the development of one of today’s most popular theories of (ethical) 

leadership: Authentic Leadership (AL; George, 2003; Luthans & Avolio, 2003; 

Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008). Since the advent of AL, most 

leadership studies focusing on leader authenticity have been conducted under its 

theoretical umbrella. We argue, however, that studying the role of leader authenticity to 

leadership processes only through the lens of AL theory may be problematic for some 

reasons. 
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Existing measures of AL questionably carry a strong ethical component (Algera 

& Lips-Wiersma, 2012; Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2013), making it overlap substantially 

with other positive forms of leadership, especially Ethical Leadership (Anderson & Sun, 

2017; Brown & Treviño, 2006). Such overlap limits AL studies’ ability to make unique 

contributions to leadership theory (Treviño & Brown, 2007). Empirically, the ethical 

component of AL’s instruments confounds the net effects of leader authenticity. That is, 

because the “authentic leader” is always ethical and virtuous in other respects, we cannot 

know which proportion of AL’s effects are driven only by the leader’s authenticity. 

Besides that, except for early AL studies that drew on Kernis’ (2003) work about the 

psychology of authenticity (e.g., Gardner, Avolio, Luthans, May, & Walumbwa, 2005), 

AL has clearly evolved as a stand-alone literature, quite disconnected from the 

psychological research on authenticity. Consequently, more recent advancements related 

both to the conceptualization and measurement of authenticity have not been incorporated 

into AL research. Altogether, these issues suggest that, although we have seen a profusion 

of studies about AL in the last decades, our comprehension of the effects of authenticity—

in its most precise meaning—on leadership processes and outcomes remains limited. 

Another point we believe deserves more attention is the role of authenticity to 

informal power dynamics and emergent leadership processes within groups. AL research 

has concentrated on the effectiveness of individuals occupying formal management 

positions in organizations. Recent studies, however, acknowledges that “[a]uthenticity 

has the potential to generate impressive benefits for individuals in terms of their personal 

and social power” (Cha et al., 2019, p. 657; see also Gan, Heller, & Chen, 2018). Besides 

that, we believe it is time to explore the limits and potentials of authenticity; that is, the 

boundary conditions that can influence authenticity’s effects on leadership outcomes. 

Although some individual characteristics were already proposed to enhance (or limit) the 



3 
 

benefits one may accrue from behaving authentically, especially in terms of social power 

(e.g., Cha et al., 2019), these moderating effects remain to be empirically tested. 

To help address these gaps, we draw on different theories of leadership emergence 

(e.g., information processing, social identity, and self-schema activation; Acton, Foti, 

Lord, & Gladfelter, 2019) to propose that authenticity can be a critical factor to explain 

the emergence of influencial group leaders. We also hypothesize that authenticity’s effect 

on leadership emergence will be moderated by the extent to which the group member is 

perceived by peers to embody the group’s identity-defining values and characteristics 

(i.e., the extent to which that group member is perceived to be group-prototypical; Hogg, 

2001; Van Knippenberg and Hogg, 2003; Van Knippenberg, 2011). This moderation 

effect means that being “true to the self” can be of less value—or even harmful—to one’s 

leadership potential when that self is not perceived to be congruent with an “idealized 

self” endorsed by the group (i.e., the group-prototype). 

To test these hypotheses, we conducted two studies. Study 1 comprises an 

experiment in which we manipulated the authenticity and group-prototypicality levels of 

a stimulus group member and then measured participants’ endorsement for that member’s 

emergence as a group leader. In Study 2, we surveyed Air Force Cadets using a round-

robin design (collection wave 1; Nestler, Grimm, & Schönbrodt, 2015) and social 

network analysis (collection wave 2; Hoppe & Reinelt, 2010). This second study sought 

to improve the external validity of Study 1 and to test the hypothesized effects of 

authenticity on group members’ actual influence over peers, proxied by their network 

centrality (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006). 

We believe this study contributes to the leadership and authenticity literatures in 

some ways. Differently from previous AL studies, we focus on more recent 
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conceptualizations of authenticity (which do not include positive ethical elements that 

might confound results) and explore the role of authenticity to emergent leadership 

processes and influence dynamics within groups. Moreover, we help shed light on the 

notion that authenticity’s effects on leadership outcomes should not be uniformly positive 

(see Cha et al., 2019). We sought to balance leader- and follower-centric perspectives 

(Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 2014) to advance our understanding of how, why, 

and when individuals emerge as influential group leaders. 

 

Authenticity as a Psychological Construct 

Interest in personal authenticity is not new. The idea of “being true to the self” 

was explored by philosophers from different times and perspectives (Harter, 2002; Kernis 

& Goldman, 2006; Martens, 2007). Within psychology, this topic gained attention in the 

mid-19th century by humanistic psychologists as Carl Rogers and Abraham Maslow 

(Jongman-Sereno & Leary, 2018; Cha et al., 2019). Later, Self-Determination Theory 

studies (Sheldon, Ryan, Rawsthorne, & Ilardi, 1997) provided important insights about 

the relationship between authenticity, basic needs satisfaction (especially the need for 

autonomy), intrinsic motivation, and well-being (Ryan & Ryan, 2019). In the last 20 

years, renewed interest in authenticity was motivated by the growth of positive 

(organizational) psychology movements (Harter, 2002; Cameron, & Dutton, 2003). Since 

then, basic and applied psychological research, mainly from an individual-differences 

perspective, has been trying to better conceptualize and measure authenticity (Kernis & 

Goldman, 2006; Knoll, Meyer, Kroemer, & Schröder-Abé, 2015; Wood, Linley, Maltby, 

Baliousis, & Joseph, 2008), exploring its potential causes, consequences, and its position 

within extant models of personality (e.g., Maltby, Wood, Day, Pinto, 2012). More 
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recently studies started looking at authenticity as an important source of social power 

(Cha et al., 2019; Gan et al., 2018): “When an actor is perceived as authentic by an 

observer, this increases the actor’s influence—defined as the ability to produce desired 

thoughts, feelings, or behavior in others” (Cha et al., 2019, p. 654).  

 

Defining and Measuring Authenticity 

Authenticity has been conceptualized in many ways, reflecting the plurality of 

literatures that studied this theme (Jongman-Sereno & Leary, 2018). However, despite 

the existing debates about the nature and possibility of authenticity (e.g., Ford & Harding, 

2011), a common thread to most recent psychological conceptualizations of authenticity 

is that it entails the alignment of one’s outward behavior with one’s sense of self (Cha et 

al., 2019). That is, in the first place, authenticity requires the existence of a clearer sense 

of self, which explains why self-awareness is often referred to as necessary condition for 

authenticity (Kernis & Goldman, 2006; Knoll et al., 2015). In other words, only by having 

a clear sense of “who I am”—i.e., by being more deeply aware of one’s core values, 

preferences, beliefs, and identities—one can more resolutely manifest one’s “true self”1. 

Authenticity implies autonomy, congruence, and genuineness (Ryan & Ryan, 

2019). It happens because an authentic person’s actions and communications are more 

self-authored—i.e., they are willingly enacted and self-endorsed—and they reflect one’s 

core abiding values and beliefs. In this sense, when someone acts falsely or defensively, 

suppressing his/her “true self” merely to attain approval and rewards or to avoid 

punishment, we might say this individual is being inauthentic (Kernis & Goldman, 2006). 

                                                             
1 We do not imply that an immutable, transcendental “true self” either exists or can be known by an 
individual. Instead, by “true self” we mean the more conscious beliefs, values, preferences, and identities 
that are central to an individual’s self-concept (see Knoll et al., 2015; Jongman-Sereno & Leary, 2018). 
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Authors agree that authenticity requires courage (e.g., Ryan & Ryan, 2019), since 

“behaving authentically runs the risk of prompting others’ scorn or ridicule, costs which 

can be very powerful inhibitors” (Kernis & Goldman, 2006, p. 340). 

Some studies have concentrated on the development of instruments to measure 

authenticity. These studies generally treated authenticity as an individual trait (rather than 

a state). The first popular model was developed by Kernis and Goldman (2006). It 

included four factors: self-awareness (knowledge about one’s self), unbiased processing 

(accurate processing of self-relevant information), behavior (behaving in accordance with 

one’s values, preferences, and beliefs), and relational orientation (valuing and achieving 

transparency in close relationships). As it will be further explained, a modified version of 

this model was used to develop the AL theory. Subsequently, Wood et al. (2008) 

developed an alternative measure comprised of three dimensions: self-alienation (i.e., 

self-awareness reverse-scored), authentic living (behaving in accordance with one’s 

values and beliefs), and acceptance of external influence (meaning that authentic 

individuals are less susceptible to external influence). 

As both models were shown to have theoretical and psychometric limitations, 

Knoll et al. (2015) proposed a revised model, which comprises only two factors: authentic 

self-awareness and authentic self-expression. According to the authors, these two factors 

are common to most previous definitions and measures of authenticity.  In a series of 

studies with multiple samples, Knoll and colleagues provided evidence that their simpler 

model meets the standards of content, discriminant, and criterion validity, as well as of 

internal and temporal consistency. Building on this newer model, and on the 

commonalties of previous conceptualizations of authenticity, we advance a working 

definition of an authentic person: Someone who is more deeply aware of his/her core 
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values, beliefs, preferences, and identities (authentic self-awareness), and who 

consistently and resolutely expresses them in his/her actions, communications, and 

decisions (authentic self-expression). 

 

Authenticity in AL Research 

Authenticity gained increased attention in leadership research with the advent of 

the AL theory (Avolio, Gardner, Walumbwa, Luthans, & May, 2004; George, 2003; 

Luthans & Avolio, 2003). Drawing from positive organizational psychology (Luthans & 

Avolio, 2003), AL theory was advanced as a response to the growing unethical and 

socially irresponsible leadership practices in the corporate world (Gardner et al., 2011). 

Building on the multidimensional conceptualization of authenticity proposed by Kernis 

(2003), four underlying dimensions of AL were proposed: self-awareness, balanced 

processing, relational transparency, and internalized moral perspective (Walumbwa, 

Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008). 

Important to note, the “internalized moral perspective” factor of AL was not part 

of Kernis’ (2003) original conceptualization of authenticity (it substituted the “behavior” 

factor). For that reason, “[t]here has been some disagreement within the AL literature 

about the inclusion of ethics as a core component” (Gardner et al., 2011, p. 1129). That 

disagreement was motivated mainly by the notion that authenticity is not intrinsically 

ethical (Algera & Lips-Wiersma, 2012; Brown & Treviño, 2006). In this sense, one could 

be an “authentic jerk” (Zander, 2013; see also Cha et al., 2019; Jongman-Sereno & Leary, 

2018). In empirical terms, the problem of combining ethical elements with elements of 

authenticity in a single measure (AL) is that it loses its capacity to reflect only a leader’s 

authenticity. It would not be a problem if AL instruments were used only to measure an 
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ethical form of leadership that builds on authenticity. The problem emerges when we use 

AL instruments to draw conclusions about the effects of leader authenticity. 

Of course, we do not mean that AL is not an interesting and powerful form of 

leadership. On the contrary, we strongly believe that when leaders behave in accordance 

with the prescriptions of the AL model, it should be very beneficial for organizations and 

society—and empirical evidence provides support to that (Garner et al., 2011). What we 

put into question is the capacity of AL instruments to serve as a valid measure of leader 

authenticity. Because of that, we develop our hypotheses and conduct our empirical tests 

drawing on more recent psychological conceptualizations of authenticity (e.g., Knoll et 

al., 2015). 

 

Hypotheses Development 

Leadership emergence is defined as a social process in which an individual 

without formal authority becomes a group leader (Durham, Knight, & Locke, 1997).  It 

entails the attainment of social power and the exercise of greater influence over the group 

(Guinote & Chen, 2016; Hollander, 1964, 1985; Pescosolido, 2002). Socio-cognitive 

theories of leadership assert that some individuals are more likely to emerge and establish 

themselves as group leaders because they display specific characteristics and behaviors 

that make them be recognized by peers as more effective, reliable leaders (Lord, De 

Vader, & Alliger, 1986; Lord & Maher, 1991; Van Knippenberg, 2011). In other words, 

they are more likely to emerge as group leaders because their leadership is endorsed and 

supported by peers. It resonates with the notion that there is no leadership without 

followership—"a willingness to defer to another in some way” (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014, 

p.83). For that reason, in order to explore the role of authenticity to leadership emergence, 
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we begin by investigating why and when authenticity should lead to greater leadership 

endorsement of group members by peers. 

 

Authenticity and Leadership Endorsement 

We propose that perceived authenticity will typically lead to greater leadership 

endorsement for two main reasons, involving primarily observers’ cognitive (rather than 

affective) responses. First, we argue that authentic individuals have characteristics that 

people usually associate to the “leader category” (see Gan et al., 2018). These 

characteristics are known as people’s implicit leadership theories (ILTs; e.g., Lord, Foti, 

& De Vader, 1984, Epitropaki & Martin, 2004). Individuals use their ILTs as a cognitive 

benchmark to categorize others as leaders (Tavares, Sobral, Goldszmidt, & Araújo, 2018). 

Second, authentic individuals are likely to display greater behavioral integrity (BI; 

Simons, 2002)—i.e., greater alignment between their words and deeds—which was 

shown to be an important predictor of trust in the leader (Palanski, Cullen, Gentry, & 

Nichols, 2015; Palanski & Yammarino, 2011) and willingness to follow a leader 

(Moorman, Darnold, and Priesemuth, 2013). 

Arguably, people will be more willing to endorse and be vulnerable to a leader 

they trust in both in terms of leadership competence and consistency/predictability (Dirks, 

2006). Next, we explore each of these explanations (ILTs congruence and perceived BI) 

more in detail. 

ILTs Congruence. There is initial evidence that authentic individuals are perceived 

to be more powerful, more effective leaders, and better negotiators (Gan et al., 2018). 

Gan et al., (2018) explains this result by arguing that an authentic individual’s behaviors 

fit observers’ lay theories and expectations of the powerful. This explanation is very 
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aligned with our view that authentic individuals display behaviors that are congruent with 

observers’ ILTs. Indeed, the categories powerful and leader have many commonalities, 

for leadership is “a special form of power” (Burns, 1978, p. 12). 

Research shows that authentic individuals have greater self-esteem (Lenton et al., 

2016; Kernis, 2003; Wood et al. 2008), attachment security (Gillath, Sesko, Shaver, & 

Chun, 2010), social self-efficacy (Satici, Kayis, & Akin, 2013), are more promotion-

oriented (Kim, Che, Davis, Hicks, Schlegel, & 2019), and have higher levels of energy 

(Lenton et al., 2016). These characteristics, coupled with the fact that they have a clearer 

sense of self and are more willing to stand by their core values and beliefs (Kernis & 

Goldman, 2006), makes them likely to display (or signal) greater self-confidence, 

autonomy (Ryan & Ryan, 2019), decisiveness, courage, strength (Kernis & Goldman, 

2006), honesty (Cooper, Sherman Rauthmann, Serfass, & Brown, 2018;  Maltby, Wood, 

Day, Pinto, 2012), negotiation ability (Gan et al., 2018), and extroversion (Wood et al. 

2008; Fleeson & Wilt, 2010). 

 All these characteristics match many of people’s ILTs (see Epitropaki & Martin, 

2004; Lord et al., 1984; Gerstner and Day, 1994; Offermann, Kennedy Jr, & Wirtz, 1994; 

Den Hartog et al., 1999)—especially the more agentic components of their ILTs—thus 

signaling to observers leadership ability and power (Gan et al., 2018). These 

characteristics are also frequently associated to greater social status (e.g., Anderson, John, 

Keltner, & Kring, 2001) and leadership emergence (Ensari, Riggio, Christian, & Carslaw, 

2011; Lord et al., 1986; Riggio, Riggio, Salinas, & Cole, 2003).  ILTs theorists (e.g., 

Lord, Brown, & Harvey, 2001) assert that observing few leadership cues in others’ 

behaviors would be enough for the activation of the whole “leadership schema” in 

people’s minds. We believe a perception of the “authentic behaviors” informed above can 
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activate such schemas. Besides that, experienced authenticity was also shown to increase 

an individual’s self-view as a leader (Gan et al., 2018), which encourages him/her to more 

actively engage in behaviors typical of leaders (Emery, Daniloski, & Hamby, 2011) and 

further increases their chances of being perceived as “leader-like” (Lord, Brown, & 

Freiberg, 1999). 

Perceived BI. According to Moorman et al. (2013, p. 427), the utility of leader BI 

in leadership research “stems from the importance of perceptions made by followers as 

they decide if and to what degree they will follow a leader” (see also Palanski & 

Yammarino, 2007). The theoretical link between authenticity and perceived BI 

(understood mainly as word-deed consistency; Simons, 2002) has been explored in 

previous works (e.g., Leroy, Palanski, & Simons, 2012). Indeed, some authors consider 

BI and authenticity to be almost equivalent constructs (see Palanski & Yammarino, 2007). 

A fundamental reason for why authentic individuals should display greater BI is their 

increased self-awareness and transparent communication of self-relevant values (Leroy 

et al. 2012) and their courage to consistently behave according to these values (e.g., 

Kernis & Goldman, 2006, Ryan & Ryan, 2018). Perceived leader BI affects many 

follower attitudinal outcomes, especially trust in the leader (Palanski et al., 2014; Simons 

2002; Simons, Leroy, Collewaert, & Masschelein, 2015) and willingness to follow 

(Moorman et al., 2013). According to Simons et al. (2015), perceived BI should be related 

to follower trust in leaders because it “support[s] the willingness of the follower to be 

vulnerable in that a leader who consistently adheres to espoused values and keeps 

promises becomes more predictable” (p. 833). 

By combining both explanations (ILTs congruence and perceived BI), we 

conclude that perceived authenticity will increase peers’ trust in a group member’s ability 
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to be an effective, reliable group leader, which involves primarily the more cognitive 

aspects of trust (see Dirks & Skarlicki, 2004; McAllister, 1995). Therefore, we conclude 

that perceived authenticity should be translated into greater leadership endorsement. 

 

Hypothesis 1: Group members perceived to be more authentic are more likely to 

be endorsed as group leaders by peers than group members perceived to be less authentic.  

 

So far, we have concentrated on the cognitive effects of perceived authenticity. 

However, we believe that one important moderating factor can enhance (or hinder) 

authenticity’s effects on leadership endorsement by triggering more affective responses 

in observers: group-prototypicality. 

 

The Moderating Effect of Group-prototypicality 

The concept of group-prototypicality is central to the social identity theory of 

leadership (Hogg, 2001). In social groups, a group prototype represents the shared, 

idealized notion of “who we are;” that is, it captures what is group-defining and group-

normative (the group’s salient values, beliefs, characteristics, and identity; Van 

Knippenberg, 2011). According to Van Knippenberg and Hogg (2003, p. 247), “[b]eing 

a prototypical group member means being ‘one of us,’ embodying the group’s identity, 

and representing what group members have in common and what differentiates the group 

from other groups.” Research shows that group-prototypicality elicits affective responses 

in in-group observers: group-prototypical members are more liked and admired by peers 

(Van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003). They are also seen as more charismatic (Platow, Van 
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Knippenberg, Haslam, Van Knippenberg, & Spears, 2006), have greater status, and peers 

trust more in these members’ intention to pursue the group’s best interests (Van 

Knippenberg, 2011). For these reasons, group-prototypical members are more likely to 

be endorsed as group leaders than non-prototypical members (e.g., Platow & Van 

Knippenberg, 2001). 

We believe that group-prototypicality is the key to unleash the more affective 

effects of perceived authenticity, for two main reasons. First, authentic group members 

naturally have greater chances of having their values, beliefs, preferences, and identities 

recognized by peers, since they express their “true selves” more openly and consistently 

(Knoll et al., 2015). Moreover, authenticity not only makes one’s values and beliefs more 

visible to others; it also signals one’s strong adherence to one’s values and beliefs (Kernis 

& Goldman, 2006). Then, we expect that when a group member is highly group-

prototypical, authenticity will signal his/her unwavering commitment to the group’s 

normative values; that is, he/she will likely be recognized as a distinguished, courageous 

representative of “us”—an “in-group champion” (Haslam, Reicher, & Platow, 2010); 

someone who not only stands by his/her personal values and interests, but by the group’s 

values and interests. In this sense, “being true to oneself” and “being one of us” combine 

to result in “being true to what we stand for” (see Steffens, Mols, Haslam, Okimoto, 

2016). This way, we expect that “group-prototypical authenticity” will more strongly 

elicit in observers the affective responses associated to high group-prototypicality, such 

as personal identification, admiration, deference, social attraction, liking, attribution of 

charisma, respect, willingness to follow etc. (Hogg and Knippenberg, 2003; Platow et al. 

2006; Van Knippenberg, 2011). 
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On the other hand, when a group-member is not group-prototypical, authenticity 

will arguably make their non-prototypicality more salient to peers. Indeed, studies have 

conceptually explored the idea that when one’s authenticity is not oriented by prosocial 

or shared values, it can backfire (Cha et al, 2019; Jogman-Sereno & Leary, 2018; Zander, 

2013). 

A conclusion similar to ours regarding the interactive effect between authenticity 

and group-prototypicality is offered by Tomlinson, Lewicki, and Ash (2014, p. 725), who 

found that the effects of perceived BI is moderated by perceived value congruence (which 

relates to perceived group-prototypicality): “When high values congruence accompanies 

high BI, this strengthens an observer’s conclusion that the actor has good character 

(compared with high BI alone).” 

Second, although we believe that authentic individuals will continue to be 

perceived as having greater leadership ability and BI even when they are not group-

prototypical (i.e., arguably, they will still display “leader-like” behaviors and word-deed 

consistency), to our view, the valence of that leadership ability and BI will change in 

observers’ minds. If a group member is perceived to have greater leadership ability and 

word-deed consistency but is not seen as “one of us,” he/she may be recognized as a 

potential threat to the group’s best interests. Such group member will likely be perceived 

as a “competent deviant” of the group’s norms, who can more drastically—and 

negatively—affect the group. Then, in this case (low group-prototypicality), the 

perceived leadership ability and BI of authentic members should not be fully translated 

into leadership endorsement by peers. These arguments resonate with social cognition 

theories (Cuddy, Glick, & Beninger, 2011) that pose that once someone is perceived to 

have “low warmth” (i.e., not to be friendly and trustworthy)—which is more likely to be 
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the case when someone is not group-prototypical—his/her subsequent competence-

related behaviors (e.g., leadership ability) can be interpreted as his/her capacity to inflict 

harm to others; that is, as a threat. 

For these reasons, we expect that perceived authenticity’s effect on leadership 

endorsement will be enhanced to the extent to which the target group member is perceived 

to be group-prototypical. 

 

Hypothesis 2: Perceived group-prototypicality moderates the effect of perceived 

authenticity on leadership endorsement, such that the effect of authenticity is stronger 

when group-prototypicality is higher. 

 

Authenticity’s Effects on Actual Influence over the Group 

So far, we have explored the link between perceived authenticity and leadership 

endorsement. However, what more clearly indicates leadership emergence within groups 

is a member’s actual level of influence over peers (Pescosolido, 2002, p. 585): “Emergent 

leaders can be defined as group members who exercise influence over the group” (see 

also Hollander, 1961, 1964, 1985). An individual’s ability to influence others is known 

as social power (Lammers, Stroker, & Stapel, 2009; Guinote & Chen, 2016). One primary 

reason why authenticity should lead to increased influence over the group concerns the 

increased leadership endorsement of authentic individuals (which was explored in H1 and 

H2). 

Mediation by leadership endorsement. An individual’s influence potential within 

a group will be greatly enhanced (or undermined) by the extent to which that individual 
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is recognized and endorsed as a leader by peers (Lord & Maher, 1991; Epitropaki & 

Martin, 2004; Van Knippenberg, 2011) and, thus, seen as worthy of influence (Kenney, 

Schwartz-Kenney, & Blascovich, 1996). That is, leadership endorsement indicates how 

much people will be willing to pay attention to, support, and follow an individual’s ideas 

and proposals and their openness to that individual’s influence attempts. Furthermore, 

when a group member perceive that peers endorse his/her leadership in the group, they 

will feel more encouraged to engage in influence attempts in the first place (see Howell 

& Shamir, 2005, p. 106): “[F]ollowers can empower their leaders no less than leaders can 

empower their followers.” Therefore, because perceived authenticity leads to greater 

leadership endorsement (H1), which, in turn, should increase one’s likelihood of exerting 

influence over the group, we predict that: 

 

Hypothesis 3: Group members perceived to be more authentic exert greater 

influence over the group than group members perceived to be less authentic.  

 

Hypothesis 4: Perceived authenticity will have an indirect effect on influence over 

the group through the mediation of leadership endorsement. 

 

Because perceived authenticity’s effect on leadership endorsement should be 

strengthened by perceived group-prototypicality for the reasons set forth in the 

development of H2, we end up with a moderated-mediation model (Figure 1; Hayes, 

2013). Therefore, we expect that: 
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Hypothesis 4: The indirect effect of perceived authenticity on actual influence over 

the group (through the mediation of leadership endorsement) will be stronger when 

group-prototypicality is higher (compared to lower). 

 

Figure 1. Full Theoretical Model 

 

  

Overview of Studies 

We designed two studies to test our hypotheses. In Study 1, we conducted a survey 

experiment to test H1 and H2 (effects on leadership endorsement) by manipulating the 

authenticity and group-prototypicality levels of a hypothetical group member. In other to 

create a more realistic sense of group membership for participants, we assigned them to 

hypothetical groups whose members had the same of their informed political orientations. 

In Study 2, we sought to enhance the external validity of Study 1 and further test H3 to 

H5 (effects on actual social influence) using a sample of Air Force Cadets. This study 

comprised two data collection waves. In wave 1, we used a round-robin design (Kenny, 

1994; Nestler, Grimm, & Schönbrodt, 2015) to measure perceived authenticity, group-

prototypicality, and leadership endorsement. In wave 2, we collected social network data 

(Hoppe & Reinelt, 2010; Balkundi, & Kilduff, 2006) to measure group members’ actual 

level of influence over the group. 
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Study 1 – Experimental Effects of Authenticity on Leadership Endorsement 

Sample 

We recruited 539 Brazilian volunteers from diverse professional backgrounds via 

social media to participate in this study. Of them, 95 did not finish the online experiment 

and were excluded2, producing a final sample of 444 participants. Regarding the final 

sample, participants were 65% male, with an average age of 35.35 year (SD = 9.60), 90% 

had college degree, and 98% were employed at the time of the experiment. Of participants 

who informed being employed, 51% worked in the public sector (considering both the 

military and civil service). Participants were provided a term of informed consent 

explaining the study’s purpose, that their participation was anonymous, and that they 

could withdraw their participation at any time. 

 

Procedures 

 Experimental scenario. In order to set up a more engaging hypothetical scenario 

for participants, we took advantage of the current moment of political polarization in 

Brazil3 to create groups that participants would more likely identify themselves with. 

Initially, among other demographic questions, we asked participants to indicate their 

general political orientation in a continuum ranging from political left to political right 

                                                             
2 ANOVA and Chi-squared tests revealed that participants who finished the experiment did not 
differ from those who did not finish in terms of age (F = 2.81, p = .09), political orientation (left 
vs. right; χ2 = 1.78, p = .19), education level (χ2 = .10, p = .94), and job experience (χ2 = 1.24, p = 
.26). We only found a small, but significant, difference in terms of gender (χ2 = 6.61, p < .05): 
female participants were more likely to abandon the experiment than male participants (19% 
versus 11%).  
3We conducted this survey experiment shortly after the impeachment process of Brazil’s ex-
President Dilma Rousseff in 2016, a moment of strong political polarization in the country (see 
https://www.huffpostbrasil.com/entry/brazil-corruption-
scandal_n_56fbf5dae4b083f5c6063e80). 
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(adapted from Mirisola, Sibley, Boca, and Duckitt, 2007). Then, we told participants to 

imagine they were part of a group of volunteers who conducted independent auditing on 

government expenditures (an organization called Transparency Watch). After that, we 

provided participants with information about Transparency Watch’s members’ shared 

values and beliefs:  depending on the participant’s informed political orientation, the 

Transparency Watch’s members were said to share either left-wing (more liberal) or right-

wing (more conservative) values and beliefs. With this procedure, we sought to increase 

participants’ feelings of value congruence and group membership in relation to the 

hypothetical group. After that, we randomly assigned participants to the experimental 

conditions. An example of an initial message presented to a right-wing participant was: 

“Imagine you are a volunteer in a group called Transparency Watch. The 
group's mission is to conduct independent audit of government expenditures and 
to share relevant information with the public. The Transparency Watch team 
consists of 13 members (including you) and it is fairly homogeneous in terms of 
its members' values and beliefs. A key feature of this group is that its members 
are mostly supporters of right-wing parties. They tend to be more conservative 
and believe that government should not interfere too much in the economy.” 

 

 Manipulations. We conducted a 2 (authenticity: high vs low) x 2 (group-

prototypicality: high vs low) experiment. To do that, after presenting the initial message 

shown above, we drew participants’ attention to a specific hypothetical group member: 

Antonio Batista. To manipulate Antonio’s group-prototypicality, we used vignettes that 

informed his general political values and beliefs. In the high-group-prototypicality 

condition, Antonio had the same of the other Transparency Watch’s members’ (and 

probably of the participant’s) political values and beliefs. In the low-group-

prototypicality condition, Antonio had values and beliefs mostly divergent from his peers. 

The following vignette was presented to participants who informed being more aligned 

with the political right (low group-prototypicality in brackets):  
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“One of your colleagues at Transparency Watch is Antonio Batista. Like 
[Differently from] the other Transparency Watch’s members, Antonio is 
politically aligned with right-wing [left-wing] parties. Clearly, he shows a high 
[low] level of identification with the group. We might say that he is [not] a good 
representative of the values and beliefs shared by the group.” 

 

To manipulate authenticity, we used vignettes that informed if Antonio displayed 

behaviors commonly associated either to authentic or inauthentic individuals. To build 

these vignettes, we used the characteristics and behaviors described in a more recent 

instrument of authenticity (Knoll et al., 2015). In the high-authenticity condition, we 

informed that Antonio displayed greater clarity of his values, stood by what he believed 

in even in face of social pressure, and was not easily influenced by the opinion of others. 

In the low-authenticity condition, we provided the opposite information. 

“Antonio Batista [not] always stand by what he believes in. Once he said, 
‘When I have to choose, I prefer to be myself than to be popular [to be popular 
than to be myself].’ Since Antonio seems [not] to have strong conviction in his 
values and beliefs, he is not much [easily] influenced by the opinions of others. 
Antonio seems not to be [seems to be] afraid to expose his thoughts, even when 
[especially when] people disagree with him.” 

 

Measures 

 Leadership endorsement. After the manipulations, we informed participants about 

upcoming elections for the new president of Transparency Watch, and that Antonio would 

be one of the candidates. Then, we asked participants to inform how likely it would be 

that they would vote for Antonio for president of the group on a 7-point Likert scale 

ranging from “extremely unlikely” to “extremely likely.” Intention to vote was used as a 

proxy to leadership endorsement in previous studies (e.g., Platow & Knippenberg, 2001). 
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 Demographic variables. We collected information about participants’ age, 

gender, general political orientation (left-wing or right-wing), educational level, and 

employment status. 

 

Pre-test 

 Before running this online experiment in Brazil, we conducted a pre-test with a 

sample of 210 MTurk workers living in the US. They were 51% female, had an average 

age of 36.30 years (SD = 13.11), and 98% had prior job experience. We followed the 

same procedures as in the main study conducted in Brazil. 

 

Results  

Pre-test results. We conducted our analysis with OLS regression. As expected, 

manipulated authenticity was positively related to leadership endorsement (b = 2.73, SE 

= 0.22, p < .001) and there was an authenticity by group-prototypicality interaction (b = 

1.62, SE = 0.42, p < .001). Manipulated group-prototypicality was also significantly 

related to leadership endorsement (b = 0.70, SE = 0.19, p < .01). 

Main study results. Table 1 shows that participants’ characteristics were balanced 

across the experimental conditions.  
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Table 1. Participants’ Characteristics per Experimental Condition 

    Experimental Condition 
Authenticiy:  Low Low High High 

Group-Prototypicality:   Low High Low High 
N:   100 112 110 112 

      
Variables  Mean 

Age  35.99 34.63 35.60 35.20 
Gender  0.39 0.37 0.35 0.30 

Education  3.23 3.05 3.12 3.04 
Political Orientation   0.81 0.78 0.75 0.78 

Notes. Gender: 0 = males; 1 = female. Education: 1 = Less than high-school; 2 = high-
school; 3 = college degree; 4 = master’s degree or PhD. Political orientation: 0 = left-
wing; 1 = right-wing. 

 

Confirming H1, which predicted that perceived authenticity would lead to greater 

leadership endorsement, we found that manipulated authenticity was significantly related 

to participants’ intention to vote for the target group member (b = 1.90, SE = 0.15, p < 

.001). Group-prototypicality also had a positive effect on leadership endorsement (b = 

1.16, SE = 0.15, p < .001). Supporting H2, we found an authenticity by group-

prototypicality interaction (b = 1.28, SE = 0.30, p < .001), meaning that authenticity’s 

effect on leadership endorsement is enhanced when group-prototypicality is high 

(compared to low). Simple main slopes analyses revealed that the effect of authenticity 

on leadership endorsement was positive both when group-prototypicality was high (b = 

2.54, SE = 0.21, p < .001) and low (b = 1.26, SE = 0.21, p < .001). Figure 2 shows the 

average level of leadership endorsement by experimental conditions, which reveals the 

moderation effect. 
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Figure 2. Interaction between Perceived Authenticity and Group-prototypicality 

 

 

Although we expected that the effect of authenticity on leadership endorsement 

could be null or even negative when group-prototypicality was low (Cha et al., 2019), our 

results did not confirm that. That is, authenticity continued to be positively associated to 

leadership endorsement even when it was “anti-prototypical.” It might have happened 

because our experimental scenario is hypothetical and participants’ exposure to the 

experimental conditions was brief. Maybe in real-world settings, group members’ 

continued exposure to a colleague’s anti-prototypical authenticity could lead to different 

results. 

 Additional analysis. In order to explore the idea that more affective responses may 

explain the interaction effect between authenticity and group-prototypicality, we asked 

participants to rate two additional items (after they informed their intention to vote): one 

item measuring the extent to which they perceived the target group member as leader-like 

(“Antonio is very typical of individuals who emerge as leaders”)—“leader typicality”—

and another indicating their “willingness to follow” (“I would like to be led by someone 



24 
 

like Antonio”). Leader typicality relates to ILTs congruence, a more cognitive response 

(Epitropaki & Martin, 2004), whereas, according to Burke, Sims, Lazzara, and Salas 

(2007), willingness to follow is an affective response. These items were rated in a 7-points 

Likert scale ranging from “completely disagree” to “completely agree.” Supporting our 

arguments, only when “willingness to follow” was the dependent variable (black lines; 

Figure 3) the interaction between authenticity and prototypicality emerged (b = 1.39, SE 

= 0.25, p < .001). When “leader typicality” was the dependent variable (grey lines; Figure 

3), there was no interaction (b = -0.09, SE = 0.29, p > .05). These results provide initial 

support to the notion that more affective responses underlie the interactive effect between 

authenticity and group-prototypicality. 

 

Figure 3. Cognitive vs Affective Effects of Perceived Authenticity by Group-
prototypicality Level 

 
                        Notes. DV = Dependent variable.  
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Given that this experiment has important limitations, mainly in terms of 

ecological/external validity, and because it cannot test authenticity’s effect on actual 

influence over the group (H3 to H5), we move on to Study 2. 

 

Study 2 – Effects of Authenticity on Actual Social Influence 

Sample 

This study’s sample consists of cohorts of Air Force Cadets. We chose Cadets for 

some reasons: First, Cadets go through an intense socialization process based on specific 

values and codes of ethics. This is important because the effects of group-prototypicality 

depends on the existence of a more salient group identity (Van Knippenberg, 2011). 

Second, Cadets interact daily with each other for years. Then, everyone in the group tend 

to know everyone else reasonably well, which is particularly important when using a 

round-robin survey design and social network analysis, designs in which everyone in the 

group is asked to rate all the other colleagues. Third, in social network studies, having 

high response rates (ideally 90% or more; Ferrin, Dirks & Shah, 2006) is critical to the 

reliability of the statistics. Because Cadets usually have high levels of discipline, they 

were expected to produce high response rates. Groups of Cadets were used in other 

leadership studies using social network analysis (e.g., Kwok, Hanig, Brown, & Shen, 

2018) 

Two entire classes of Air Cadets of the Brazilian Air Force Academy were invited 

to participate in this study: those in the 3rd and the 4th years of the course (Junior and 

Senior Cadets). They totalized 164 Cadets (79 Juniors and 85 Seniors)4. Of the 3rd-year 

                                                             
4 The 1st- and 2nd-year Cadets (Freshmen and Sophomores) were not included because, as they spent less 
time together, they would be less likely to provide reliable information about all their colleagues. 
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Cadets, 97% participated in the first collection wave (round-robin survey), and 95% 

participated in the second one (social network analysis). Of the 4rd-year Cadets, 89% 

participated in the first collection wave, and 92% participated in the second one.  

Participants were 96% male with and average age of 22.30 (SD = 1.18). 

 

Procedures 

We collected data in two waves, using online questionnaires. In the first wave, we 

collected data about Cadets’ perceptions of their peers’ group-prototypicality, 

authenticity, and the extent to which they would endorse their peers as group leaders using 

a round-robin survey design (Kenny, 1994). In the second wave we conducted a social 

network study to measure the actual level of influence each Cadet exerted over their 

groups. The social network analysis required participants to be identified. We provided 

them with a term of informed consent explaining that their participation was voluntary 

and that their names would not be disclosed, that the data would only be treated in the 

aggregate, and that they could withdraw the study and their consent at any moment. 

Round-robin survey (wave 1). A round-robin survey design is a data collection 

method in which the members of a group evaluate one another in specific dimensions 

(Kenny, 1994; Nestler, Grimm, & Schönbrodt, 2015). Usually, each individual member 

rate all the other members (and is rated by all the other members too). Among other 

possibilities, a round-robin survey provides an average estimate of how each group 

member is perceived by his/her peers. However, in larger groups, and when multiple 

variables are being measured, evaluating all colleagues can be a daunting task for 

participants and can lead to fatigue, especially if each variable is measured with multiple 

items (see Ferrin et al., 2006). For instance, in the present study, if each Cadet needed to 
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rate all their peers in the three dimensions (authenticity, group-prototypicality, and 

leadership endorsement) using a single item for each variable, they would have to provide 

about 240 ratings. Besides fatigue and low-quality responses, it would create other 

problems: common-source and consistency biases, which could intensify problems of 

spurious correlations between the study variables (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & 

Podsakoff, 2003). 

To mitigate these problems, we used a split-sample design (Ostroff, Kinicki, & 

Clark, 2002). In practical terms, we randomly divided each class of Cadets in thirds (of 

about 26 Cadets). Each of these thirds rated all their colleagues only in one dimension 

(either authenticity, group-prototypicality, or leadership endorsement) using a single 

item. As such, the source of information for each dimension came from a different, 

random subgroup of about 26 Cadets (which served to address common-source bias). 

Because these subgroups we randomly created, we expected them to be representative of 

their larger groups. 

The use of single-item measures may be appropriate when situational constraints 

(e.g. respondents’ fatigue) limit the use of multiple-items scales (Wanous, Reichers, & 

Hudy, 1997). To make our single-item measures more reliable, we followed the 

procedures used by Ferrin et al. (2006). That is, before participants rated their classmates, 

they were provided with a text explaining the meaning of each variable. After reading the 

explanatory texts, they were given a roster with the names of all their classmates, whom 

they rated using a 4-points scale (see Measures section). 

Social network analysis (wave 2). Two months after the first data collection, we 

collected social network data to build the influence network of each of the two classes of 

Cadets. This network data allowed us to differentiate Cadets in terms of their actual 



28 
 

influence exerted over the group. Social network logic and metrics are being increasingly 

used in leadership studies (Bono and Anderson, 2005; Hoppe & Reinelt, 2010; Balkundi, 

& Kilduff, 2006; Balkundi, Kilduff, & Harrison, 2011). 

 

Measures 

Perceived group-prototypicality. One third of the Cadets of each class (randomly 

selected) were provided with the following text. This text is based on the literature on 

group-prototypicality (e.g., Hogg, 2001; Van Knippenberg, 2011): 

“In a social group, such as the group of Cadets, members usually share 
some characteristics, values, and beliefs. These characteristics define the group 
identity. However, not all members embody these group characteristics equally. 
In this question, we would like to know, according to your perception, how much 
each of your colleagues exemplify what the group of Cadets have in common and 
consider important. That is, indicate how much you believe the following 
colleagues are representative of the values, beliefs, and behaviors that 
characterize the group of Air Force Cadets.” 

 

After that, participants were given a list with the names of all their classmates. 

They rated each colleague using a 4-points Likert scale ranging from 0 (not at all 

representative) to 3 (extremely representative). After assessing the intra-class correlations 

(ICCs) to verify agreement among raters, we averaged the ratings of each Cadet (around 

26 ratings per target Cadet) to form his/her individual measure of group-prototypicality. 

Perceived authenticity. We measured perceived authenticity following the same 

procedures mentioned above. This time, we explained to participants what it means to be 

an authentic individual based on Knoll et al.’s (2015) instrument: 

“Authenticity is a trait that reflects how much an individual is aware of 
his/her personal values and acts transparently and consistently in accordance to 
these values. An authentic individual stands by what he/she believes in even in 
the face of social pressure and is not much influenced by the opinion of others. 
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Based on this description, please indicate how much you perceive that each of 
your classmates is an authentic individual.” 

 

Participants rated all their colleagues using a 4-points Likert scale ranging from 0 

(not at all authentic) to 3 (extremely authentic). As we did for group-prototypicality, we 

performed ICC tests and averaged the ratings. 

Leadership endorsement. We asked Cadets how much they would endorse each 

of their colleagues as a group leader using the following text: 

“In a group, there are members we see as more effective leaders and we 
like when they are in charge. On the other hand, there are some people we would 
prefer not be led by. Please, indicate to what extent you would provide support 
for each of the Cadets listed below to be your leader in a workgroup.” 

 

Cadets rated their colleagues using a 4-points scale ranged from 0 (definitely 

would not [provide support]) to 3 (surely would [provide support]). This measure captures 

one’s intention to vote for a group member to be a group leader (as in Study 1). We 

performed ICC tests and averaged the ratings of each Cadet. 

Actual social influence. Two months after the first data collection, we collected 

network data of social influence by asking participants “How often do you believe each 

of these colleagues listed below have an influence on your way of thinking, attitudes and 

behaviors?” Cadets rated all their colleagues using a 4-points Likert scale ranging from 0 

(never) to 3 (very often). Similar influence network questions were used in previous 

leadership studies (see Bono & Anderson, 2005). We used the social network metric 

weighted in-degree centrality (also known as “node strength”) as our indicator of a group 

member’s level of influence over peers (Barrat, Barthelemy, Pastor-Satorras, & 

Vespignani, 2004). It was calculated with the social network analysis software Gephi. 

This measure results from the sum of the number of links directed to a Cadet (that is, the 
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number of times he/she was indicated by peers as someone who exerts at least some 

influence over them), weighted by the average intensity of each link, which derived from 

the 4-points scale (Barrat et al., 2004). Figure 4 shows the resulting influence network of 

the two groups of Cadets. The size of the circles (each circle representing one Cadet) is 

proportional to their in-degree centrality. 

 

Figure 4. Cadets’ Social Influence Network 

 

 

Control Variables. We controlled for: (i) Cadets’ rank in the class. Rank can be a 

confounder in this study because it relates to a Cadet’s status in the class. Moreover, high-

ranked Cadets commonly take formal leadership roles within their classes. Then, 

controlling for rank can help mitigate halo effects that could create spurious correlations 

between the study variables. Because the best rank equals 1 and the worst equals 85, the 

correlations between rank and the studied variables are expected to be negative. (ii) 

Cadets age and gender were included as controls because these variables may be part of 

participants’ ILTs (Lord et al., 1984), which may affect their leadership perceptions. (iii) 
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Finally, we controlled for the Cadet’s class (a dummy variable that differentiates 3rd- from 

4th-year Cadets). 

 

Results 

We first assessed interrater agreement of the three independent variables by 

calculating the ICCs (Woehr, Loignon, Schmidt, Loughry, & Ohland, 2015). We 

followed the procedures outlined by Bliese (1998). Group-prototypicality had an ICC(1) 

of .19, and a ICC(2) of .85; Authenticity had an ICC(1) of .08, and an ICC(2) of .67; and 

leadership endorsement had an  ICC(1) of .21, and a ICC(2) of .88. These ICCs indicates 

that there is good agreement between participants’ perceptions of their peers (Woehr et 

al., 2015), thus supporting the aggregation of the observations. 

Our unit of analysis is the individual Cadet. Then, to combine the data of the two 

groups of Cadets in a single database, we first standardized the study variables within 

each group following the same procedure used by Kwok et al. (2018). 

 

Table 2. Means, SD, and Correlations 
    Meana SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Study Variables:          
1 Authenticity 2.07 0.32 -       
2 Group-prototypicality 2.01 0.42 .67*** -      

3 
Leadership 
Endorsement 1.74 0.45 .70*** .80*** -     

4 Actual Influenceb 89.03 31.59 .74*** .85*** .82*** -    

 Control Variables:          
5 Rank in the classc 41.28 23.59 -.31*** -.64*** -.57*** -.58*** -   
6 Age 22.30 1.18 -.08 -.15 -.14 -.14 .20** -  
7 Genderd 0.04 0.18 -.17* -.11* -.16* -.11 -.11 .05 - 
8 Classe 0.52 0.50 -.01 .00 .00 .00 .05 .46*** -.07 
Notes. N = 164 (unit of analysis: individual Cadet). *p < .05 ** p < .01 ***p < .001. aMean and SD of the non-
standardized variables; bweighed in-degree centrality; cthe better the rank, the closer to 1; d female = 1, male = 0. 
efourth-year Cadet = 1, third-year Cadet = 0. 
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Table 2 shows the bivariate correlations between all variables. It reveals that rank 

in the class is an important control as it correlates significantly with all study variables 

(suggesting the existence of a halo effect). We conducted path analysis to test the 

hypotheses using structural equation modeling (SEM) in Stata 14 software (Figure 5). 

Importantly, we tested all paths controlling for group-prototypicality in addition to the 

other control variables. 

 

Figure 5. SEM Results 

 
Notes. *p < .05 ** p < .01 ***p < .001. SE in parenthesis. Control variables are omitted. Standardized 
coefficients are shown. 
 

  

Providing additional support to H1, we found that perceived authenticity was 

significantly related to leadership endorsement (β = .33, SE = 0.07, p < .001). Confirming 

H2, which predicted that group-prototypicality would strengthen the effect of perceived 

authenticity on leadership endorsement, we found a significant authenticity by group-

prototypicality interaction (β = .13, SE = 0.04, p < .01). Illustrating this interaction effect, 

Figure 6 shows the marginal effects of perceived authenticity on leadership endorsement 

at different levels of group-prototypicality. Note that at very low levels of group-
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prototypicality the effect of authenticity is not statistically significant (the 95% 

confidence interval includes zero). 

 

Figure 6. Marginal effects of Perceived Authenticity on Leadership Endorsement 
 

 
 

 

 To test H3 (effect of authenticity on actual influence), H4 (mediation of 

authenticity’s effects on social influence by leadership endorsement) and H5 (stronger 

indirect effect of authenticity at higher levels of group-prototypicality), we implemented 

the procedures outlined by Hayes (2013) to conduct a conditional path analysis. More 

specifically, we used Hayes’ (2013) moderated-mediation model number 7.  

Table 3 summarizes the results of the mediation analysis using bootstrapped 

standard errors (5000 replications). Supporting H3, we found a positive effect of 

authenticity on actual influence over the group (β = .34, SE = 0.05, p < .001). The average 

indirect effect of authenticity on actual influence through leadership endorsement was 

also significant (β = .08, SE = 0.03, p < .01), thus supporting to H3. We also found that 

at higher levels of group-prototypicality (1 SD above the mean) the indirect effect of 
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authenticity on influence is stronger than at lower levels of group-prototypicality (1 SD 

below the mean), thus confirming H5 (Δβ  = .06, SE = 0.03, p < .05). We also found that 

the direct effect (c’) of authenticity on actual influence is positive and significant (β = .26, 

SE = 0.05, p < .001), showing that authenticity’s effect on influence is only partially 

mediated by leadership endorsement. 

    

Table 3. Moderated-Mediation Analysis’ Results 

  
Effect of Authenticity 
on Social Influence 

 β SE p-value 95% CI  

Total effect (c) .34 0.05 < .001 [.24 .44] 
Average direct effect (c’) .26 0.05 < .001 [.15 .36] 
Average indirect effect (c - c’) .08 0.03 <.01 [.03 .14] 

 
Conditional Indirect Effects of 

Authenticity on Social Influence 

Level of 
Group-prototypicality: 

β SE p-value 95% CI  

Low (1 SD below the mean) .05 0.02 < .05 [.01 .09] 
High (1 SD above the mean) .12 0.04 < .01 [.04 .19] 

Δ (β High – β Low) .06 0.03 <.05 [.01 .12] 

Notes. All effects were controlled by group-prototypicality (in addition to all other control 
variables). 

 

It is worth noting that authenticity correlates strongly with group-prototypicality 

(r = .67; Study 2). This result can be explained by the fact that group-prototypical 

members normally have greater latitude (i.e., they feel freer) to engage in a wider range 

of behaviors and to express themselves more authentically, without running the risk of 

losing peers’ trust and respect (Cha et al., 2019; Giessner, Van Knippenberg, & Sleebos, 

2009). Moreover, because authenticity may signal leadership ability, and because 

leadership ability is considered an important individual characteristic in the military, 
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perceptions of authenticity may end up affecting perceptions of group-prototipicality in 

this setting. 

 

General Discussion 

Altogether, the results of the two studies provided support to the premise that 

authenticity can be an important source of social power (Gan et al., 2018; Cha et al., 

2019). We showed that both exogenously manipulated (Study 1) and measured 

authenticity (Study 2) have an impact on leadership endorsement and, ultimately, affect 

the level of influence a group member exert over his/her peers. Important to note, the 

effects of authenticity on both leadership endorsement and actual influence in Study 2 

were significant even controlling for perceived group-prototypicality and rank in the 

class, two “strong” control variables clearly related to a Cadet’s status in the group. It 

gives us confidence that authenticity’s effects is not spurious. That is, perceived 

authenticity seems to explain unique variance of our dependent variables.   

We also investigated when authenticity should be more (or less) beneficial to a 

group member’s leadership potential. Drawing from the notion that “individuals who 

choose to be authentic in opposition to contextual standards face the risk of negative 

social repercussions (i.e., reduced social power)” (Cha et al., 2019, p. 654), we predicted 

that the benefits a group member would accrue from being authentic—especially in terms 

of leadership endorsement—would be enhanced (or limited) to the extent that group 

member is perceived to be group-prototypical. A similar idea—of “antisocial 

authenticity”—was also explored theoretically by Jongman-Sereno and Leary (2018). We 

argued that perceived group-prototypicality would enhance authenticity’s effects on 

leadership endorsement mainly by triggering more affective responses is observers 
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(liking, identification, admiration, respect, willingness to follow, etc.). The additional 

analysis of Study 1 provided initial evidence for that. 

Based on the arguments set forth above, we could expect authenticity to be 

negatively related to leadership endorsement when group-prototypicality was low (i.e., it 

could be interpreted as a threat to the group’s best interests). However, the results of both 

Study 1 and 2 did not provide support for that. In Study 2, we found that authenticity’s 

effect can be null when group prototypicality was very low, but not negative. We believe 

it may happen because people attach great value to authenticity—i.e., authenticity seems 

to be a highly regarded virtue in our society, kind of a moral duty (see Jongman-Sereno 

and Leary, 2018). Then, people are usually penalized for being perceived as inauthentic, 

independently of their group-prototypicality. 

Although we could not test that, we believe that the interaction effect between 

perceived authenticity and group-prototypicality can be enhanced in the presence of 

intergroup conflict and more salient social identities (“us versus them”), since in such 

contexts in-group members will arguably expect leaders to more authentically and 

decidedly stand by their group’s values and interests and be “in-group champions” (see 

Haslam et al., 2010). For instance, this interaction effect may be more pronounced in 

moments of high political polarization (which is the case in many countries nowadays), 

helping explain the recent emergence of political leaders such as Donald Trump in the 

USA, Boris Johnson in the UK, and Jair Bolsonaro in Brazil. These political leaders are 

apparently perceived by their supporters as individuals who more authentically embody 

and defend their groups’ political values and interests. They are perceived as the authentic 

prototypes of their groups—not only “one of us,” but “the one for us;” and that perception 
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seems to trigger strong affective responses in their supporters, like identification, 

admiration, liking, deference, willingness to follow, etc. (see development of H2).  

Another noteworthy result relates to the partial mediation of leadership 

endorsement. Study 2 revealed a significant indirect effect of perceived authenticity on 

actual influence through leadership endorsement, especially when group-prototypicality 

was higher. However, our results evidenced that authenticity also has a direct effect on 

actual influence (c’), which was not transmitted through leadership endorsement. As this 

direct effect was relatively strong (see Table 3), we believe this result deserves a more 

detailed discussion. 

Direct effect of authenticity on actual influence. The leadership endorsement 

mechanism explored by this work entails primarily observers’ responses to perceived 

authenticity; that is, it concerns people’s (potential followers’) perceptions of and 

attitudes towards a group member (the potential leader). However, it seems that 

(in)authentic individuals’ own cognitions, motivations, and behaviors can have an effect 

on their level of influence over the group regardless of they being endorsed as leaders by 

peers. We believe it may happen because of authentic individuals’ greater extroversion 

and assertiveness (Wood et al., 2008; Fleeson & Wilt, 2010), and their increased self-

view as leaders and sense of power (Cha et al., 2019; Gan et al., 2018). 

As mentioned before, authentic individuals have a more secure sense of high self-

esteem (Lenton et al., 2016; Kernis, 2003; Wood et al. 2008), greater social self-efficacy 

(Satici, Kayis, Akin, 2013), and higher levels of energy (Lenton et al., 2016), 

characteristics that facilitate extroversion (Robins, Tracy, Trzesniewski, Potter, & 

Gosling, 2001; Watson, Suls, & Haig, 2002). Extroversion entails being more talkative, 

articulate, and assertive (Goldberg, 1990). Indeed, studies confirm the positive 
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association between authenticity and extroversion (Wood et al., 2008; Fleeson & Wilt, 

2010). We believe that the assertiveness of authentic individuals is further intensified by 

their greater clarity of their own values, beliefs, and preferences (Kernis & Goldman, 

2006).  

Authentic individuals’ increased extroversion and assertiveness will likely be 

translated into greater social influence. More extroverted and assertive group members 

are more likely to seek interactions and express their opinions in public (Goldberg, 1990), 

they also have higher speech rates (Feldstein & Sloan, 1984) and use greater vocal effort 

(Scherer, 1978). All these factors correlate positively with persuasive power and 

interpersonal influence (Bonner, 2000). Moreover, authentic individuals’ greater self-

view as a leader and sense of power (Gan et al., 2018) makes them more motivated to 

seek advantageous positions within the group (Kwok, Hanig, Brown, & Shen, 2018) and 

increase their effectiveness in persuading others (Emery et al., 2011; Guinote & Chen, 

2016).  

To our view, these mechanisms are not necessarily related to leadership 

endorsement by peers. That is, one may not be recognized and endorsed as a leader by 

peers and still exert greater influence over the group due to his/her increased extraversion 

and assertiveness, and more frequent influence attempts. 

Authenticity vs. Self-monitoring. Extensive research has explored the positive 

association between self-monitoring and leadership emergence (see Day, Shleicher, 

Unckless, & Hiller, 2002; Kudret, Erdogan, & Bauer, 2019). Because, at a first glance, 

authenticity and self-monitoring appear to be at the opposite extremes of a continuum, 

our hypotheses and findings may seem contradictory. However, empirical studies reveal 

that authenticity and self-monitoring are very weakly or not at all correlated (see Pillow, 
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Hale Jr, Crabtree, & Hinojosa, 2017), which means that being authentic—i.e. abiding to 

one’s core values and beliefs—does not imply being insensitive and unable to adapt to 

contextual demands. As asserted by Pillow et al. (2017) “the ability to restrain and express 

oneself, read and entertain others, and adapt one’s message to fit an audience does not 

necessitate abandoning one’s core values.” Moreover, as pointed out by Kernis and 

Goldman (2006) authenticity “is not reflected in a compulsion to be one’s true-self, but 

rather in the free and natural expression of core feelings, motives, and inclinations” (p. 

299; original emphasis). As such, we conclude that our theory and findings do not 

contradict existing evidence suggesting that self-monitoring relates to leadership 

emergence (see Gan et al., 2018). 

 

Contributions 

 We identify five main contributions of this study. First, we contribute to the stream 

of literature initiated by AL studies, which explores the role of authenticity to leadership 

processes and outcomes. However, differently from AL studies, we sought to use a more 

recent psychological conceptualization of authenticity (Knoll et al., 2015) that do not 

include ethical elements that might confound results. We believe that by distancing leader 

authenticity from ethical leadership (Treviño & Brown, 2007), we were able to better test 

the net effects of authenticity and more uniquely contribute to the leadership theory. 

Second, differently from AL works, which have concentrated on the effectiveness 

of individuals occupying formal managerial positions in organizations, this study 

contributes to the leadership emergence literature (see Acton et al., 2019), which focuses 

on how, why, and when individuals without formal authority become leaders. Although 

prior research has evidenced (or theorized about) the positive association between 
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authenticity and social power (Cha et al., 2019; Gan et al., 2018), authenticity’s effects 

have not been explored from an emergent leadership perspective. Three leadership 

emergence theories helped us investigate authenticity’s effects (and we believe these 

theories may also benefit from our conclusions): (i) ILTs (Epitropaki & Martin, 2004) 

underpinned the notion that authentic group members are more likely to be perceived as 

“leader-like” by peers. We argued that authenticity combines many characteristics and 

behaviors people often associate to the leader category (Lord et al., 1984); (ii) leadership 

self-schema activation theories (see Acton et al., 2019) were used to explain that authentic 

individuals are more likely to develop a leader role identity (i.e., a self-view as a leader), 

which increases their chances of behaving like leaders and seek positions of influence; 

and (iii) the social identity theory of leadership (Hogg, 2001) helped us theorize about 

the limits and potentials of authenticity. 

Third, this study helps shed light on the notion that authenticity’s effects on 

leadership outcomes should not be uniformly positive. Although we identified theoretical 

works (outside the mainstream AL literature) suggesting that some individual 

characteristics can limit (or even reverse) authenticity’s positive effects (e.g., Cha et al., 

2019), we did not find any leadership study testing that. Because AL theory has assumed 

that authentic leaders are necessarily ethical and virtuous in many ways, and that their 

values are congruent with their followers’ values (see Algera & Lips Wiersma, 2012), AL 

studies have overlooked the possibility of combining authenticity with other (less 

positive) leader characteristics (e.g., leaders’ low value congruence with followers or low 

group-prototypicality). Because we used a more “neutral” conceptualization of 

authenticity (Knoll et al., 2015), we were able to combine authenticity with different 

levels of group-prototypicality and test its contingent effects on leadership endorsement. 
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Our results confirmed that group-prototypicality functions as a boundary condition for 

authenticity’s effects. 

Fourth, our research contributes the trait approach to leadership (Zaccaro, 2007), 

an approach that that investigates the personal characteristics most associated to 

leadership emergence and effectiveness. To our view, authenticity is a noteworthy leader 

trait because it combines many characteristics predictive of leadership perceptions and 

leadership emergence (see development of H1). Although the trait approach to leadership 

has been criticized for not accounting for other important determinants of leadership—

especially the role of followers and the context/situation (see Day & Zaccaro, 2007)—we 

believe our research tries to overcome these limitations. Our theorization involves not 

only what leaders are or do, but how followers perceive and respond to these leaders, 

considering the social context they are embedded in (i.e., the group’s shared values, 

beliefs, and identity). That is, this study tries to balance leader- and follower-centric 

perspectives (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014) in order to produce a more comprehensive picture of 

the role of authenticity to emergent leadership processes. 

Finally, we consider this paper may provide useful information for leadership 

development programs and for individuals who aspire to become leaders. As asserted by 

Cha et al. (2019, p. 657), “[e]ach of us would be wise to consider the significant power 

implications of our own and others’ authenticity in the workplace”. Based on our results, 

our conclusion is that, when it comes to leadership emergence, personal authenticity pays 

off—and pays well—especially if your values align with your group’s shared values. 
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Limitations and Future Research 

The combination of both an experimental and a field study improves our ability 

to draw conclusions about the role of authenticity to leadership emergence. However, we 

recognize that both studies have important limitations. Although Study 1 ensures the 

exogeneity of the independent variables, thus allowing us to investigate their causal 

effects, as most lab experiments, it lacks external and ecological validity (Reis & Judd, 

2000). To a certain extent, we compensated for that limitation in the field study (Study 

2). Study 2 uses a split-sample round-robin design (Ostroff et al., 2002; Kenny, 1994), 

social network analysis (Balkundi, & Kilduff, 2006), and two separate waves of data 

collection to mitigate the effects of consistency and common method biases (Podsakoff 

et al., 2003). However, we recognize that, even by adopting these procedures, 

endogeneity problems could not be fully ruled out. We believe that the replication of our 

tests with different methods and samples would help ascertain the robustness of our 

findings. 

In the present study, we have assumed that the effect of authenticity on leadership 

emergence and actual influence over the group is linear. However, based on the idea that 

“too much of a good thing” can be detrimental to leadership (Judge, Piccolo, & Kosalka, 

2009), we believe future research can explore the non-linear relationship between 

authenticity and leadership outcomes. For instance, studies suggest that “authenticity may 

result in rigid behavior and undermine effectiveness” (Jongman-Sereno & Leary, 2018, 

p. 136). Another assumption of this work refers to the unidirectional effect of authenticity 

on social power. Although, this effect was supported by experimental research (Gan et 

al., 2018), studies also show that induced power can lead to greater experienced 

authenticity (Kraus, Chen, & Keltner, 2011). Gan et al. (2018) concludes, then, that the 
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effects of authenticity and power can be reciprocal. Although that reciprocity does not 

invalidate our hypotheses (since authenticity continues to be a predictor of social power 

and leadership emergence), it may have helped produce the high correlation between 

perceived authenticity and actual social influence in Study 2 (r  = .74). 

As mentioned before, another point to be explored by future research is the 

moderating role of intergroup conflict and social identity salience (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; 

Van Knippenberg, 2011). To our view, these variables may strengthen the interactive 

effects of authenticity and group-prototypicality (a three-way interaction) and, perhaps, 

they may reveal the “dark side” of authenticity (i.e., its negative effects on leadership 

emergence).  Finally, we believe that future research can further investigate the 

mechanisms we proposed to explain the effects of authenticity on leadership 

endorsement, namely: ILTs congruence, perceived BI, and the affective responses 

(identification, admiration, liking, willingness to follow, etc.) that are expected to be 

triggered by authenticity when group-prototypicality is high.  
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ARTIGO 2 

 

COMMITMENT TO PUBLIC VALUES AND CHARISMATIC LEADERSHIP 

IN STREET-LEVEL BUREAUCRACIES 

“If you don’t believe in the messenger, you won’t believe the message” 
—Kouzes-Posner first law of leadership. 

 

Introduction 

 Public values (PV)—broadly defined as “the normative principles on which 

governments and policies should be based” (Andersen et al., 2013, 294)—is receiving 

increased attention in public administration research, apparently as a response to the 

emphasis on “running government like a business” of the 1980s and 1990s (Bryson, 

Crosby, & Bloomberg, 2014; Van der Wal, Nabatchi, & De Graaf, 2015). As such, studies 

have been emphasizing the need for leaders of public organizations to commit to, protect, 

and promote PV (e.g., Denhardt & Campbell, 2006; Getha-Taylor et al., 2011; Terry, 

1990; Tummers & Knies, 2016). However, some aspects of the role of PV to public 

leadership remains to be investigated, particularly from a behavioral perspective. 

In this study, we draw on charismatic leadership (Conger & Kanungo, 1998; 

Howell & Shamir, 2005; Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993) and socio-cognitive leadership 

theories (Hogg, 2001; Van Knippenberg, 2011) to propose that commitment to PV is not 

only a public leader’s obligation (from a normative perspective), but it is the basis for the 

existence of more impactful and motivational forms of leadership in public organizations, 

particularly in street-level bureaucracies (public schools, social work agencies, public 

hospitals, etc.). Central to our theorization is the notion that charismatic leadership is not 

simply the expression of a leader’s personal charisma—a “special gift” (see Platow et al., 
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2006)—but a two-way relational phenomenon that depends on both leaders and followers 

(Jermier, 1993). In this sense, we argue that the emergence and dynamics of charismatic 

leadership are greatly influenced by the existing values, identities, and expectations of 

followers, as they set the basis for their judgements about and attitudes towards leaders 

(Burns, 1978; Klein & House, 1995; Platow et al., 2006).  

However, despite the relevance of charismatic leadership to the public sector, 

wherein transactional options are less available for leaders (Moynihan, Pandey, & Wright, 

2014), we argue it should not be equally effective in all public service settings. Indeed, 

research has provided evidence that charismatic leadership can be especially beneficial in 

more stressful and challenging situations that demand strong personnel effort and self-

sacrifice (Bass, 1985; House, 1977; Klein & House, 1995; Shamir, House, & Arthur, 

1993). As such, we also investigate whether in more difficult and demanding public 

service environments characterized by high levels of poverty and violence, the effect of 

charismatic leadership on public organizational outcomes becomes more prominent. 

We test our hypotheses with data collected from a sample of 87 street-level 

bureaucracies (specifically, public schools) that were selected using a probabilistic 

stratification method (Groves et al., 2011). We surveyed public employees working in 

those organizations using a split-sample design to mitigate response biases (Ostroff, 

Kinicki, & Clark, 2002) and used objective secondary data provided by the Board of 

Education as our control and outcome variables. 

We believe this study advances the public leadership and PV literatures in some 

ways. First, by concentrating on the role of PV, we answer the call for more publicness 

in public leadership studies (Crosby & Bryson, 2018; Getha-Taylor et al., 2011; Vogel & 

Masal, 2015). Second, differently from previous public leadership studies on PV, we shift 
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the focus to the internal environment of public organizations and shed light on the 

emergence of charismatic forms of public leadership, especially in street-level 

bureaucracies.  Third, by considering the moderating effect of contextual factors, we can 

get a more nuanced understanding of when leaders’ commitment to PV—and the resulting 

charismatic leadership processes—are likely to influence public organizations’ outcomes. 

Finally, we believe this study takes another step towards connecting the PV and the public 

service motivation (PSM; Perry & Wise, 1990) literatures, since we propose that a public 

leader’s commitment to PV should include behaviors related both to more classical PV 

and PSM-related values (see Andersen et al., 2013; Maesschalck, Van der Wal, & 

Huberts, 2008). 

 

Public Values in Public Administration Research 

According to Schwartz and Bilsky (1987), five features are common to most 

definitions of values: values are “(a) concepts or beliefs (b) about desirable end states or 

behaviors (c) that transcend specific situations, (d) guide selection or evaluation of 

behavior or events, and (e) are ordered by relative importance” (551).  In the context of 

public administration research and practice, some values are held in high regard, as they 

represent the idealized principles upon which the public service should be based 

(Andersen et al., 2013). They are usually referred to as Public Values (PV). 

However, to date, there is no complete consensus about the definition of PV or its 

content (Rutgers, 2015). Nonetheless, some PV are recurrent in the literature. Examples 

are integrity, accountability, impartiality, openness, legality, humanness, altruism, and 

professionalism (e.g. Jørgensen & Bozeman, 2007; Van Wart, 2013; Van der Wal et al., 

2006; Witesman & Walters, 2014). These values form the basis of what is often labelled 
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as the public (service) ethos (e.g., Jørgensen, 2006), and can be found in professional 

codes of ethics, such as that of the American Society for Public Administration (ASPA; 

see Svara, 2014). 

Furthermore, the concept of PV overlaps with other well-known concepts, such as 

public service motivation (PSM; Perry & Wise, 1990). Indeed, the PSM scale explicitly 

includes “commitment to public values” as one of its dimensions (Kim et al., 2012). 

Witesman and Walters (2014) say that their public service values framework 

“encompasses and complements the dimensions of the PSM scale” (377), and Andersen 

and colleagues (2013) assert that the concepts of PV and PSM are profoundly interwoven, 

although they do not recommend their complete integration. Maesschalck, Van der Wal, 

and Huberts (2008) concludes that the PSM dimensions mirror many of the values found 

in the more general PV literature, although “a number of values that concentrate on the 

integrity of governance are less apparent in public service motivation, such as 

impartiality, incorruptibility, and transparency” (171). Maesschalck, Van der Wal, and 

Huberts (2008) also imply that PSM-related values (e.g., compassion), when not 

combined with other normative public service principles (e.g., lawfulness) can backfire 

(e.g., lead to lack of neutrality and preferential treatment). Thus, in the present paper, we 

consider both more general, normative PV (e.g., integrity and accountability), and PSM-

related values (e.g., self-sacrifice and compassion). Other concepts closely related to PV 

are public service ethos (e.g., Rayner et al., 2010) and public service ethic (e.g., Brewer 

& Selden, 1998). 

Based on the notion that the internalization of PV by public servants can affect 

their judgement and behavior in ways that are beneficial to society, studies have proposed 

strategies to promote these values in public organizations (e.g., Paarlberg, Perry, & 
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Hondeghem, 2008). In this matter, leadership has been referred to as a critical factor to 

be considered (Getha-Taylor et al., 2011; Paarlberg, Perry, & Hondeghem, 2008). Indeed, 

evidence suggests that leadership can both directly affect public employees’ 

internalization of PV (e.g., Pandey et al., 2016; Park & Rainey, 2008; Wright, Moynihan, 

& Pandey, 2012) and capitalize on employees’ existing values to increase their 

performance (e.g. Bellé, 2013a).  

Some studies have focused more specifically on public leaders’ commitment to 

PV (e.g., Denhardt & Campbell, 2006; Getha-Taylor et al., 2011; Newell, 2007; Terry, 

1990). These studies have usually adopted a normative—rather than a descriptive and 

empirical—approach, and they are typically not grounded in mainstream leadership 

theories (see Crosby & Bryson, 2018). Moreover, their focus is often on abstract societal-

level outcomes—which are difficult to measure —such as protection of democracy, the 

public interest (Getha-Taylor et al., 2011), and institutional integrity (Terry, 1990). 

However, based on the notion that followers’ perceptions of leaders are critical 

determinants of (measurable) group-level leadership processes and behavioral outcomes 

in organizations (Lord & Maher, 1993; Van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003), we argue that 

the intra-organizational behavioral effects of perceived leaders’ commitment to PV 

deserve more theoretical and empirical attention. 

 

Charismatic Leadership in Public Organizations 

Charismatic leadership5 is a relational phenomenon (Klein & House, 1995). On 

the leaders’ part, it is characterized by the articulation of visions that appeal to followers’ 

                                                             
5 Two different forms of charismatic leadership have been explored by research: socialized and personalized 

(e.g., House and Howell 1992; Howell 1988; Watts et al. 2018). According to House and Howell’s (1992, 
84), socialized charismatic leadership “(a) is based on egalitarian behavior, (b) serves collective interests 
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values and identities, the exemplification of idealized behaviors, and the promotion of a 

sense of collective identity. On the followers’ part, it is characterized by a strong 

identification and engagement with the leader and the mission he/she articulates, an 

emotional attachment to the leader, and motivational arousal (Antonakis et al., 2016; 

Conger & Kanungo, 1998; Gardner & Avolio, 1998; Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993). 

Diverging from simpler conceptions, researchers have been highlighting the idea 

that charismatic leadership—or charisma—is not something that can be owned by an 

individual (Jermier, 1993). In other words, charisma does not result simply from the 

leader’s personality, but from the interplay between leaders’ characteristics and behaviors 

and followers’ expectations, perceptions and attitudes towards leaders, all of which 

embedded in a charisma-conducive environment (e.g., Klein & House, 1995). The crucial 

test of charisma, says Jermier (1993), is the followers’ voluntary engagement with and 

support to the leader. Importantly, research suggests that it can only happen if followers 

recognize in their leaders the idealized values shared by the group (Gardner & Avolio, 

1998; Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993; Platow et al., 2006). 

The concept of charismatic leadership is inextricably related to the concept of 

transformational leadership (Burns, 1978), to the point that many researchers treat them 

as equivalent (see Yukl, 1999). Indeed, “charisma” (i.e., the combination of inspirational 

motivation and idealized influence) is a central component of transformational leadership 

(Bass, 1985). Measures of both charismatic and transformational leadership include very 

similar leadership behaviors (Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013). In the present paper, 

                                                             
and is not driven by the self-interest of the leader and (c) develops and empowers others.” On the other 
hand, personalized charismatic leadership “(a) is based on personal dominance and authoritarian behavior, 
(b) serves the self-interest of the leader and is self-aggrandizing and (c) is exploitive of others.” Our focus 
herein is on socialized, positive, forms of charismatic leadership. 
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however, we decided to use the term charismatic (rather than transformational) 

leadership, because our primary focus is not on the transformation of followers’ values, 

but the charismatic relationships that are triggered by followers’ perceptions of their 

leaders’ commitment to their existing PV.  

Meta-analyses showed that charismatic leadership can affect followers’ work 

motivation, performance, extra effort, and job satisfaction (DeGroot, Kiker, & Cross, 

2000; Dumdum, Lowe, & Avolio, 2013). In the context of public administration, it is also 

related to important public organizational outcomes (Orazi, Turrini, & Valotti, 2013; Van 

Wart, 2013; Vogel & Masal, 2015). Effects include increased public employee PSM 

(Caillier, 2014; Jensen & Bro, 2018; Krogsgaard, Thomsen, & Andersen, 2014; Park & 

Rainey, 2008; Wright et al., 2012) and performance (Bellé, 2013a; Trottier, Van Wart, & 

Wang, 2008). 

Some organizational characteristics can make charismatic leadership even more 

relevant. For instance, when transactional options (e.g., use of financial rewards) are less 

available, it can be “left as one of the few tools at leaders’ disposal” (Moynihan, Pandey, 

& Wright, 2014, 88). Accordingly, Shamir, House, & Arthur (1993) argue that 

charismatic leadership is particularly important when performance cannot be easily 

measured and linked to rewards. The existence of beneficiary contact can also strengthen 

the effects of charismatic leadership on employees’ work outcomes (Bellé, 2013a; Grant, 

2012). It happens because the leader’s vision and inspirational appeals become less 

abstract to followers: “Beneficiary contact enables employees to see that their 

contributions to the vision [articulated by the leader] have meaningful consequences for 

other people” (Grant, 2012, 458). 
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The aforementioned conditions can be found in many public organizations. While 

the lack of transactional options, or the difficulty to link performance to rewards—

especially financial rewards—characterize most types of public organizations, 

beneficiary contact is usually present in most street-level bureaucracies, since in these 

organizations public servants deal directly with the public. Therefore, understanding the 

factors that influence the emergence of charismatic leadership in public organizations—

especially in street-level bureaucracies—should be highly relevant. In the next sections, 

we present our model and the proposed relationships between PV, charismatic leadership, 

and public organizational outcomes. 

  

Hypotheses Development 

Commitment to PV and Charismatic Leadership in Public Organizations 

Early behavioral charismatic leadership studies (e.g., House, 1977) have long 

acknowledged the important role of leaders’ values and the ideological content of their 

messages to the emergence of charismatic leadership. This premise continued to guide 

subsequent studies until the present days (see Antonakis et al., 2016). As Conger and 

Kanungo (1998, 63) assert, “a leader whose vision fails to incorporate important values 

and lacks relevance for the organizational context is unlikely to be perceived as 

charismatic.” Accordingly, Shamir, House, and Arthur (1993) points out that 

communicating a message that appeals to the existing values and identities of followers 

is a necessary condition for a leader’s message to have charismatic effects. As such, 

leaders need to respond to followers (to their values, identities, and expectations) no less 

than followers respond to them (Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993). This rationale was 

further developed by social identity models of leadership (e.g., Van Knippenberg & 
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Hogg, 2003), and we believe it provides a solid explanation for why perceived leader 

commitment to PV is a critical predictor of charismatic leadership in the public 

organizations. 

Due to attraction-selection-attrition and socialization processes, public employees 

are expected to internalize and share PV (Paarlberg & Lavigna, 2010; Perry & Wise, 

1990; Wright & Christensen, 2010). We believe that the internalization of these public 

service values is even more likely to occur in street-level bureaucracies, wherein public 

employees literally serve citizens (i.e., there is beneficiary contact) and observe the 

prosocial impact of their work (see Bellé, 2013b). Based on the precepts of social identity 

theory (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Tajfel & Turner, 1986), to the extent that PV are 

internalized and shared by public servants, these values are likely to become characteristic 

of public servants’ sense of collective identity—a sense of “who we are”. In other words, 

especially in service-oriented street-level bureaucracies, PV are expected to define the 

group prototype: a fuzzy set of idealized characteristics that define a group (Hogg, 2001; 

Van Knippenberg, 2011). According to Van Knippenberg (2011, 1079), group prototypes 

“include what the group values, believes, and considers important, and what are seen as 

appropriate and desirable behaviors and courses of action.” This way, group prototypes 

represent what is group-normative (Hogg, 2001; Van Knippenberg, 2011). 

The importance of group-prototypes for leadership processes is that they serve as 

a cognitive benchmark for followers to make sense of their leaders (Hogg, 2001; Platow 

et al., 2006; Van Knippenberg, 2011). A central premise of the social identity theory of 

leadership is that, to be endorsed by followers—and be granted the credentials to emerge 

as a charismatic leader— a leader must be perceived to live up to the idealized image of 

“who we are” (Platow et al., 2006; Platow et al., 2003; Van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003). 
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This “we-ness” is necessary because leadership is not developed in a vacuum; rather, it 

usually happens within a social group with a distinctive social identity characterized by 

specific shared values, beliefs, and interests (Haslam, Reicher, & Platow, 2010). As such, 

perceived leader group-prototypicality is normally translated into status within the group, 

referent influence, social attraction to the leader, and trust in his/her group-orientedness 

(Van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003). This way, the more followers see the leader as 

“consistently expressing in their pronouncements and their actions those norms and 

values that make our group distinctive from other groups […] the more we will pay heed, 

the more we will follow what such people say, and the more effort we will put into 

supporting their proposals” (Haslam & Reicher, 2016, 29). In the context of the public 

service, these “norms and values that make the group” arguably encompass PV. 

Thus, diverging from some recent public leadership studies (e.g., Jensen, 

Andersen, & Jacobsen, 2018; Krogsgaard, Thomsen, & Andersen, 2014), we propose that 

a public leader’s enacted values function as a predictor of charismatic leadership, rather 

than a moderator of its effects (see Conger & Kanungo, 1998; Platow et al., 2006; Shamir, 

House, & Arthur, 1993). Prior experimental evidence confirms the premise that leader 

group-prototypicality predicts perceptions of charismatic leadership (Platow et al., 2006; 

see Van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003). This means that leaders who are perceived to 

exemplify the normative, identity-defining values of a group are also perceived to inspire 

loyalty, have a sense of mission, and have a vision of the future (Platow et al., 2006). 

Therefore, by combining the findings and insights from both charismatic leadership and 

social identity theory of leadership literatures, we propose that public servants’ 

perceptions of their leaders’ commitment to PV is a critical predictor of the emergence of 

charismatic leadership in public organizations.  
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Hypothesis 1: Perceived leader commitment to public values is positively 

associated with perceptions of charismatic leadership in public organizations. 

 

Charismatic Leadership and Employee Voluntary Turnover 

Charismatic leadership engage and motivate followers by connecting their self-

concepts to the organization’s goals (Howell & Shamir, 2005). It occurs because the 

leader articulates an inspiring vision that appeal to followers’ existing values and 

identities, thus creating a more meaningful, motivating, and satisfying work experience 

(Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993). Moreover, as charismatic leaders are catalysts in the 

sense-making process and serve as a source of organizationally relevant information to 

employees, they can increase employees’ person-organization value congruence 

(Hoffman et al., 2011; Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins, 1989). This is particularly relevant in 

public organizations, since research shows that public servants can only satisfy their 

prosocial motivations to the extent to which they perceive their values to be congruent 

with their organizations’ values (Liu, Tang, & Yang, 2015; Wright & Pandey, 2008). In 

fact, meta-analyses show that one of the most consistent effects of charismatic leadership 

is the increase of followers’ job satisfaction (e.g., DeGroot, Kiker, & Cross, 2000; 

Dumdum, Lowe, & Avolio, 2013).  

For similar reasons, charismatic leadership should also be translated into lower 

levels of employee turnover. By enhancing public servants’ person-organization value 

congruence, charismatic leadership is expected to reduce turnover, since individuals 

prefer to work in organizations that enables them to be involved in meaningful and 

personally satisfying tasks. Not surprisingly, studies show that low job satisfaction is 

associated with increased turnover intentions and actual voluntary turnover rates 
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(Griffith, 2004; Grissom, Viano, & Selin, 2016; Judge, 1993; Nyberg, 2010; Pitts, Marvel, 

& Fernandez, 2011).  Moreover, charismatic forms of leadership lead to higher-quality 

relationships between leaders and followers, which also translates into lower turnover 

behavior (Herman, Huang, & Lam, 2013). 

Indeed, turnover research in the context of public administration indicates that 

leadership (or effective management) is one of the most important factors to predict 

employee turnover (Brown & Wynn, 2009; Grissom, 2011; Grissom, Viano, & Selin, 

2016).  As such, we hypothesize that, because charismatic leaders are more able to align 

their followers’ values and identities with their organization’s values and goals, and 

because they establish higher-quality relationships with followers, they will likely reduce 

voluntary turnover levels in public organizations. 

 

Hypothesis 2: Charismatic leadership is associated with lower levels of 

employee voluntary turnover in public organizations. 

 

The Moderating Role of Contextual Stressors 

The view that charismatic forms of leadership can be particularly effective in 

stressful and challenging situations is present in many seminal works (e.g., Bass, 1985; 

Conger & Kanungo, 1988; House, 1977; Klein & House, 1995; see also Van Knippenberg 

& Hogg, 2003). Klein and House (1995, 185-186) asserts that “In crises, individuals are 

uncertain and stressed and, thus, open to the influence of persuasive leaders who offer a 

hopeful, inspiring vision of the crisis resolved.”  Relatedly, Shamir, House, and Arthur 

(1993) say that charismatic leadership can be particularly important when “exceptional 

effort, behavior and sacrifices are required of both leaders and followers” (590). 
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Many contextual factors can create a more stressful and challenging work 

environment that demands increased effort from public employees. For instance, in the 

case of street-level bureaucracies (such as public schools or public hospitals), common 

contextual stressors known to increase employee voluntary turnover are the level of 

poverty and violence in the neighborhood (Kraft et al., 2012; Simon & Johnson, 2015; 

Smith & Smith, 2006). In these precarious contexts, public servants leave mainly because 

they see their work environment as a threat to their safety (Smith & Smith, 2006) and 

perceive that their poor working conditions impede their chance to perform well (Simon 

& Johnson, 2015).  

Interestingly, research shows that working in these precarious contexts can be 

more meaningful to public servants. Many employees are attracted to serving in poorer 

contexts due to a “humanistic commitment” (Achinstein et al., 2010, 71; Cochran-Smith 

et al., 2012), or PSM. However, in these difficult contexts, wherein resources of all sorts 

are less available, the chances of not satisfying employees’ PSM increase, because they 

are often not given the necessary support to successfully accomplish their tasks. In a 

research conducted in a public educational context, Kraft and colleagues (2012) perfectly 

illustrate this idea. Based on interviews, they report that most teachers working in poorer 

districts did not express the wish to work with wealthier, whiter, or higher-performing 

students. Instead, they reaffirmed that helping students to succeed in those challenging 

contexts was even more satisfying to them. However, when these teachers perceived that 

their poor working conditions would prevent them from achieving success, they 

expressed great frustration and willingness to leave that school (Kraft et al., 2012). 

Therefore, we expect that in more stressful work contexts characterized by higher 

levels of poverty and violence, wherein public servants are more likely to have their (often 
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high) prosocial expectations frustrated, charismatic leaders should become even more 

critical to prevent high levels of voluntary turnover, as they can create a more meaningful 

and fulfilling work environment that help employees satisfy their prosocial motivations 

and cope with contextual adversities. We, then, advance the following hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 3: The effect of charismatic leadership on employee voluntary 

turnover will be moderated by the work context, such that in more stressful public service 

environments charismatic leadership will be more strongly related to lower employee 

turnover. 

 

Based on the hypotheses set forth above, we provide the theoretical model of our 

research in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1. General Study Model 
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Methods 

Research Setting and Sampling 

To test our model, we established a partnership with the Board of Education of 

the city of Rio de Janeiro, in Brazil. The public educational system in Rio de Janeiro 

includes more than 1,000 public elementary schools, making it one of the largest public-

school systems in the world6. We chose public schools not only because they are street-

level bureaucracies crucially important to society, but also because they are the most 

common type of public organization (Meier & Bohte, 2003). Furthermore, public schools 

within the same educational system have similar organizational structures, despite 

operating in heterogeneous environments (e.g., wealthy and safe vs. poor and violent 

neighborhoods). As such, they represent the perfect setting to test our hypotheses. 

To select the schools that would be included in our sample, a stratified 

probabilistic sampling was carried out to ensure that relevant subpopulations would not 

be underrepresented (Groves et al., 2011). Using this procedure, we selected a random 

sample of 154 public elementary schools from a population of 1009 schools. The number 

of schools sampled from each of the 11 existing districts was proportional to the districts’ 

actual number of schools (Table 1). Of the 154 schools selected, 148 provided us with the 

contacts of their principals and teachers, representing 3,770 potential participants. In total, 

1,017 teachers completed the questionnaires sent via text message (27% response rate). 

They were mostly female (82%), had an average age of 44.10 (SD = 4.31), and 12.56 (SD 

= 4.38) years of experience as teachers in public schools. As our level of analysis is the 

school, we only kept in our sample schools with at least 4 respondents to have more 

                                                             
6 Information retrieved from the Rio de Janeiro Municipal Board of Education’s website: 
http://www.rio.rj.gov.br/web/sme/exibeconteudo?id=9095194. 
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reliable aggregate measures. Thus, our final sample included a total of 87 schools (a total 

of 874 respondents). The average number of participants per school was 10.05 (SD = 

5.50). 

Table 1 shows the characteristics of our final sample, compared to the population 

and the initially selected sample. It reveals that the most important difference is the 

number of teachers per school. This happened because we initially excluded schools with 

less than 10 teachers7 and, after the data collection, we excluded schools with less than 4 

respondents (as explained above). Therefore, our final sample naturally included schools 

with slightly higher number of teachers (compared to the population and selected sample). 

Nevertheless, all other school characteristics (number of students per class, school 

performance, and Human Development Index of the neighborhood) did not differ in 

meaningful ways. Also, the proportion of schools per district remained mostly the same 

as shown in Table 1. As such, we believe that the sampling procedure produced an 

unbiased and representative sample of the population. 

 

Procedures 

Data collection. Two weeks before data collection, we sent banners, letters and e-

mails to all the randomly selected schools informing about our research. We then sent the 

questionnaires’ links to all potential participants via a texting app (Whatsapp)8 based on 

the telephone numbers provided by the schools. Participants were presented the term of 

                                                             
7 We did not include in the sample schools with less than 10 teachers in order to avoid having 
schools with low number of participants (our aim was to have at least four respondents per 
school). During the randomized sampling, when a school with less than 10 teachers was selected, 
we substituted it by another randomly selected school from the same district. 
8 Whatsapp is the primary way people text in Brazil (information available at 
https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2019-brazil). 
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informed consent which explained the general purpose of the study, that their 

participation was voluntary and confidential, and that the research had been approved by 

the Rio de Janeiro Board of Education and by the Institutional Review Board of the 

institution at which the leading author was located at the time of data collection. One 

month after sending the links, we sent new messages, thanking those who participated 

and inviting those who did not. We also personally called the school principals whose 

schools had lower participation rates, asking them to incentivize their teachers to 

participate. 

Table 1.  Characteristics and Representativeness of the Sample 

Average Characteristics  
Population 
(N = 1009) 

Selected 
Sample 

(N = 154) 

Final 
Sample 
(N = 87) 

    
Number of Teachers per School 25.55 27.74 29.54 

Number of Students per Class 30.50 30.20 30.55 

School Performancea 5.14 5.24 5.08 

HDI of School Neighborhood 0.80 0.79 0.79 
    

Proportion of Schools per District:    

District 1 6% 6% 9% 
District 2 10% 10% 7% 
District 3 9% 9% 6% 
District 4 11% 10% 12% 
District 5 8% 9% 9% 
District 6 7% 7% 7% 
District 7 12% 11% 11% 
District 8 12% 13% 16% 
District 9 10% 10% 10% 
District 10 12% 12% 11% 
District 11 3% 3% 2% 

Notes. aStandardized test score in, 2015 (range: 0 to 10). 
 

Split-sample design. To limit common source biases and mitigate problems of 

spurious correlations (see Podsakoff et al., 2003), teachers were randomly assigned to one 

of two possible questionnaires (i.e., a split-sample design; e.g., Ostroff, Kinicki, & Clark, 

2002). One of the questionnaires included questions about their principals’ commitment 
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to PV, while the other measured their perceptions of principals’ engagement in 

charismatic leadership. Although split-sample designs cannot address all sources of 

method biases and endogeneity (Favero & Bullock, 2014), it was shown to be effective 

in mitigating individual-level biases that inflate correlations between study variables 

(Ostroff, Kinicki, & Clark, 2002). 

 

Measures 

Perceived leader commitment to PV. According to Van der Wal and Huberts 

(2008, 266) “broad agreement exists that values cannot be seen or heard and can only be 

observed in how they manifest themselves through attitudes, preferences, decision 

making and action.” In other words, followers cannot directly assess their leaders’ values. 

However, they can observe some of their leaders’ day-to-day decisions and actions, 

which, over time, signal to them the extent to which their leaders commit to specific 

values. We chose to use followers’ perceptions of their leaders’ commitment to PV, rather 

than collecting this information directly from their leaders (i.e., self-report), for two main 

reasons. First, self-report measures are more likely to be influenced by social desirability 

(Fisher & Katz, 2000). Moreover, as each school has only one principal, they knew that 

they could be identified, which would also increase their chances of providing only 

socially desirable answers. Second, for the emergence of charismatic leadership, 

followers’ perceptions of their leaders are more relevant than the self-report of one’s 

values (Gardner & Avolio, 1998). In other words, when it comes to charismatic leadership 

processes, leaders’ values matter to the extent to which employees perceive these values 

are exhibited in the leaders’ words and actions. 
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Regarding the selection of the specific PV that were used to measure leaders’ 

commitment to PV, it is important to highlight that “there are no self-evident core [public] 

values, nor categorizations or hierarchies of values that can simply be applied universally 

in theory or practice.” As such “the validity and usefulness of any typology relies on the 

justification of the approach taken, that is, the very context it is stated in” (Rutgers, 2008, 

109). As such, we selected six values that are very recurrent in the PV literature that we 

believe are relevant to our study’s context. We included both classical, normative public 

service values (integrity, accountability, and openness to participation) and PSM-related 

values (self-sacrifice, compassion, and service mentality), since we understand they 

complement each other (see Maesschalck, Van der Wal, & Huberts, 2008). Of course, we 

do not suggest that these six PV are either the most important ones or that they are 

universally applicable. We believe, however, that in balancing comprehensiveness and 

parsimony, they capture important aspects of a public leader’s commitment to PV. Table 

2 presents the values and items used to measure leader commitment to PV. 

As presented in Table 2, we created two scale items for each of the six values, 

totaling 12 items. Participants rated their school principals in a five-points scale, ranging 

from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5). They evaluated their school 

principals’ commitment to PV considering their behavior during the last mandate that had 

just expired at the moment of the data collection9. After performing confirmatory factor 

analyses (CFA) and goodness-of-fit tests, we estimated the factor scores for the latent 

variable commitment to PV. The factor scores were then aggregated (averaged) at the 

school level. 

                                                             
9 In Rio de Janeiro, school principals are internally elected for a 3-years mandate. The mandate 
under study finished in December 2017. 
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Table 2. Leader Commitment to PV – Scale Items 

Public Values Scale Items 

Administrative integrity* 
Frequently ignores legal and ethical standards and prefer to do things 
"his/her own way.” 

Administrative integrity 
Is highly concerned about the ethicality and legality of all school 
employees’ actions. 

Openness to participation Is open to the participation of employees and local community. 

Openness to participation 
Considers the opinion and interests of many people and groups before 
making decisions. 

Accountability Is accountable to citizens and superiors and manages transparently. 

Accountability* 
Gets annoyed when he/she is asked to provide information about the 
school management practices. 

Self-sacrifice Is willing to sacrifice him/herself in order to help the school. 

Self-sacrifice* 
Is often absent when the work in the school requires some personal 
sacrifice. 

Service mentality 
Exemplifies the "service spirit" that public servants are expected to 
live up to. 

Service mentality Reminds employees about the important social impact of their work. 

Compassion Demonstrates compassion for the people experiencing difficulties. 

Compassion* Is not sensitive to the needs of the community. 

   Notes. *Reverse-coded items. 

 

Charismatic Leadership.  Charismatic leadership was measured with the five 

items used by Wright and Pandey (2009) and Krogsgaard, Thomsen, and Andersen 

(2014). This scale derives from House (1998) socialized charismatic leadership scale. The 

five items are: “Says things that make employees proud to be part of the organization,” 

“Leads by setting a good example,” “Clearly articulates his/her vision of the future,” “Has 

a clear sense of where our organization should be in 5 years,” and “Challenges me to 

think about old problems in new ways.” Teachers rated their school principals in a five-

points scale, ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5). We used the 

CFA’s predicted factor scores as our measure of charismatic leadership. These factor 

scores were then aggregated at the school level. 
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Voluntary Turnover. The Rio de Janeiro Board of Education provided us with the 

information of teachers’ actual voluntary turnover for each of the schools being studied. 

High levels of employee turnover tend to be problematic to most types of organizations, 

as it increases costs with recruitment and training, and lead to loss of relevant 

organizational knowledge and expertise (Brown & Wynn, 2009; Grissom, 2011). 

Specifically in the case of public schools, research shows that higher levels of teacher 

turnover ultimately affect students’ learning outcomes (O’Toole & Meier, 2003; Simon 

& Johnson, 2015). In our study, this measure represents the total number of teachers who 

voluntarily left their schools in, 2017. It does not include teachers who left due to 

dismissal, retirement, health problems, or death. This measure was obtained after the data 

collection period. 

Contextual Stress. We used objective indicators of poverty and violence of school 

neighborhoods to create a measure of contextual stress. Both high levels of poverty and 

violence were shown to be important predictors of teachers’ decision to leave the school 

(Simon & Johnson, 2015; Smith & Smith, 2006). To measure poverty and violence in the 

school area, we used students’ socio-economic status (SES)10 of 2015 (the latest 

available) and the average number of homicides around the school (within a radius of 

500m) from 2014 to 2016, all of which provided by the Rio de Janeiro Board of 

Education. The two indicators (SES and number of homicides) where combined with 

factor analysis. We predicted the factor scores to create a standardized measure of 

“contextual stress”. 

                                                             
10 The students’ SES is an index calculated by the Brazilian Government that considers the students’ 
family income, possession of goods, and the educational level of parents, among other socio-economic 
indicators. 
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Control Variables. We controlled for (a) school past performance (school 

standardized test score in 2015); (b) school size, as proxied by the total number of teachers 

in the school, (c) the average number of students per class, and (d) the gender of school 

principal. By controlling by past performance, we aimed at mitigating the effect of 

followers’ attribution of “good/bad leadership” based on organizational performance 

(Meindl, Ehrlich, & Dukerich, 1985). We controlled for school size and the number of 

students per class because these variables can be related both to the complexity of 

managing the school and to organizational climate variables, and thus they might also 

confound the results. School principal gender was included as a control because leader 

gender can also bias followers’ leadership perceptions (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Schein et 

al., 1996). 

 

Results 

Measurement. We tested different configurations of the commitment to PV 

measure with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). As shown in Table 3, the CFA revealed 

that a six-factor model showed significant better fit than a single-factor model, which 

indicates discriminant validity between the six PV dimensions. Furthermore, a model in 

which all the six PV dimensions load in a higher-order factor (Figure 2) showed an 

acceptable goodness-of-fit, indicating that all the six PV dimensions reflect a common 

latent variable (“commitment to PV”). The Cronbach’s alpha of commitment to PV was 

.93. 
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Table 3. Commitment to PV Measure: Goodness-of-fit Tests 

   Model  χ2  χ2( df) SRMR CFI TLI RMSEA 

1. Single-factor model  χ2(54) = 383.95*** - .04 .90 .88 .11 

2. Six-factor model  χ2(39) = 211.30***  χ2(15) = 172.64*** .03 .95 .91 .09 

3. Second-order model  χ2(48) = 254.60***  χ2(9) = 43.30*** .04 .94 .92 .09 

Notes. *** p < .001. Model 3 has a significantly better fit than Model 1:  χ2(6) = 129.35***. 

 

We then assessed the extent to which teachers of the same school agreed among 

themselves in terms of their perceptions of their school principals’ commitment to PV. 

The ICC(1) and ICC(2) (Bliese, 1998) of commitment to PV were .44 and .78, 

respectively, indicating strong agreement among respondents (Woehr et al., 2015). 

Regarding the socialized charismatic leadership measure, all five items showed to 

be highly convergent (Cronbach’s Alpha = .95), and CFA results indicated a good fit: 

SRMR = .01, CFI = 1.00, TLI = .99, RMSEA = .02. Teachers of the same school also 

seemed to agree in terms of their perceptions of their principals’ engagement in 

charismatic leadership: ICC(1) = .35 and ICC(2) = .68. The ICCs of both commitment to 

PV and charismatic leadership provides support for aggregation and analysis at the school 

level (Woehr et al., 2015).  

Hypotheses testing. Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations among 

studied variables are reported in Table 4. The correlations reveal a strong positive 

association between commitment to PV and charismatic leadership (r = .67, p < .001). 

Both commitment to PV and charismatic leadership were negatively related to turnover 

(r = -.29, p < .01 and r = -.31, p < .01, respectively). Also, contextual stress is positively 

related to teacher turnover (r = .24, p < .05). These results provided preliminary support 

for the hypothesized relationships. 
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Figure 2. Leader Commitment to PV (Second-order Factor) 

 

Notes. Model goodness-of-fit:  χ2(48) = 254.60***, SRMR = .04, CFI = .94, TLI = .92, RMSEA = .09. 

 

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations 

    Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 Study Variables:          
1 Commitment to PV 4.43a 0.60 -       
2 Charismatic Leadership 4.11a 0.79 .67*** -      
3 Contextual Stress 0b 0.50 -.18 -.10 -     
4 Turnover 2.88 2.29 -.28** -.30** .28** -    

 Control Variables:          
5 School Past Performance 5.08 0.83 .21* .13 -.28** -.18 -   
6 Number Teachers 29.54 10.81 -.39*** -.29** 0.16 .21* -.54*** -  
7 Students per Class 30.55 9.09 -.15 -.22* 0.19 -.04 -.51*** .44*** - 

8 Principal Genderc 1.91 0.29 .08 .04 0.07 .01 .22* -.24* 0.10 
Notes. N = 87. Level of analysis: schools. *p < .05 ** p < .01 ***p < .001. aRaw mean (average of the scale items) are 
presented. bStandardized factor scores. cMale = 1, female = 2. 
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Hypotheses were then tested with linear (H1) and negative binomial regression 

(H2 and H3) using Stata 14 Software. Turnover is a right-skewed count variable (Stanley 

et al., 2013) and negative binomial regression is the most appropriate method to model 

this type of variable (Gardner, Mulvey, & Shaw, 1995; Stanley et al., 2013). Additional 

analyses were conducted with generalized structural equation modeling (GSEM) both as 

a robustness check of our results and to conduct the conditional path analysis (Hayes, 

2013); that is, to test the indirect effect of perceived commitment to PV on turnover 

through charismatic leadership (mediation).  

Table 5 shows the results of our regression analyses. Supporting H1, we found a 

strong positive association between perceived school principals’ commitment to PV and 

the existence of charismatic leadership processes in public schools (b = 0.65, SE = 0.08, 

p < .001). Further, the results revealed that the relationship between charismatic 

leadership and teacher voluntary turnover was negative and significant (b = -0.22, SE = 

0.10, p < .05), meaning that schools managed by more charismatic principals have, on 

average, lower turnover rates than schools managed by less charismatic leaders, thus 

providing support to H2. 

Noteworthy, commitment to PV also had a negative effect on turnover (b = -0.12, 

SE = 0.05, p < .05; see Model 4, Table 5). This effect, however, became null after the 

inclusion of charismatic leadership in the model (Model 5, Table 5), which suggests that 

the effect of commitment to PV on turnover may be mediated by charismatic leadership 

(Baron & Kenny, 1986). To further analyze this result, we conducted more strict 

mediation tests with GSEM. 
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Table 5. Regression Results 

    Dependent Variables 

  Charismatic Leadership   Employee Turnover 
  (OLS Linear Regression)  (Negative Binomial Regression) 

Independent Variables   Model 1 Model 2   Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Study Variables:  

       

Commitment to PV 

 
 0.65*** 

(0.08) 
  -.12* 

(0.05) 
0.02 

(0.10) 
0.01 

(0.10) 

Charismatic Leadership 

 
     -0.22* 

(0.10) 
-0.16 
(0.09) 

Contextual Stress 

 
 0.06 

(0.10) 
  0.14 

(0.09) 
0.12 

(0.08) 
0.09 
(.08) 

Charism. Lead. X Contex. Stress 
 

      -0.11* 
(0.05) 

Control Variables:  
       

School Past Performance 
 

-0.11 
(0.14) 

-0.19 
(0.13) 

 -0.22 
(0.13) 

-0.15 
(0.14) 

-0.21 
(0.13) 

-0.21 
(0.13) 

Number of Teachers 
 

-0.02* 
(0.01) 

-0.00 
(0.01) 

 0.02* 
(0.01) 

0.01* 
(0.00) 

0.01* 
(0.01) 

0.01* 
(0.01) 

Students per Class 

 

-0.02 
(0.02) 

-0.02 
(0.01) 

 -0.02* 
(0.01) 

-0.03** 
(0.01) 

-
0.03*** 
(0.00) 

-
0.03*** 
(0.00) 

Principal Gender a 
 

0.05 
(0.29) 

0.12 
(0.28) 

 
0.41 

(0.25) 
0.31 

(0.27) 
0.34 

(0.26) 
0.29 

(0.26)          
Constant   1.72 1.41   2.17 1.66 2.00 2.03 

R2   .10 .48   .03 .05 .06 .07 
Notes. N = 87. Level of analysis: schools. *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001. Non-standardized coefficients. 

Robust standard errors in parenthesis. aMale = 1, female = 2.  

 

Regarding H3, we predicted that more stressful and demanding environments 

would strengthen the effects of charismatic leadership on turnover. Supporting this 

prediction, the negative interaction between contextual stress and charismatic leadership 

(b = -.11, SE = 0.05, p < .05) shows that in schools located in more stressful environments, 

charismatic leadership can more effectively reduce teacher turnover (see Figure 3). 

Confirming that, Figure 4 shows that at higher levels of contextual stress, the effect of 

charismatic leadership on turnover is significant and negative (the 95% confidence 

interval excludes zero), whereas in less stressful environments, the effect is not 

significant. 
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Figure 3. Predicted Teacher Turnover (Interaction Effect)

 

 
 

Figure 4. Marginal Effects of Charismatic Leadership on Turnover      

 
                         Notes. Shaded area: 95% confidence interval of charismatic leadership’s  
                         effect on turnover. 

 
 

Additional Analysis. As robustness check of our results, we estimated the entire 

model with GSEM. Also, as commitment to PV was shown to affect charismatic 

leadership, which, in turn, affects turnover—especially in more stressful contexts—we 
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also tested whether charismatic leadership functions as a mediator of commitment to PV’s 

effects. To do so, we conducted a conditional path analysis (Hayes, 2013), testing the 

indirect effects of commitment to PV on turnover (mediated by charismatic leadership), 

at different levels of contextual stress. We followed the procedures outlined by Hayes 

(2013)11. All the paths to charismatic leadership were modeled with linear regression. The 

paths to employee turnover were modeled with negative binomial regression (Figure 5). 

Results confirm that all hypothesized relationships were supported. 

 
 

Figure 5. GSEM Results – Full Model 
 

 
Notes. *p < .05 ** p < .01 ***p < .001. Non-standardized coefficients. c': Direct effect of commitment to 
PV on Turnover. 

 
 

Further, the results of the conditional path analysis suggest that commitment to 

PV significantly decrease turnover to the extent to which it affects the emergence of 

charismatic leadership, especially in more stressful work environments. Table 6 shows 

that the indirect effect of commitment to PV on turnover (through charismatic leadership) 

reaches statistical significance when contextual stress is high (b = -0.18, SE = 0.06, p < 

.01). At average and low levels of contextual stress, the indirect effect of commitment to 

                                                             
11 The script for conditional path analysis (moderated mediation) for Stata Statistical Software can be 
found at https://stats.idre.ucla.edu/stata/faq/how-can-i-do-moderated-mediation-in-stata/. 
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PV on turnover is not significant. Finally, the non-significance of the direct effect of 

commitment to PV on turnover (c’, Figure 5) suggests full mediation.  

 

Discussion 

Drawing from the literature on charismatic leadership (e.g.; Conger & Kanungo, 

1988; Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993) and social identity theory of leadership (e.g., 

Hogg, 2001; Van Knippenberg, 2011; Platow et al., 2006), we proposed—and our results 

confirmed—that followers’ perceptions of their leaders’ commitment of PV are a critical 

ingredient for the emergence of charismatic leadership in the public sector, especially in 

street-level bureaucracies. This happens because “[t]he character, goals and aspirations 

of a leader are not developed in a vacuum” (Gini, 1997, 74). Rather, they frequently 

develop within a dense atmosphere of shared values, beliefs, and expectations that define 

what is group prototypical and affect the way followers make sense of and respond to 

their leaders (Van Knippenberg, 2011). In other words, when leaders are not perceived 

by followers to embody the group’s identity-defining characteristics, their ability to 

develop charismatic forms of leadership becomes rather limited (Conger & Kanungo, 

1988; Klein & House, 1995; Platow et al., 2006; Van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003). Our 

 
Table 6. Conditional Path Analysis (Moderated Mediation) 

  
Conditional Indirect Effects of 

Leader Commitment to PV on Turnover 

Contextual Stress Level: b SE 95% CI  

Low -0.03 0.08 -0.19 0.13 

Average -0.10 0.06 -0.23 0.02 

High -0.18** 0.06 -0.31 -0.05 
Notes. **p < .01. ”Low” = 1 SD below the mean; “Average” = mean; “High” = 1 SD above the 
mean. 
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results indicated that the values, beliefs, and expectations that make up group prototypes 

in the context of street-level bureaucracies encompass the idealized principles of public 

administration—the PV—and by doing so, they foster the emergence of charismatic 

leadership processes within public organizations. 

Moreover, our results confirmed the idea that charismatic forms of leadership can 

be especially effective in the public sector (Moynihan, Pandey, & Wright, 2014; Paarlberg 

& Lavigna, 2010; Wright & Pandey, 2009), particularly in the prevention of high levels 

of employee voluntary turnover. In our understanding, this happens because PV-based 

charismatic leadership can create a more meaningful and satisfying work experience for 

front-line public servants, mainly by connecting their values and identities to the 

organizations’ goals (Shamir, House, & Arthur, 2013). Our results show, however, that 

more attention needs to be given to context. Specifically, we found that the effect of 

charismatic leadership was stronger in more challenging and stressful work environments 

characterized by higher levels of local violence and poverty. Previous studies have shown 

that some public servants, motivated by a humanistic commitment (i.e., high PSM), 

voluntarily choose to work in more difficult environments (e.g., poorer and more violent 

neighborhoods) with the purpose of “making a difference” (Achinstein et al., 2010; 

Cochran-Smith et al., 2012). However, if they do not find the necessary administrative 

and psychological support to conduct their activities—which is more likely to occur in 

these precarious environments—they get frustrated and are more likely to leave the 

organization (Kraft et al., 2013). Our findings show that in such contexts PV-based 

charismatic leadership can be remarkably effective in preventing high turnover levels. 

Furthermore, the results of the path analysis (moderated-mediation model) 

suggested that public leaders’ commitment to PV decrease employee turnover to the 
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extent to which it affects the emergence of charismatic leadership, especially in more 

stressful and demanding work environments. In other words, charismatic leadership 

seems to function as a mediator of perceived commitment to PV’s effect on turnover. In 

more stable work environments, both the direct effect of charismatic leadership and the 

indirect effect of perceived commitment to PV on turnover were non-significant. 

Although our study was not intended to explore that, maybe in more stable work 

environments, transactional and task-oriented forms of leadership can be equally 

predictive of employee voluntary turnover. 

 

Theoretical Contributions 

Our study advances the current knowledge of public leadership and the role of PV 

in public organizations in four major ways. First, differently from previous public 

leadership research, which adopted a more conceptual-normative approach and focused 

on the potential effects of leaders’ commitment to PV on abstract societal-level outcomes, 

we shifted the focus to the internal environment of public organizations and adopted a 

more empirical approach based on behavioral theories. More specifically, we tackled the 

role of public servants’ perceptions of their leaders’ commitment to PV. Although socio-

cognitive processes have been found to be critical determinants of effective leadership 

(Lord & Maher, 1993, Van Knippenberg, 2011), these effects have been largely 

overlooked by previous public leadership research. 

Second, this study helps explain the factors that underlie the emergence of 

charismatic forms of leadership in public organizations, especially in street-level 

bureaucracies. Given that such forms of leadership were consistently shown to positively 
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affect public organizations’ outcomes (Orazi, Turrini, & Valotti, 2013; Van Wart, 2013; 

Vogel & Masal, 2015), comprehending its antecedents becomes rather relevant.  

Third, we show that contextual factors must be taken into account in the study of 

the effectiveness of charismatic leadership in the public sector. Most of previous studies 

have considered charismatic leadership to be a universally positive form of public 

leadership. Our results, however, suggest otherwise.  

Finally, we believe our study takes another step towards connecting the PSM and 

the PV literature. Following Maesschalck, Van der Wal, and Huberts’ (2008) view that 

PSM-related values and “classical” PV complement each other (e.g., being self-sacrificial 

and compassionate may not be beneficial to society if it is not coupled with lawfulness 

and accountability), we combined both sets of values to form our behavioral measure of 

leader commitment to PV. Our results provided support for such integration. 

 

Limitations and Future Research 

We acknowledge that this work has important limitations, which opens several 

avenues for future research. First, although the use of a split-sample design and objective 

outcome variables to mitigate response biases (Ostroff, Kinicki, & Clark, 2002), we could 

not address all sources of endogeneity that are common to cross-sectional studies. 

Moreover, the split-sample design prevented us from using hierarchical models that could 

have accounted for some individual-level characteristics of respondents. Future work can 

use experimental or longitudinal multi-level designs to further test the causal relationship 

between the proposed variables.  

Moreover, while we show that our final sample is quite representative of the 

population being studied, our reduced sample size (87 public schools) and the specificity 
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of the context (public educational arena) points to the need of future replication of our 

results in order to ascertain their generalizability. Also, we focused on street-level 

bureaucracies and argued that in these types of public organizations PV are more likely 

to be shared by public servants. Future research may also investigate if the effect of 

perceived leader commitment to PV on charismatic leadership is weaker in public 

organizations that are more distant from the “street level”, since PV may be less salient 

in such contexts. 

Furthermore, we focused only on the effects of perceived leaders’ commitment to 

PV on the emergence of charismatic leadership. We argue, however, that such perceptions 

can have other important effects on followers. For instance, based on social learning 

theory (Bandura, 1986), ethical leadership theory (Brown, Treviño, & Harrison, 2005) 

proposes that leaders can influence the ethical conduct of followers via role modeling. 

We believe the same rationale can be applied to PV-based leadership. As such, future 

research may examine the extent to which perceived leader commitment to PV could be 

modeled and emulated by public servants. 

Finally, although we focused on the leadership of those occupying formal 

positions of authority in public organizations, we believe that our study does not conflict 

with the contemporary public leadership literature that calls for more distributed, 

collaborative, and relational conceptualizations of leadership (e.g., Crosby & Bryson, 

2010; Ospina, 2017). The existence of participative and democratic “horizontal” 

leadership processes is definitely not at odds with the existence of a more vertical, formal 

leadership (Pearce, 2004). On the contrary, assigned leaders, especially when guided by 

PV, may act as facilitators and catalysts of collaboration processes, stimulating internal 

and external stakeholders to actively participate in the creation of public value (Campbell, 
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2018; Luke, 1998). In this regard, future research may explore the role of formal (vertical) 

PV-based leadership on the emergence of influential informal leadership networks at all 

levels of public organizations. 

 

Conclusion 

We believe that this work contributes to our knowledge about how and when PV 

can affect public leadership processes and outcomes. By showing that commitment to PV 

is not only a public leader’s obligation (from a normative perspective), but also an 

important predictor of more engaging, inspirational forms of public leadership, we bring 

more publicness to behavioral public leadership research (see Vogel & Masal, 2015). 

Moreover, we address Crosby and Bryson’s (2018) recent recommendation that we 

should not only pay more attention to PV, but also to existing leadership theories, such as 

Burn’s (1978) transformational (or charismatic) leadership and the social identity theory 

of leadership (Hogg, 2001; Van Knippenberg, 2011), with the objective of integrating 

these behavioral theories in the public leadership research agenda. 
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ARTIGO 3 

 

DISSATISFIED WHEN MY ORGANIZATION IGNORES POOR 

PERFORMERS: THE MODERATING ROLE OF PUBLIC SERVICE 

MOTIVATION 

 

Introduction 

Dealing with poor performance is a fundamental managerial function (Daley, 

2008; Yukl, 2013). However, the Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey’s (FEVS’) annual 

reports12 reveal a worrying pattern. In the last years, the survey item “In my work unit, 

steps are taken to deal with a poor performer who cannot or will not improve” has 

repeatedly received the second lowest level13 of agreement of all survey items (e.g., in 

2018, only 32% of participants selected either “agree” or “strongly agree” in this item). 

It suggests that most federal employees believe that their superiors may be failing to 

address poor-performing coworkers. While there can be many reasons for managers to be 

reluctant to deal with a poor performer—especially in the public sector (see Daley, 2008; 

Deng & Leung, 2014; Franklin & Pagan, 2006; York, 2018)—we believe it is important 

for them to know that the costs of ignoring poor-performing employees are not restricted 

to these employees’ lost productivity.  

By ignoring poor performers, managers can leave the social order unbalanced and 

negatively affect the job attitudes and behaviors of higher-performing employees 

(Atwater, Waldman, Carey, & Cartier, 2001; Niehoff, Paul, & Bunch, 1998; O'Reilly & 

                                                             
12 The FEVS’ yearly reports are available on https://www.opm.gov/fevs/reports/governmentwide-reports/.  
13 The FEVS’ item with the lowest level of agreement (28% in 2018) is “Pay raises depend on how well 
employees perform their jobs.” 
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Puffer, 1989; Skarlicki, O’Reilly, & Kulik, 2015; Treviño, 1992). One social effect of 

ignoring poor performance concerns the inequity distress experienced by employees who 

perform at higher levels as they may feel that their greater contributions are not being 

properly rewarded by the organization (Treviño, 1992; Schnake & Durnler, 1988; 

Skarlicki et al., 2015). Feelings of inequity could also be addressed by rewarding high 

performers (Adams, 1963). However, a common characteristic of public-sector jobs is the 

standardization of pay and the constraints to the use of performance-based incentives 

(Moynihan, Pandey, & Wright, 2014). Then, addressing poor performers may remain as 

an important managerial strategy to foster a climate of justice in public organizations. 

Besides these equity issues, we also expect that when poor performance is 

systematically ignored in public organizations, employees will likely conclude that their 

organizations have a low concern for results and do not embrace the values of 

accountability, efficiency, and effectiveness in the provision of public services. In this 

case, we expect that employees—especially those with greater PSM, as they are more 

concerned about making meaningful contributions to society (Perry & Wise, 1990)—will 

hold a more negative image of their organizations (Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994; 

Rho, Yun, & Lee, 2015). That negative image should lead to lower employee-

organization value congruence (Ashforth, Harrison, & Corley, 2008). Both feelings of 

inequity and low value congruence are expected to be translated into lower satisfaction 

with the job (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001, Cropanzano & Ambrose, 2015; Edwards 

& Cable, 2009).  

In the present study, we conducted a survey with a sample of 217 government 

employees from Brazil to test the hypotheses that perceived organization’s failure to 

address poor performance negatively affects job satisfaction, particularly when employee 
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PSM is higher (a moderation effect). We also conducted some additional analysis to 

explore the non-linear relationship between perceiving the organization ignore/address 

poor performance and job satisfaction. 

We believe that this study contributes to public administration theory and practice 

in some ways. While most studies have investigated the role of PSM as an antecedent of 

job satisfaction (see Ritz, Brewer, & Newman, 2016), we explore how PSM can affect 

the way employees make sense and respond (in terms of job satisfaction) to their 

organizations’ (deficient) practices. We draw attention to the fact that public employees 

with greater PSM may not only be more willing to perform at higher levels (e.g., Bellé, 

2013; Perry & Wise, 1990); they also seem to have high expectations of their 

organizations setting a high standard of performance for all employees. In practical terms, 

our results indicate that public managers should be highly aware of the potential social 

effects of ignoring poor performers as they decide to take (or not to take) steps to deal 

with them. We also discuss the contributions of this study to the literature on workplace 

discipline. 

 

Managing Poor Performance and its Social Effects 

Dealing with poor performers is an essential, albeit distasteful managerial function 

(Daley, 2008; Trahan & Steiner, 1994). A consensus exists that managers’ inaction in the 

face of an employee’s recurrent poor performance is a dysfunctional supervisory behavior 

that can have negative consequences for the organization. However, dealing with 

“problem employees” is never an easy task (Greer & Labig, 1987; Yukl, 2013). It may 

lead to confrontation—which is not enjoyable for most people—increases the risk of 

involving managers or the organization in litigation (Goodhew, Cammock, & Hamilton, 
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2008), and can be an emotionally exhausting process (Daley, 2008). Moreover, there is a 

conventional wisdom that disciplinary actions are ineffective and should be avoided (see 

Butterfield, Treviño, Wade, & Ball, 2005). As a result, managers are frequently reluctant 

to deal with poor performers, which may create a culture of “chronic niceness” in 

organizations (Goodhew et al., 2008). 

Dealing with poor performance does not necessarily mean resorting to 

punishment, although the use of disciplinary actions is one of the tools at the managers’ 

disposal. A manager can use strategies such as meetings with employees to clarify and 

reaffirm his/her performance expectations, individualized feedback sessions, training, 

counselling, and verbal reprimand (Bugdol, 2018). More severe actions include written 

reprimand, holding back pay raises, suspending the employee without pay, and dismissal 

(Trahan & Steiner, 1994; Treviño, 1992). 

Within the public administration literature, studies have explored various aspects 

related to the use of disciplinary actions and the challenge of dealing with poor performers 

(Daley, 2008; Gaertner & Gaertner, 1984; Guffey & Helms, 2001; Kearney & Hays, 

1995; King & Wilcox, 2003; Selden, 2006). One theme that is commonly tackled by 

researchers concerns the administrative burden required from public managers to uphold 

formal disciplinary actions (Ban, 1995; Daley, 2008; Franklin & Pagan, 2006; York, 

2018). Complex and lengthy grievance and appeal systems common to public 

organizations can make dealing formally with poor performers a daunting and frustrating 

task for managers (Daley, 2008; Franklin & Pagan, 2006; York, 2018). As a result, in 

many cases, public managers prefer to use alternative (off-the-records) disciplinary 

actions or simply ignore poor performers at all (Franklin & Pagan, 2006). 
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One common objective of using progressive discipline is to rehabilitate a poor-

performing employee (Daley, 2008). Some studies, however, question the effectiveness 

of using disciplinary actions to promote changes in behavior, particularly when compared 

to the effectiveness of using rewards or other motivational strategies (see Treviño & 

Weaver, 2010). While some authors are less pessimistic about it and suggest that when 

some conditions are met (e.g., giving voice to employees, being interpersonally just, using 

a sanction that is proportional to the infraction, etc.), disciplinary actions can be 

successful in changing employee behaviors (Ball, Treviño, & Sims, 1992; Podsakoff, 

Podsakoff, & Kuskova, 2010), it should be noted that the importance of dealing with poor 

performers cannot be restricted to a concern with these employees’ lost productivity. In 

specific, we highlight the fact that when organizations regularly fail to address poor 

performers, third-party observers’—especially high performers’—judgements about the 

organization, job attitudes, and work behaviors can also be negatively affected (Atwater 

et al., 2001; Liden et al., 1999; Niehoff et al., 1998; O'Reilly & Puffer, 1989; Treviño, 

1992). 

 

Effects on Third-party Observers’ Job Satisfaction  

Within the stream of literature devoting attention to the factors that influence team 

success or failure (Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Ilgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, & Jundt, 2005; 

Kozlowski & Bell, 2003), studies have focused on how “bad apples”—i.e., negative team 

members—can “spoil the barrel” (e.g., Felps, Mitchell, & Byington, 2006; Furnham & 

Taylor, 2011; Hung, Chi, & Lu, 2009; Robinson, Wang, & Kiewitz, 2014). It has been 

pointed out that “sometimes the source of the dysfunction [in a workgroup] is one 

individual’’ (Keyton, 1999, p. 493). This assertion finds resonance with the idea that “bad 
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is stronger than good” (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001); that is, 

negative team members can exert an asymmetric effect on team outcomes (e.g., Camacho 

& Paulus, 1995). These findings underscore the importance of managers not to ignore 

uninvolved employees in their units, even if they are few in number. 

According to Felps et al. (2006), three main types of negative team members exist: 

the interpersonal deviant, the affectively negative individual, and the withholder of effort. 

This latter category is more central to the present study. Withholders of effort are poor 

performing employees who “intentionally dodge their responsibilities to the group and 

free ride off the efforts of others” (Felps et al., 2006, p. 182). A perception that coworkers 

perform poorly and free riding off others’ efforts—and are ignored by superiors—can 

trigger negative cognitive and emotional responses in higher-performing employees (e.g. 

Felps et al., 2006; Hung et al., 2009; O'Reilly & Puffer, 1989; Treviño, 1992). In this 

study, to explain why public organizations’ systematic failure to address poor performers 

should be negatively related to employees’ job satisfaction, we concentrate on two 

psychological responses: perceived inequity (Adams, 1963; Skarlicki et al., 2015) and 

employee-organization value congruence (Edwards & Cable, 2009; Boxx, Odom, & 

Dunn, 1991; Hoffman & Woehr, 2006). 

Employees’ perceptions of equity (or distributive justice) are normally based on 

social comparison (Adams, 1963; Cropanzano & Ambrose, 2015; van den Bos, Lind, 

Vermunt, & Wilke, 1997) and employees seem to be highly sensitive to peers who get 

similar rewards for less effort (Adams, 1963; Hung et al., 2009, Treviño, 1992). Then, 

the presence of poor performers and free riders in workgroups makes more productive 

group members feel under-rewarded, which creates a sense of inequity. Moreover, when 

some employees dodge their responsibilities, they may also increase the workload of 
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more committed coworkers, which should further intensify feelings of inequity. Common 

psychological reactions to inequity include anger, contempt, and indignation (Skarlicki et 

al., 2015). Felps et al. (2006) highlight that intentional poor performance can be “a major 

source of distress, as it violates effort norms and takes advantage of other members’ good-

faith contributions” (p. 191). Then, more committed coworkers usually interpret such peer 

behavior as a serious misconduct that should be addressed by the organization (O'Reilly 

& Puffer, 1989; Podsakoff et al., 2006; Treviño, 1992). In other words, it creates in the 

group an expectation for retributive justice (Hogan & Elmer, 1981, Treviño, 1992; Darley 

& Pittman, 2003). 

However, employees normally do not have the necessary authority to address a 

negative coworker; then, they naturally expect their superiors to do that (Treviño, 1992). 

And the more the deviant employee’s actions—or inaction—are perceived to be harmful 

to the group, the more coworkers endorse the application of more severe sanctions by 

their superiors (Treviño & Ball, 1992; Wang & Murnighan, 2017). Then, managers’ 

failure to deal with poor performers when it is thought to be deserved “leaves the social 

order unbalanced and is viewed by observers as unjust” (Treviño, 1992, p. 654). When it 

happens, feelings of inequity and injustice persist and higher-performing employees are 

likely to experience lower job satisfaction (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Podsakoff 

et al., 2006; Skarlicki et al., 2015). 

Indeed, the organizational leadership literature shows that managers’ contingent 

use of discipline is consistently associated to employee perceptions of organizational 

justice, job satisfaction, satisfaction with the manager, and satisfaction with coworkers 

(Podsakoff et al., 2006; Podsakoff et al., 2010), especially if managers treat subordinates 

with interactional justice (i.e., with respect and humanness; Deng & Leung, 2014). On 
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the other hand, managers’ passive/avoidant behaviors and punishment omission are 

negatively associated to the above-mentioned outcomes (Hinkin & Schriesheim, 2008; 

Holtz & Hu, 2017; Judge & Piccolo, 2004). 

Another potential detrimental effect of ignoring poor performers—that has not 

been explored theoretically so far—concerns public employees’ feelings of low value 

congruence with their organizations (Boxx et al., 1991; Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Wright 

& Pandey, 2008). Judgements of value congruence (or person-organization fit; Kristof-

Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005) can be defined as the perceived level of 

agreement between one’s own values and those of the organization (Edwards & Cable, 

2009). Value congruence is inextricably related to the concept of organizational 

identification (Ashforth et al., 2008). 

Employees’ judgements of value congruence depend on how they view their 

organizations; that is, on the organizational image held by employees. That image reflects 

an employee’s beliefs about the distinctive, central, and enduring characteristics of the 

organization (Dutton et al., 1994). Employees are constantly making sense of their 

organizations’ goals, practices, and values and forming an organizational image that can 

be more or less congruent with their self-image (Dukerich, Golden, & Shortell, 2002; Rho 

et al., 2015). Importantly, due to self-enhancement motives, the more an employee 

perceive the organization to be committed to virtuous practices and values (i.e., the higher 

distinctiveness and attractiveness of the organizational image) the more likely he/she is 

to experience greater value congruence (Ashforth et al., 2008; Dutton et al., 1994). 

Research shows that managers’ words and actions can be the most important 

source of organizationally relevant information for employees as they form impressions 

about their organizations (Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins, 1989). Then, we believe that when 



102 
 

public managers repeatedly fail to hold employees accountable for their poor 

performance, higher-performing employees may conclude that their organizations are not 

seriously committed to promoting a culture of efficiency, hard work, fairness, 

accountability, and effectiveness in the provision of public services. Consequently, these 

employees may develop a negative (unattractive) image of their organizations, which is 

expected to harm their perceptions of value congruence (Ashforth et al., 2008; Dutton et 

al., 1994; Dukerich et al., 2002; Rho et al., 2015). That is, there will be low consistency 

between the values employees use to define themselves and the values they use to define 

their organizations. 

The positive impact of employee-organization value congruence on work 

outcomes has been extensively demonstrated by previous research (Edwards & Cable, 

2009; Boxx et al., 1991; Hoffman & Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). 

Specifically in the context of public administration, value congruence was shown to be 

an important factor to help satisfy public employees’ prosocial motivations and lead to 

positive job attitudes, especially job satisfaction (Christensen & Wright, 2011; Wright & 

Pandey, 2008; Kim, 2012; Liu, Tang, & Yang, 2015).  

 Therefore, by combining the arguments involving both perceptions of inequity 

and low value congruence, we predict that public organization’s failure to address poor 

performers should be related to lower employee job satisfaction. Following Herzberg’s 

two-factor theory (Herzberg, 1968), we believe that organizations’ failure to address poor 

performers functions as a source of dissatisfaction for employees, while addressing poor 

performance should not be per se a source of satisfaction (i.e., a hygiene factor, not a 

motivator).  Then, we advance the following hypothesis: 
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Hypothesis 1: Public employees who perceive that their organizations 

systematically fail to address poor performance will be less satisfied with their jobs, 

compared to public employees who perceive that their organizations regularly take steps 

to address poor performance. 

 

The Moderating Effect of Observers’ PSM 

PSM has been defined as “an individual's orientation to delivering service to 

people with the purpose of doing good for others and society” (Hondeghem & Perry, 

2009, p. 6) or ‘‘the motivational force that induces individuals to perform meaningful 

public service’’ (Brewer and Selden, 1998, 417).  We believe that employee PSM should 

moderate the relationship between perceived organization’s failure to address poor 

performers and job satisfaction for two main reasons: (i) high-PSM employees normally 

display greater work engagement and job performance (Perry & Vandenabeele, 2015; 

Ritz et al., 2016), and (ii) we argue they will see their peers’ deliberate poor performance 

as more outrageous, and their organizations’ failure to address poor performance as a 

more serious omission. 

Studies have confirmed the relationship between employee PSM and 

organizational commitment, work motivation, work effort, and job performance (for a 

review, see Ritz et al., 2016). PSM’s effect on job performance was also confirmed 

experimentally (e.g., Bellé, 2013). Based on the precepts of the Equity Theory (Adams, 

1963), we argue that high-PSM employees, as they are more engaged and perform at 

higher levels, should be more sensitive to coworkers who perform poorly and get similar 

rewards. That is, when they perceive that their organizations ignore poor performers, their 

perceptions of inequity should be accentuated, in comparison to low-PSM employees. 
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That increased inequity distress experienced by high-PSM employees will likely be 

translated into lower levels of job satisfaction (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). 

Moreover, high-PSM employees see their work as more important to society (e.g., 

Stritch & Christensen, 2014) and they are more committed to public values and the public 

interest (Perry & Wise, 1990; Kim et al., 2012). As such, these employees are more likely 

interpret peers’ intentional poor performance as a serious misconduct; that is, as a 

consequential violation of public service values. Perceived consequence severity was 

shown to increase individuals’ retributive justice expectations following a misconduct 

(Treviño, 1992). Relatedly, Skitka (2003) argues that how people interpret others’ 

misconducts is contingent on what frame they use to understand the situation. When a 

moral frame is being used, a wrongdoing is more likely to be categorized as moral outrage 

and people more vigorously want wrongdoers to be addressed (Skitka, 2003). Studies 

indicate that there is a link between PSM and moral development (Kohlberg, 1984), in 

the sense that individuals with greater PSM are expected to be in more advanced stages 

of moral development (e.g., Choi, 2004; Koehler & Rainey, 2008). Then, we believe that 

public servants with greater PSM are more likely to use a moral frame to judge poor 

performers. Consequently, if organizations repeatedly fail to address poor performers, 

high-PSM employees will be more likely to interpret that omission as inacceptable and 

morally wrong, which can more strongly harm the image they hold of their organizations 

and, thus, their value congruence. 

Altogether, these arguments lead us to conclude that employees with higher PSM 

(compared to those with lower PSM) will have their job satisfaction more negatively 

affected by the perception that their organizations systematically ignore poor performers. 

Then, we advance the following hypotheses: 
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Hypothesis 2: The negative effect of perceived organization’s failure to address 

poor performance on employees’ job satisfaction will be stronger for employees with 

higher (as opposed to lower) PSM. 

 

Methods 

Sample and Procedures 

 Employees from diverse public organizations in Brazil were contacted 

through professional online forums (restricted to public employees) and via their 

institutional e-mails14. In total, 217 public employees completed the survey. They were 

58% male, with an average age of 42.60 (SD = 9.90), and 78% of them had at least a 

college degree. On average, they have worked for their current organizations for 12.98 

years (SD = 9.16) and had a total of 17.52 years (SD = 9.52) of experience as public 

servants. They worked for the federal (76%), municipal (16%), and state (8%), 

governments. Their organizations were majorly subordinated to the Ministry of Defense 

(32%), Ministry/Department of Education (30%), and Ministry of Economy (22%). 

Participants were presented a term of informed consent saying that their 

participation was voluntary and anonymous and that their organizations would not be 

identified either. After providing their informed consent, they were directed to an online 

questionnaire. 

                                                             
14 Because the first author of this paper is a public servant in Brazil, he had access to online forums and 
groups (on Facebook and Whatsapp) restricted to public servants, wherein he shared the survey link. In 
addition to that, we sent the survey link to the institutional e-mails of employees of the Brazilian Institute 
of Geography and Statistics (IBGE), which is a federal agency. 17% of the responses were provided by 
IBGE’s employees. The remaining 83% was collected through the online forums and groups.  
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Measures 

Perceived organization’s failure to address poor performance. In order to capture 

participants’ perceptions about how much their organizations ignore (or address) poor 

performance, we asked them the following question: “According to your perception, how 

often does each of the following employee behaviors seem to be ignored by your 

organization when they occur? That is, inform how frequently your organization does not 

take any steps to address the following counterproductive employee behaviors.” We 

provided participants with a list of seven counterproductive behaviors (low productivity, 

poor quality of work, lack of initiative, lateness, missing deadlines, misuse of resources, 

and absenteeism) which they rated with a 5-points scale ranging from 1 (My organization 

never ignores) to 5 (My organization always ignore). These behaviors fall in the 

“production deviance” category of Robinson & Bennett’s (1995) typology of deviant 

workplace behaviors. After conducting factor analysis to certify that all items 

significantly load in a single factor (Figure 1), we used the average of the seven items as 

our measure of perceived organization’s failure to address poor performance15. 

 Job satisfaction. We used the three items from Wright & Pandey (2008): 

“In general, I like working here,” “In general, I don't like my job,” and “All in all, I am 

satisfied with my job.” These items were rated using a 5-points scale ranging from 1 

(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). These three items were averaged to form our 

PSM measure. 

                                                             
15 We randomized the presentation order of the question about organizations’ failure to address poor 
performance. Half of participants responded to this question at the beginning of the survey and the other 
half at the end. With this procedure we tried to manipulate (via priming) participants’ perceptions of “my 
organization ignores poor performance.” However, that priming did not have any effect on participants’ job 
satisfaction. Independently of that, to be transparent about our procedures, we included the presentation 
order as a control variable and tested its interaction with the other predictor variables, so that we could 
control for any confounding effect that might have been created by the presentation order of this question. 
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Public service motivation. We measured PSM with the 5-items scale used by 

Wright & Pandey (2008). The items are “Meaningful public service is very important to 

me,” “I am often reminded by daily events about how dependent we are on one another,” 

“Making a difference in society means more to me than personal achievements,” “I am 

prepared to make enormous sacrifices for the good of society,” and “I am not afraid to go 

to bat for the rights of others, even if it means that I will be ridiculed.” These items were 

rated using a 5-points scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). The 

five items were averaged to form our PSM measure. 

Control variables. We controlled for participants’ demographic characteristics 

like age, gender, tenure, and educational level. As participants worked in different areas 

of the public sector, to avoid the confounding effects of job type, we also controlled by 

the Ministry (or Department) they were subordinated to (Defense, Education, and 

Economy). We created a dummy variable for each of these Ministries/Departments. 

 

Results 

 Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) revealed that the measurement model (Figure 

1) has an adequate goodness-of-fit:  χ2(87) = 206.42, p < 0.001, RMSEA = .08, SRMR 

= .06, CFI = .90. A model in which all items load in a single factor showed a significantly 

worse goodness-of-fit ( χ2(90) = 529.67, p < 0.001, RMSEA = .15, SRMR = .12, CFI = 

.64), which supports the discriminant validity of the variables.  
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Figure 1. Measurement Model 

 

 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations 

 

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations for the variables in the 

study. We tested our hypotheses with OLS regression (Table 2). Supporting hypothesis 

1, we found that perceived organization’s failure to address poor performance has an 

    Mean SD 1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 Job Satisfaction 4.05 0.99            

2 Fail. to Address 2.44 0.92 -.28***           

3 PSM 3.91 0.67 .41*** -.26***          

4 Tenure 12.98 9.16 .14* -.07 0.16*         

5 Age 42.60 9.90 .23*** -.21** 0.11 .51***        

6 Education Level 3.01 0.90 .00 .17* -.01 .06  0.15*      

7 Gender 1.42 - .16* -0.14* .12 -.15*  .12 .12     

8 Min. of Defense 0.32 - -.08 .01 .17** .03  -.36** -.23*** -.31***    

9 Min. of Economy 0.22 - -.09 .08 -.21** .08  .11 .22*** -.06 -.36***   

10 Min. Education 0.30 - .06 -.12 .02 -.17*  .18** .03 .37*** -.44*** -.34***  

11 Present. Order 0.48 - -.06 .11 -.03 .07  -.06 .03 -.13 .08 .11 -.07 
 Notes. N = 217.  *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001. Educational Level: 1=elementary school, 2=high school, 2=college, 3=post-

graduation, 4=master's degree, 5=PhD. Gender: 1=male, 2=female. Presentation order (of question about organizations ignoring poor 
performance): before=1, after=0. 
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average negative effect on job satisfaction (b = -0.17, SE = 0.07, p < .05; Model 2). 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that employees with greater PSM would have their job satisfaction 

more negatively affected by the perception that their organizations systematically ignore 

poor performance. Confirming this hypothesis, we found a significant PSM by “failure to 

address” interaction (b = -0.26, SE = 0.10, p < .05; Model 3). Regarding this moderation 

effect, Figure 2 shows that a high level of job satisfaction is only achieved when both 

PSM is high and employees perceive that the organization does not ignore poor 

performance. 

The simple main effect of ignoring poor performance when PSM was 1 SD below 

average was not significant (b = -0.01, SE = 0.10, p = .93), showing that low-PSM 

individuals are not negatively affected by the perception that their organizations ignore 

poor performance. On the other hand, when PSM was 1 SD above the mean, the simple 

main effect of ignoring poor performance was negative and significant (b = -0.37, SE = 

0.10, p < .01). 

We conducted some robustness checks to verify whether the presentation order of 

the survey question about organization’s failure to address poor performance could have 

affected the results (see footnote 3). According to Model 4 and 5 (Table 2), presentation 

order did not have a direct effect on job satisfaction, nor did it interact with our study 

variables. It shows that that our results were not affected by the order participants were 

presented that question. 
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Table 2. Regression Results 

   Main Analyses  Robustness Checks/ 
Additional Analyses 

Independent Variables   
Model 

1 
Model 

2 
Model 

3 
  

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Study Variables:  
       

Failure to address 
 

 -0.17* -0.19**  -0.17* -0.18* -0.11 
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 

PSM 

 

 

0.51*** 0.50*** 

 

0.50*** 0.48*** 0.52*** 
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 

PSM X Failure to address 
 -0.26*  -0.26* -.35** 

 (0.10)  (0.10) (0.11) 
Failure to address X 

Failure to address 
       -0.17* 

       (0.07) 
Control Variables:  

       

Tenure  0.01 0.00 0.01  0.00 0.00 0.00 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)  (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Age  0.02* 0.02 0.01  0.01 0.01 0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)  (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Educational level  -0.03 -0.01 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 

 (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)  (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 

Gender  0.33* 0.15 0.17  0.17 0.17 0.18 

 (0.14) (0.14) (0.14)  (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) 

Ministry of Defense 
 

-0.13 -0.28 -0.30  -0.28 -0.28 -0.30 
(0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) 

Ministry of Economy 
 

-0.35 -0.20 -0.22  -0.20 -0.20 -0.22 
(0.21) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) 

Ministry of Education 
 

-0.21 -0.19 -0.24  -0.22 -0.22 -0.18 
(0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) 

Presentation order  -0.04 0.00 -0.03  0.00 0.00 -0.05 
(0.13) (0.13) (0.12) (0.06) (0.07) (0.12) 

Present. order X Failure 
to address.  

     -0.05 -0.07  

   (0.07) (0.07)  

Presentation order X PSM      
 0.02  

   
 (0.10)  

Present. order X Fail. to 
address X PSM 

     
 0.11  

   
 (0.11)  

         
Constant   -1.07 -0.55 -0.58   -0.57 -0.63 -0.50 

R2   0.06 0.20 0.22   0.20 0.22 0.24 
Notes. N = 217.  *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001. Standard errors in parenthesis. Non-standardized 
coefficients are presented. Study variables are mean-centered.  Gender: Male=1, female=2. 
Presentation order (of questions about organizations ignoring poor performance): before =1, after=0. 
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Figure 2. Interaction between PSM and Organization’s Failure to Address Poor 
Performance 

 
                           Notes. Predicted Job Satisfaction based on Model 3 (Table 2). 

 

Additional Analysis. Although our results show an average negative effect of 

perceived organization’s failure to address poor performance on job satisfaction, our 

intuition is that when organizations are overly harsh in the way they deal with 

counterproductive behaviors, it could also lead lower job satisfaction. By exerting too 

strict control over employees’ behaviors and by using severe forms of discipline 

frequently, organizations can both undermine employees’ sense of autonomy (Deci & 

Ryan, 2008) and psychological safety (Edmondson & Lei, 2014), which can also 

negatively affect their job satisfaction. Then, we anticipated that the relationship between 

ignoring poor performance and job satisfaction might not be linear but follow an inverted 

U-shape. To test that, we included a quadratic term for “Failure to address” in the 

regression (see Model 6, Table 2).  
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Figure 3. Non-linear Effects of Organization’s Failure to Address Poor 
Performance by PSM Level 

 

 
             Notes. Predicted Job Satisfaction based on Model 6 (Table 2). 

 

Model 6 (Table 2) shows that this quadratic term’s effect is negative and 

significant (b = -0.17*, SE = 0.07, p < .05), which confirms the inverted U-shape. Figure 

3 presents the non-linear relationship between organization’s failure to address poor 

performance and job satisfaction at different levels of PSM. It shows that for participants 

with lower PSM (dashed line), after achieving an optimal level of job satisfaction near 

the median point of the “Failure to address poor performance” scale, the more the 

organization addresses poor performance—i.e., the closer it gets to the value of 1 (“My 

organization never ignores”)—the more they get dissatisfied. For participants with high 

PSM, however, the perception that the organization addresses poor performance more 

frequently seems to be more consistently related to greater jobs satisfaction, although 

after a certain point (around the value of 2: “My organization rarely ignores”) the effect 

becomes null (see Figure 3). 
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Discussion 

 

 In this study, we explored how public employees’ job satisfaction can be 

affected by the perception that their organizations systematically ignore 

counterproductive employee behaviors, like poor quality of work, low productivity, 

lateness, missing deadlines, etc. People holding a more “theory X” view of public 

employees (i.e., a view that they are lazy and not concerned with their organization’s 

goals; see Frank & Lewis, 2004; McGregor, 1960) would expect them to be generally 

satisfied for working in an organization that is not much concerned about performance. 

However, our results show that this is not the case. Our analyses revealed that, on average, 

public employees respond negatively (in terms of job satisfaction) to their organizations’ 

systematic inattention to poor performance. And we found that this negative effect was 

significantly stronger for employees with higher levels of PSM. Further analyses of the 

data revealed that only 4% of participants had such a low level of PSM that would make 

them react positively to their organizations’ failure to address poor performance. 

Based on these findings, we believe that the mentioned FEVS’ results (those 

indicating that most public employees perceive that their organizations are not taking 

effective steps to deal with poor performers) should be viewed with concern. By ignoring 

poor performance, public organizations may be losing not only the contributions of 

uncommitted employees, but also of potentially high-performing employees with greater 

PSM—those who could make a bigger difference for the organization and society. And 

although our study has concentrated only on employees’ attitudinal responses to 

organizations’ failure to address poor performance, it should be noted that there are other 

possible negative social effects of ignoring poor performers. From a social learning 

standpoint (Bandura, 1977), Treviño (1992) argues that by observing deviant behaviors 
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go unpunished, employees may become more inclined to replicate these behaviors. 

Indeed, the vicarious effects of coworker deviance have been confirmed by empirical 

studies (see Robinson et al., 2014). 

Theoretically, this work contributes to the public administration literature by 

further clarifying the relationship between employee PSM and job satisfaction. Previous 

studies have explored mainly the role of PSM as an antecedent of job satisfaction (PSM 

as a predictor). Our study, however, shows that PSM can also affect how employees make 

sense and respond attitudinally to their organizations’ practices (PSM as a moderator). 

Like Quratulain and Khan (2015), we found that PSM exacerbates employees’ negative 

responses to deficient organizational practices, although we would not consider that a 

“dark side” of PSM.   When it comes to the relationship between PSM and work 

performance, it seems that public employees with greater PSM not only have higher 

performance standards for themselves (Ritz et al., 2016); our results indicate that they 

also have high expectations of their organizations setting a high standard of performance 

for all employees. And when these expectations are not met, they may experience 

frustration and dissatisfaction. 

Our results also seem to help reconcile some conflicting arguments regarding the 

effectiveness of workplace discipline. On the one hand, studies stress the importance of 

addressing deviant members disciplinarily in order to maintain a climate of justice, clarify 

roles and goals, and protect the group’s values (Podsakoff et al., 2010; Treviño, 1990). 

On the other hand, some studies highlight the potential side effects of using punishment, 

especially regarding the negative reactions of recipients (anger, sabotage, etc.; Atwater et 

al., 2001, Butterfield, Treviño, & Ball, 1996). As illustrated by Atwater et al., (2001), “the 

disciplinee may stop coming to work late, but may have negative attitudes toward the job 
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and/or the supervisor as a result of the disciplinary event. Perhaps as a need to maintain 

self-esteem or ‘save face,’ disciplinees will harbor resentment, and spread such feelings 

to other employees.” Moreover, organizations can harm employees’ sense of autonomy 

(Deci & Ryan, 2008) and psychological safety (Edmondson & Lei, 2014) by excessively 

controlling their behaviors and by using more strict forms of discipline too frequently. 

Although authors have already recognized the tension between these two 

perspectives (Atwater et al., 2001) and suggested that future research could investigate 

the existence of an “optimal point” regarding the use of discipline (Treviño & Weaver, 

2010), to our knowledge, no study has explored this issue. We believe that our results 

showing that the relationship between addressing counterproductive behaviors and job 

satisfaction follows an inverted U-shape (Figure 3) helps clarify that both perspectives 

may be correct and that an optimal point may exist. And the finding that the level of 

employee PSM changes the pattern of this U-shaped relationship (i.e., the higher the 

employee PSM, the more that optimal point approaches the situation in which the 

organization never ignores counterproductive behaviors) also helps shed light on these 

paradoxical effects. Given that organizations will probably want to prioritize the job 

satisfaction of their most committed members (i.e., those with greater PSM), it seems that 

the optimal point—at least in terms of job satisfaction—will be somewhere between 

"rarely ignores poor performance" and "never ignores poor performance" (see Figure 3). 

Based on the results discussed above, we believe this study has an important 

practical implication. Public managers should be advised about the negative social effects 

of ignoring employees who intendedly dodge their responsibilities and perform poorly. 

However, while we stress the importance of considering these effects, we recognize that 

addressing poor performers is a complex and challenging supervisory task (Daley, 2008). 
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In this regard, the literature offers strategies and guidelines that may help managers 

promote the intended changes in behavior of deviant employees (and minimize their 

negative reactions) while satisfying third-party observers (Brett, Atwater, & Waldman, 

2005; Bugdol, 2018; Podsakoff et al., 2010).  Also, offering training to public managers 

about how to deal effectively with difficult employees seems to be an indispensable 

strategy to prepare them to perform such a difficult task successfully (Daley, 2008; 

Franklin & Pagan, 2006). 

 

Limitations and Future Research 

We first tackle the methodological limitations of this study. As informed in the 

Measures section, we randomized the presentation order of the questions about 

organization’s failure to address poor performance to try to manipulate participants’ 

perceptions of “my organization ignores poor performance” (i.e., a priming technique). 

A recent study used a similar procedure to manipulate PSM (Meyer-Sahling, Mikkelsen, 

& Schuster, 2018). However, the presentation order did not affect any of our study 

variables. Then, we used the survey questions about organization’s failure to address poor 

performance as our independent variable. Although the CFA and regression analyses 

showed that this measure worked well—and although we have controlled for some 

potentially confounding variables, including PSM—we cannot fully rule out alternative 

explanations for our results. We believe that future research can use experimental designs 

based on hypothetical scenarios and vignettes in order to further test our hypotheses. 

Another limitation of this work concerns the empirical investigation of the 

psychological mechanisms underlying our hypotheses. Although we theorized about the 

mediating role of both value congruence and perceived inequity, we did not test these 
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effects. Future studies can empirically explore these (and other) psychological 

mechanisms, as well as other outcome variables. Lastly, in this study we did not ask 

participants to specify what disciplinary actions their organizations used to address 

counterproductive employee behaviors (we asked only the frequency these behaviors 

were ignored/addressed). We believe that future research may add to our study by 

conducting a more detailed analysis of how specific disciplinary actions may affect 

employees’ perceptions and attitudes differently. It would be helpful investigating which 

managerial strategies for dealing with poor performance can be most successful in 

producing the highest level of positive attitudes and behaviors for all organizational 

members. 
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GENERAL CONCLUSION 

 

The three articles of this dissertation reveal that followers' perceptions of a leader's 

behaviors and values have a strong effect on the way they respond to that leader, which 

can ultimately affect their job attitudes and behaviors. Importantly, common these 

articles, is the finding that the values shared by followers greatly impact the way they 

make sense of their leaders’ and organizations’ practices. In the first article, we 

demonstrated that perceived authenticity is highly predictive of leader emergence in 

groups, especially when the target individual embodies and exemplifies the group’s 

shared values. In the second article, we show the importance of public leaders being 

committed to public values (values that are likely to be shared by subordinates in the 

public sector), so they can develop more inspiring and engaging forms of leadership. In 

the third study, we found that when civil servants—especially those more committed to 

public service values—perceive that their organizations and leaders fail to address poor 

performing coworkers, their job satisfaction is negatively impacted. By combining the 

results of these three articles, we believe that leaders need to be highly aware of the values 

shared by followers and try to connect—authentically—with these values in order to 

promote higher levels of employee motivation and performance. 


