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the distribution of influence among many members of team, higher density scores 

suggest that many team members were perceived as providing leadership for the 

team as opposed to only one or two members. Density scores were averaged 

across the two exercises for each team. 
7
 

 Although the primary operationalization of shared leadership was density, 

shared leadership was also operationalized as network centralization—a general 

index of how much team members differ in their influence over one another 

(Gockel & Werth, 2010). While density helps to account for the total amount of 

influence in the team, centralization helps to account for the amount of variance in 

influence in the team. Consistent with (Freeman, 1979), the computational 

formula for team centralization is: 

𝐶𝑥  =  
𝛴𝑖=1

𝑛  [max 𝐶𝑥(𝑝)−𝐶𝑋(𝑝𝑖)]

max 𝛴𝑖=1
𝑛 [max 𝐶𝑥(𝑝)− 𝐶𝑥(𝑝𝑖)]

  

 To summarize the formula, first, each team members’ indegree 

centrality—the amount of leadership attributed to a team member by other 

members—is calculated. Next, the highest indegree centrality in the team is 

identified and each team member’s indegree centrality is subtracted from this 

value. Subsequently, these numbers are summed in order to represent the 

numerator in the formula. This number is then divided by the highest possible 

value in a team of equal size. In other words, the denominator represents a 

situation in which one team member influences all team members but is not 

influenced by any team members (i.e., maximum centrality within the team). The 

                                                 
7 Density scores for the CEO and CSI meeting were highly correlated (r = .62, p 
< .001).  
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range of network centralization is from 0 to 1, with team members being more 

equal in their influence over each other when the value is closer to 0 and team 

members being less equal in their influence over each other when the value is 

closer to 1 (Gockel & Worth, 2010). Stated differently, when centralization is 

high there is a low degree of shared leadership and when centralization is low 

there is a high degree of shared leadership. Following recommendations from 

Gockel and Werth (2010), team centralization values were subtracted from 1 so 

that the correlations between centralization and team-level variables (e.g., team 

prosocial motivation) would be positive, if team-level variables affected shared 

leadership positively. Team centralization scores were averaged across exercises 

for each team.
8
 

Finally, shared leadership was also operationalized as the coefficient of 

variation (CV). Often used in the team diversity literature (Harrison & Klein, 

2007), CV reflects both the variation and the mean of team members’ influence 

scores (CV = SD/M).
9
 CV was computed using team members’ indegree 

centralities (Gockel & Werth, 2010). CV is similar to team centralization in that 

lower values represent higher amounts of shared leadership. Thus, like team 

centralization, CV values were subtracted from 1 so that correlation coefficients 

would be positive if variables positively affected shared leadership. CV scores for 

                                                 
8 There was a fairly strong relationship between centralization scores for the CEO 
and CSI meeting (r = .47, p < .001). 
9 There has only been one study that has used CV to examine a construct close to 
shared leadership (Haleblian & Finkelstein, 1993). Considering that CV has been 
used primarily in diversity research, this study also serves as one of the few 
empirical investigations of CV as an operationalization of shared leadership. 
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each team were averaged across exercises.
10

 

Team surface-level diversity. Self-report measures of race/ethnicity and 

gender were collected and used to calculate racial and gender diversity. 

Race/ethnicity included the following categories: White/Caucasian, Asian/Pacific 

Islander, Black/African American, Hispanic, and Other (see Appendix I for 

demographic items). In line with Harrison and Klein’s (2007) diversity typology, 

racial and gender diversity were conceptualized in terms of variety. When 

diversity is conceptualized in terms of variety, within-group heterogeneity 

increases as the quantity of unique attribute categories (race or gender) within a 

team increases. Teams within this sample ranged from fully homogenous to 

heterogonous regarding race and gender. This research used Blau’s (1977) index 

of heterogeneity to operationalize gender and racial diversity in terms of variety. 

The computational formula for Blau’s (1977) index of heterogeneity is: 1 - Σ Pk
2
, 

where Pk is the proportion of each category (e.g., women) in a given team. In 

brief, Blau’s index consists of adding the squared proportion of team members in 

each category and then subtracting the total from 1. A high index means that there 

is a greater diversity within the team (0 = minimum possible diversity, value close 

to 1 = maximum possible diversity).   

For the purposes of this study, faultlines were based on two social 

categories: race/ethnicity and gender. Following previous research (e.g., Chung et 

al., 2015; Jiang, Jackson, Shaw, & Chung, 2012), this study used the algorithm 

developed by Shaw (2004) to measure faultline strength (FLS). The ASW.culster 

                                                 
10 There was a fairly strong relationship between CV scores for the CEO and CSI 
meeting (r = .44, p < .001). 
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package in R was used to calculate FLS. Shaw’s (2004) algorithm captures the 

extent to which subgroups based on one defining attribute (e.g., race) are 

internally similar and different on other attributes (e.g., gender), differentiating 

itself from other measures that only focus on the similarity of subgroups (e.g., 

Thatcher, Jehn, & Zanutto, 2003, Fau index). Computationally speaking, final 

FLS was calculated by multiplying internal subgroup alignment (IAG) and the 

reciprocal of cross-subgroup alignment (CGAI) in team surface-level 

characteristics [FLS = IA X (1 – CGAI)]. Faultline strength scores ranged from 0 

to .67, with higher values indicating greater faultline strength.  

Control variables. Team members’ levels of trait prosocial motivation 

(Grant’s 2008 4-item scale, α = .93) (see Appendix J), intrinsic motivation 

(Grant’s 2008 4-item scale, α = .89) (see Appendix K), and impression 

management motivation (Rioux & Penner’s 2001 10-item scale, α = .88) (see 

Appendix L) were taken into account in study analyses. Following previous 

recommendations on operationalizing individual-level constructs at the team-level 

of analysis (Chan, 1998), the team average was used to operationalize team trait 

prosocial motivation, team intrinsic motivation, and team impression management 

motives. To measure intrinsic and prosocial motivations, participants answered an 

introductory question from Grant (2008) which was adapted for a student setting, 

“Why are you motivated to complete your coursework?” followed by four items 

for intrinsic motivation (e.g., “Because I enjoy the work itself”) and four items for 

prosocial motivation (e.g., “Because I want to have a positive impact on others”). 

The response format for both scales was a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly 
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Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree). As far as impression management, participants 

responded to 10 items in which they were asked how important each motive 

statement would be in their decision to engage in an organizational citizenship 

behavior (OCB; e.g., “To avoid looking bad in front of others”). The response 

format for the scale was a 6-point Likert-type scale (1 = not at all important, 6 = 

extremely important). Also, given that not all teams had an equal amount of team 

members and students from different universities participated in this study, team 

size and the student sample (MBA versus undergraduate students) were also 

identified as potentially relevant control variables.  

Variables used in exploratory analyses. Team performance was also 

assessed based on subject-matter expert (SME) ratings. SMEs were professors in 

management and Industrial/Organizational psychology with extensive experience 

in designing and conducting research in assessment center contexts. More 

specifically, two SMEs rated all 7 candidates for the CEO position on 1 item 

(“The candidate is a good fit for the CEO role.”) and all 10 customer service 

initiatives on 1 item (“The initiative will improve ILIAD’s customer service 

rankings.”). SMEs used a 5-point Likert-type scale to make their ratings (1 = 

Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree). SMEs were very consistent in their 

ratings (inter-rater reliability = .97). This method of using expert judgments as 

weights to create composite scores has been widely used in the organizational 

sciences (Bobko, Roth, & Buster, 2007). Team CEO performance was calculated 

by summing the values associated with each candidate selected by the team and 

team CSI performance was calculated by summing the values associated with 
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each initiative selected by the team. An overall team performance variable was 

created by averaging team CEO and team CSI performance. In addition to team 

performance, team average self-report GPA—a proxy for average team cognitive 

ability—was examined in exploratory correlational analyses.
11

 

  

                                                 
11

 Zajac (1991) found a strong positive association between participants’ self-
reported GPA and official university records (r = .81, p <.001). Self-reported 
GPA should be viewed as a conservative measure of cognitive ability because a 
fair amount of the variance can be attributed to motivational factors (Klein, 1991). 
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CHAPTER III 

Results & Analyses 

Focal Study Manipulation Check 

 Independent t-tests were performed to test for differences in team 

members’ responses to the focal study manipulation check measures across the 

two experimental conditions. Results revealed that there were not significant 

mean differences between members in the high prosocial motivation condition 

and low prosocial motivation condition on the CEO manipulation check measure, 

t(105) = -1.57, p =.12. It was also determined that there were not significant mean 

differences between members in the high prosocial motivation condition and low 

prosocial motivation condition on the CSI manipulation check measure, t(105) = -

1.67, p = .10. Taken together, these results suggest that the team prosocial 

motivation manipulation influenced team members' levels of prosocial motivation 

in the desired direction but not to the extent to which there were statistically 

significant mean differences between team members in the high prosocial 

motivation condition and low prosocial motivation condition. Table 2 also 

summarizes the focal study manipulation check results. 
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Table 2.  

Manipulation Check Results: Means and Standard Deviations of Team Members’ 

Levels of Prosocial Motivation Across High and Low Prosocial Motivation 

Conditions  

  Low PS High PS t sig 

CEO Meeting 5.84 (.54) 6.01 (.54) -1.57 .12 

CSI Meeting 6.43 (.41) 6.55 (.32) -1.67 .10 

Note. N = 107 (53 in the Low PS, 54 in the High PS). Low PS = Low Team 

Prosocial Motivation Condition; High PS = High Team Prosocial Motivation 

Condition. * p < .05 (2-tailed). 

 

Analytical Strategy  

Descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations) and intercorrelations 

of study variables were examined prior to hypothesis testing using SPSS version 

23. These statistics are listed in Table 3. Although this research identified several 

potentially relevant control variables (i.e., team size, student sample, impression 

management motives, intrinsic motivation, trait prosocial motivation), only 

intrinsic motivation, impression management, and trait prosocial motivation 

demonstrated significant associations with shared leadership. Therefore, only 

intrinsic motivation, impression management, and trait prosocial motivation were 

entered as covariates in analyses; including team size and the student sample as 

covariates in regression models did not change the results of the hypothesized 

relationships. Further, this research checked for major violations of statistical 

assumptions and influential cases prior to conducting regression analyses. No 

influential cases or major violations of statistical assumptions were found. It 
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should also be noted that density was the primary operationalization of shared 

leadership used in analyses. 

 This research followed Preacher and Hayes (2008) methodology to 

examine the mediating effects of team empowerment and psychological safety on 

team prosocial motivation and shared leadership. This approach is superior to 

traditional methods of testing mediation (e.g., Baron & Kenny, 1986) in that 

several mediating variables can be assessed simultaneously and remain 

uninfluenced by one another. Further, this research followed Preacher, Rucker, 

and Hayes (2007) methodology to examine the conditional indirect effects of 

team prosocial motivation on shared leadership through team empowerment and 

psychological safety. Team prosocial motivation, racial diversity, gender 

diversity, and faultline strength were mean-centered and the interaction terms 

were created by multiplying the centered variables of team prosocial motivation 

and team gender diversity, racial diversity, and faultline strength (Aiken & West, 

1991). A bootstrapping approach was used to compute the compound coefficients 

required by indirect and conditional indirect effects and bias-corrected confidence 

intervals were used to estimate indirect effects (Edwards & Lambert, 2007). 
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Table 5 

Regression Results for Conditional Indirect Effect (Race) 

            

 

Models   b SE   t   p   R
2
    

Outcome: Psychological Safety    .08 

 Ps Mo           -.25 .15       -1.65 .10 

 Race           -.29         .39   -.75 .45 

Race x Ps Mo           -.06         .78   -.08 .94 

Trait PS          -.10         .16         -.60
 

.55 

 Impress          -.29         .15       -1.92
 

.06 

 Intrinsic            .07         .19     .39
 

.70 
 

Outcome: Empowerment     .08 

 Ps Mo           -.09 .07       -1.32 .19 

 Race            .02         .18    .10 .92 

Race x Ps Mo            .09         .36    .24 .81 

Trait PS          -.06         .08        -.81
 

.42 

 Impress          -.14         .07      -2.00
 

.05* 

 Intrinsic            .11         .09  1.32
 

.19 
 

Outcome: Shared Leadership (Density)   .10 

 Emp            .03 .03  1.02 .31 

 Psy Safe          -.02 .01 -1.49 .14 

 Ps Mo            .00 .02    .11 .91 

Trait PS           .01         .02          .58
 

.56 

 Impress           .01         .02          .77
 

.44 

 Intrinsic            .03         .02  1.49
 

.14 
 

Outcome:  Shared Leadership (Direct effect)     

PS Mo            .00 .02    .11 .91  

  

Bootstrap results (PsySafe)   Value SE 95% LL        95% UL  

Conditional Indirect Effect (-1 SD) .01 .01   .00  .02 

Conditional Indirect Effect (Mean) .01 .00   .00  .02 

Conditional Indirect Effect (+1 SD) .01 .01   .00  .02 
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Bootstrap results (Emp)   Value SE 95% LL        95% UL  

Conditional Indirect Effect (-1 SD) .00 .01  -.02  .00 

Conditional Indirect Effect (Mean) .00 .00  -.02  .00 

Conditional Indirect Effect (+1 SD) .00 .00  -.02  .00 

Notes: * p < .05 (2-tailed). N = 107.  b = Unstandardized regression coefficient. 

SE = Standard Error. Ps Mo = (1 = Low Team Prosocial Motivation, 2 = High 

Team Prosocial Motivation); Emp = Empowerment; PsySafe = Psychological 

Safety; Trait PS = Team Trait Prosocial Motivation; Impress = Team Impression 

Management Motives; Intrinsic = Team Intrinsic Motivation; Race = Racial 

Diversity; Race x PS Mo = Interaction between team racial diversity and 

experimental prosocial motivation variable. Bootstrap sample size = 1000. LL = 

lower limit. UL = upper limit.  

 

 As illustrated in Table 6, team gender diversity did not moderate the 

relationship between team prosocial motivation and empowerment (Hypothesis 

7a, b = -.52, t = -1.00, ns) or team prosocial motivation and psychological safety 

(Hypothesis 7c, b = -1.04, t = -0.93, ns). The conditional indirect effects of team 

prosocial motivation on shared leadership through empowerment (Hypothesis 7b) 

and psychological safety (Hypothesis 7d) at three values of team gender diversity 

were also examined. There was not a conditional indirect effect of team prosocial 

motivation on shared leadership through empowerment or psychological safety at 

various levels of team gender diversity. These results were the same when shared 

leadership was operationalized as team centralization and the coefficient of 

variation, when empowerment dimensions were entered into the models as 

separate mediators, and when the models were examined separately for each 

exercise. In summary, team gender diversity did not moderate the relationships 

between team prosocial motivation and emergent states or the indirect effects of 

team prosocial motivation on shared leadership through team emergent states. 
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Table 6 
 

Regression Results for Conditional Indirect Effect (Gender) 

            

 

Models   b SE   t   p   R
2
    

 

Outcome: Psychological Safety    .10 

 Ps Mo           -.23 .15 -1.54 .13 

 Gender            .81 .56  1.45 .15 

Gender x Ps Mo     -1.04       1.12   -.93 .35 

Trait PS          -.08         .16        -.48
 

.63 

 Impress          -.32         .15      -2.13
 

.04* 

 Intrinsic            .04         .19    .19
 

.85 
 

Outcome: Empowerment     .11 

 Ps Mo           -.09 .07 -1.25 .21 

 Gender            .36 .26  1.38 .17 

 Gender x Ps Mo        -.52 .52 -1.00 .32 

Trait PS          -.06         .07         -.82
 

.41 

 Impress          -.16         .07       -2.23
 

.03* 

 Intrinsic            .10         .09  1.15
 

.25 
 

Outcome: Shared Leadership (Density)   .10 

 Emp            .03 .03  1.02 .31 

 Psy Safe          -.02 .01 -1.49 .14 

 Ps Mo            .00 .02    .11 .91 

Trait PS           .01         .02          .58
 

.56 

 Impress           .01         .02          .77
 

.44 

 Intrinsic            .03         .02  1.49
 

.14 
 

Outcome:  Shared Leadership (Direct effect)     

PS Mo            .00 .02    .11 .91  
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Bootstrap results (PsySafe)   Value SE 95% LL        95% UL  

Conditional Indirect Effect (-1 SD) .00 .00   .00  .02 

Conditional Indirect Effect (Mean) .01 .00   .00  .02 

Conditional Indirect Effect (+1 SD) .01 .01   .00  .03 

 

Bootstrap results (Emp)   Value SE 95% LL        95% UL  

Conditional Indirect Effect (-1 SD) .00 .00  -.01  .01 

Conditional Indirect Effect (Mean) .00 .00  -.02  .00 

Conditional Indirect Effect (+1 SD) .00 .00  -.02  .00 

Notes: * p < .05 (2-tailed). N = 107.b = Unstandardized regression coefficient. 

SE = Standard Error. Ps Mo = (1 = Low Team Prosocial Motivation, 2 = High 

Team Prosocial Motivation); Emp = Empowerment; PsySafe = Psychological 

Safety; Trait PS = Team Trait Prosocial Motivation; Impress = Team Impression 

Management Motives; Intrinsic = Team Intrinsic Motivation; Gender = Gender 

diversity; Gender x PS Mo = Interaction between team gender diversity and 

experimental prosocial motivation variable. Bootstrap sample size = 1000. LL = 

lower limit. UL = upper limit.  

 

 As displayed in Table 7, results revealed that team faultline strength did not 

moderate the relationship between team prosocial motivation and empowerment 

(Hypothesis 8a, b = .03, t = 0.08, ns) or team prosocial motivation and 

psychological safety (Hypothesis 8c, b = 0.71, t = 0.78, ns). The conditional 

indirect effects of team prosocial motivation on shared leadership through 

empowerment (Hypothesis 8b) and psychological safety (Hypothesis 8d) at three 

values of team faultline strength were also examined. Results suggest that there 

was not a conditional indirect effect of team prosocial motivation on shared 

leadership through empowerment or psychological safety at various levels of team 

faultline strength. These results were the same when shared leadership was 

operationalized as team centralization and the coefficient of variation, when 

empowerment dimensions were entered into the models as separate mediators, 

and when the models were examined separately for each exercise. In summary, 
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team faultline strength did not moderate the relationships between team prosocial 

motivation and emergent states or the indirect effects of team prosocial 

motivation on shared leadership through empowerment and psychological safety. 

Table 7 
 

Regression Results for Conditional Indirect Effect (Faultline Strength) 

            

 

Models   b SE   t   p   R
2
    

 

Outcome: Psychological Safety    .09 

 Ps Mo           -.24 .15 -1.60 .11 

 Faultline          -.35 .46   -.76 .45 

Faultline x Ps Mo      .71         .91    .78 .44 

Trait PS          -.10         .16        -.58
 

.56 

 Impress          -.29         .15      -1.94
 

.06 

 Intrinsic            .07         .19    .39
 

.69 
 

Outcome: Empowerment     .08 

 Ps Mo           -.09 .07 -1.32 .19 

 Faultline          -.03 .21   -.15 .88 

 Faultline x Ps Mo      .03 .42    .08 .94 

Trait PS          -.06         .08        -.84
 

.40 

 Impress          -.14         .07      -2.02
 

.05* 

 Intrinsic            .11         .09  1.32
 

.19 
 

Outcome: Shared Leadership (Density)   .10 

 Ps Mo            .00 .02    .11 .91 

 Psy Safe          -.02 .01 -1.49 .14 

 Emp            .03 .03  1.02 .31 

Trait PS           .01         .02          .58
 

.56 

 Impress           .01         .02          .77
 

.44 

 Intrinsic            .03         .02  1.49
 

.14 
 

Outcome:  Shared Leadership (Direct effect)     

PS Mo            .00 .02    .11 .91  
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Bootstrap results (PsySafe)   Value SE 95% LL        95% UL  

Conditional Indirect Effect (-1 SD) .01 .01   .00  .02 

Conditional Indirect Effect (Mean) .01 .00   .00  .02 

Conditional Indirect Effect (+1 SD) .00 .01  -.01  .02 

 

Bootstrap results (Emp)   Value SE 95% LL        95% UL  

Conditional Indirect Effect (-1 SD) .00 .01  -.02  .00 

Conditional Indirect Effect (Mean) .00 .00  -.02  .00 

Conditional Indirect Effect (+1 SD) .00 .01  -.02  .00 

Notes: * p < .05 (2-tailed). N = 107. b = Unstandardized regression coefficient. 

SE = Standard Error. Ps Mo = (1 = Low Team Prosocial Motivation, 2 = High 

Team Prosocial Motivation); Emp = Empowerment; PsySafe = Psychological 

Safety; Trait PS = Team Trait Prosocial Motivation; Impress = Team Impression 

Management Motives; Intrinsic = Team Intrinsic Motivation; Faultline = Faultline 

Strength x PS Mo = Interaction between team faultline strength and experimental 

prosocial motivation variable. Bootstrap sample size = 1000. LL = lower limit. 

UL = upper limit.  

 

Analytical Strategy for Exploratory Analyses 

The exploratory regression analyses examined the moderating effects of 

team surface-level diversity on team trait prosocial motivation and shared 

leadership (operationalized as density). The primary purpose of the exploratory 

regression analyses was to determine if the moderated regression results for team 

trait prosocial motivation and team surface-level diversity on shared leadership 

differed from the moderated regression results from team prosocial motivation 

(experimental variable) and team surface-level diversity on shared leadership. It 

was reasonable to expect such differences considering that the team prosocial 

motivation experimental variable was unrelated to shared leadership while team 

trait prosocial motivation was significantly correlated with shared leadership.  

Exploratory analyses were conducted by following the moderated 

regression procedures recommended by Aiken and West (1991). The independent 
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and moderator variables of team trait prosocial motivation and team surface-level 

diversity (faultline strength, racial diversity, gender diversity) were mean-centered 

and these mean-centered variables were multiplied to create interaction terms. 

Then, hierarchical ordinary least-squares regression analyses were conducted. The 

results of these analyses are displayed in Tables 8-10, where control variables 

were entered in Step 1, the predictor variables in Step 2, and the partial interaction 

term in Step 3. 
12

 

Exploratory Analyses 

There was a significant interaction between team trait prosocial motivation 

and gender diversity (b = -.24, SE = .09, t = -2.65, p < .01) and a marginally 

significant interaction between team trait prosocial motivation and racial diversity 

(b = .12, SE = .06, t = 1.92, p = .058) on shared leadership. However, there was 

not a significant interaction between team trait prosocial motivation and faultline 

strength (b = .05, SE = .07, t = .77, ns) on shared leadership.
13

 When the partial 

interaction terms were entered in a separate step of the hierarchical regression 

analyses, the interactions of team trait prosocial motivation and surface-level 

diversity (i.e., racial diversity, gender diversity) explained 3-5% incremental 

                                                 
12 One case was found to be highly influential in the exploratory regression 
analyses. This case had standardized dfbetas greater than 1 when the predictors 
were entered into the models, suggesting that the case substantially influenced 
model parameters (Field, 2009). Moreover, when the interaction terms were 
included in the regression models the case had a value greater than 1 on Cook’s 
distance measure (Cook & Weisberg, 1982), suggesting that the case significantly 
influenced each regression model as a whole. Thus, one case was removed from 
the exploratory regression analyses. 
13 Although the primary operationalization of shared leadership for the 
exploratory analyses was density, it is important to note that there were not any 
interactive effects for team surface-level diversity and team trait prosocial 
motivation on shared leadership when shared leadership was operationalized as 
centralization or CV. 
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variance in shared leadership in the respective models. In order to interpret the 

forms of the interactions, the simple slopes at one standard deviation above and 

below the means were plotted (see Figures 2 and 3). With regard to team gender 

diversity, the slopes suggest that teams low on gender diversity are likely to 

experience higher levels of shared leadership when team trait prosocial motivation 

is high as opposed to low (Figure 2).   

With regard to team racial diversity, the slopes suggest that teams high on 

racial diversity are likely to experience higher levels of shared leadership when 

team trait prosocial motivation is high as opposed to low (Figure 3).  
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Table 8.  

Regressions for Team Trait Prosocial Motivation and Gender Diversity as Predictors of Shared Leadership (Density) 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3 

Step b SE t R
2
  b SE t R

2
  B SE t R

2
 

Step 1: Control Variables    .15     .16     .21 

   Intrinsic Motivation .05 .02 3.36***   .04 .02 2.14*   .04 .02 1.92  

   Impression Management .03 .02 2.20*   .03 .02 1.94   .03 .02 2.05*  

Step 2: Predictors               

    Trait Prosocial Motiv      .01 .02 .82   .01 .02 .79  

    Gender Diversity      -.05 .06  -.79   .01 .07 .15  

Step 3: Interaction              

    Prosocial X Gender           -.24 .09 -2.65**  

Notes: * p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). N = 106. b = Unstandardized regression coefficient.  

SE = Standard Error. Trait Prosocial Motiv = Team Trait Prosocial Motivation; Prosocial X Gender = Interaction  

between team gender diversity and team trait prosocial motivation. Gender Diversity and Prosocial Motivation  

were mean-centered in step 2 before creating the product variable in step 3. 
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Figure 2. Slopes for the interaction of team trait prosocial motivation and gender diversity predicting shared leadership. 
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Table 9.  

Regressions for Team Trait Prosocial Motivation and Racial Diversity as Predictors of Shared Leadership (Density) 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3 

Step b SE t R
2
  b SE t R

2
  b SE t R

2
 

Step 1: Control Variables    .15     .16     .19 

  Intrinsic Motivation .05 .02 3.36***   .04 .02 2.13*   .03 .02 1.59  

  Impression Management .03 .02 2.20*   .03 .02 1.88   .03 .02 1.69  

Step 2: Predictors               

 Trait Prosocial Motiv      .01 .02 .71   .02 .02 .97  

  Racial Diversity      -.04 .04  -.97   -.09 .05 -1.80  

Step 3: Interaction               

  Prosocial X Race           .12 .06 1.92  

Notes: * p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). N = 106. b = Unstandardized regression coefficient.  

SE = Standard Error. Trait Prosocial Motiv = Team Trait Prosocial Motivation; Prosocial X Race = Interaction  

between team racial diversity and team trait prosocial motivation. Racial Diversity and Prosocial Motivation were  

mean-centered in step 2 before creating the product variable in step 3. 
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Figure 3. Slopes for the interaction of team trait prosocial motivation and racial diversity predicting shared leadership. 
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Table 10.  

Regressions for Team Trait Prosocial Motivation and Faultline Strength as Predictors of Shared Leadership (Density) 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3 

Step b SE t R
2
  b SE t R

2
  b SE t R

2
 

Step 1: Control Variables    .15     .15     .16 

  Intrinsic Motivation .05 .02 3.36***   .04 .02 2.09*   .04 .02 2.00*  

 Impression Management .03 .02 2.20*   .03 .02 1.84   .03 .02 1.80  

Step 2: Predictors               

  Trait Prosocial Motiv      .01 .02 .80   .01 .02 .77  

  Faultline Strength      -.01 .05 -.27   -.03 .05 -.59  

Step 3: Interaction               

  Prosocial X Faultline           .05 .07 .77  

Notes: * p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). N = 106. b = Unstandardized regression coefficient.  

SE = Standard Error. Trait Prosocial Motiv = Team Trait Prosocial Motivation; Prosocial X Faultline = Interaction  

between team faultline strength and team trait prosocial motivation. Faultline Strength and Prosocial Motivation  

were mean-centered in step 2 before creating the product variable in step 3.  



 

 

 

74 

CHAPTER IV 

Discussion 

Prior research on team prosocial motivation suggests that when team 

members are prosocially motivated to benefit others team members should 

experience higher levels of empowerment and psychological safety, which in turn 

should lead to higher levels of shared leadership. Based on the study findings, 

team emergent states failed to mediate the relationship between team prosocial 

motivation and shared leadership, and team surface-level diversity failed to 

moderate the relationship between team prosocial motivation and emergent states. 

There are several reasons why different results were expected for these 

hypotheses. First, according to recent research on self-determination theory, team 

members’ psychological needs of competence, autonomy, and relatedness (i.e., 

empowerment) are likely to be satisfied when they are intrinsically motivated to 

impact others (Sheldon et al., 2003); however, higher levels of team prosocial 

motivation did not result in higher levels of team empowerment. Second, the high 

quality team relationships that are typically associated with prosocially motivated 

teams (Hu & Liden, 2015) often lead to higher levels of team psychological safety 

(Edmonson & Lei, 2014). When team members are motivated to help others, 

members should be less preoccupied with monitoring personal losses or gains 

(Meglino & Korsgaard, 2004) and more inclined to engage in voice behaviors 

(Grant & Mayer, 2009). However, higher levels of team prosocial motivation did 

not result in higher levels of team psychological safety. Third, Hu and Liden 

(2015) found support for the indirect effects of team prosocial motivation on team 
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outcomes through team processes and emergent states as well as support for the 

conditional indirect effects of team prosocial motivation on outcomes through 

mediators at different levels of task interdependence. In this particular study, the 

means for psychological safety (M = 2.26, SD = 0.77) and empowerment (M = 

1.53, SD = 0.36) were very low, with team empowerment demonstrating a 

possible restriction in range. The fact that coders observed very little team 

empowerment and psychological safety in team meetings may explain why there 

was a lack of support for hypotheses examining the antecedents and consequences 

of team emergent states.  

Moreover, results from correlational analyses suggest that other team 

factors (i.e., cognitive ability, impression management motives) may be more 

strongly related to psychological safety and empowerment than team prosocial 

motivation. Team members in highly intelligent teams may feel more comfortable 

voicing their dissenting opinions because they feel that their abilities will allow 

them to positively contribute to team goals. Further, the idea that low impression 

management motives should lead to higher levels of psychological safety is 

consistent with previous research that suggests that individuals who have high 

impression management motives are cautious about developing negative images 

in the eyes of others and avoid engaging in challenging citizenship behaviors 

(e.g., voice behaviors) (Grant & Mayer, 2009). Interestingly, the study results 

suggest that that it in order for team members to experience higher levels of 

psychological safety and empowerment, it may be more important for team 

members to be less concerned about how they are viewed by others within the 
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team than for team members to be concerned with benefiting others outside the 

team. 

Although there was a general lack of support for the experimental effects 

of prosocial motivation on shared leadership, team trait prosocial motivation 

demonstrated a significant positive association with shared leadership, suggesting 

that when teams are composed of members who desire to benefit others that it 

results in a higher distribution of leadership within the team. Teams high on 

prosocial motivation are more inclined to engage in team processes that contribute 

to collective benefits (e.g., cooperation) and are more likely to be committed to 

achieve team goals (Hu & Liden, 2015). Results from correlational and regression 

analyses also indicate that high team intrinsic motivation and impression 

management motives had significant positive associations with shared leadership. 

As for intrinsic motivation, this construct describes individuals’ natural 

inclination toward mastery and exploration and represents a key source of 

enjoyment throughout the human lifespan (Ryan & Deci, 2000). The pleasure that 

such workers experience from the process of completing tasks leads them to be 

more productive when working independently (Grant 2008), and according to this 

research, leads them to be more involved in team processes and share leadership 

responsibilities when working in team settings. As for impression management 

motives, given the fact that previous research has shown a positive association 

between prosocial motivation and impression management (e.g., Grant & Mayer, 

2009; Rioux & Penner, 2001) it is not totally surprising that teams composed of 

individuals high on impression management are more likely to experience higher 
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levels of shared leadership. Individuals with high impression management 

motives are more inclined to help others primarily because it enhances their own 

reputation as helpful and capable team members (Deutsch Salamon & Deutsch, 

2006).  

  Exploratory analyses also revealed a significant interaction effect between 

team trait prosocial motivation and gender diversity on shared leadership as well a 

marginally significant interaction for team trait prosocial motivation and racial 

diversity on shared leadership. More specifically, team trait prosocial motivation 

led to higher levels of shared leadership when gender diversity was low and when 

racial diversity was high. In line with similar arguments made in this research, 

when there is greater team racial diversity team members are more likely to 

categorize dissimilar team members as “out-group” members (Turner et al., 1987) 

and are less likely to be interpersonally attracted to dissimilar team members 

(Byrne, 1971). Previous research suggests that high levels of team racial diversity 

leads to negative team functioning (Bell et al., 2011; van Knippenberg & 

Schippers, 2007); however, findings from this research suggests that high team 

trait prosocial motivation improves team functioning for teams high on racial 

diversity. Given that prosocially team members are more likely to work 

cooperatively to benefit others outside the team (Hu & Liden, 2015), they may be 

less likely to focus on surface-level differences between team members and feel 

more interpersonally attracted to members within the team in spite of surface-

level differences. Conversely, high team trait prosocial motivation led to higher 

levels of shared leadership for teams low on gender diversity. In this study, teams 
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that were low on gender diversity (i.e., mostly male or mostly female) were 

primarily male-dominated. In such settings, women are typically perceived to be 

less competent by their team members, and in comparison to men, have less 

influence in team decision-making (Joshi, 2014; Ridgeway & Smith-Lovin, 

1999). This is consistent with previous research suggesting that leadership in 

leaderless group settings is often associated with task-oriented behaviors (e.g., 

initiating structure) that are typically performed by men while women—who 

focus more attention on socially oriented behaviors (e.g., preserving group 

harmony, validating others)—are often perceived as social facilitators but not 

overall leaders in leaderless groups (Eagly & Karau, 1991). In light of this 

information, it is possible that women’s expertise may not have been utilized in 

male-dominated teams unless the team was composed of other-oriented people 

who were likely to include women in team-decision making and value their 

inputs.  

Surprisingly, team faultline strength did not moderate the team prosocial 

motivation-shared leadership relationship. In line with major team diversity 

theoretical perspectives (social identity, self-categorization, similarity-attraction 

paradigm), salient demographic characteristics (e.g., gender, race) are often used 

as the basis for social identity and self-categorization (Harrison, Price, & Bell, 

1998), which generally creates strong bonds with similar subgroup members and 

increased psychological distance from dissimilar subgroup members (van 

Knippenberg et al., 2004). Strong team faultlines typically negatively affect team 

processes (relationship and task conflict, cohesion) and performance (Thatcher & 
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Patel, 2011). In this study, teams on average had weak faultlines suggesting that it 

may have been unlikely for teams to divide into subgroups based on multiple 

surface-level characteristics (i.e., race and gender). This may have affected the 

strength of its effects on the relationship between team prosocial motivation and 

team outcomes. 

Finally, although the primary focus of this research was on what leads to 

shared leadership, this research also examined the relationship between shared 

leadership and team performance. Unlike previous empirical investigations (e.g., 

Carson et al., 2007; McIntyre & Foti, 2013), this research did not observe a 

significant relationship between shared leadership and team performance. When 

team members provide leadership for other members and for the purpose of 

achieving team goals, they should be more committed to the team and engage in 

more information sharing (Katz & Kahn, 1978). Moreover, when team members 

are willing to be led by others in the team, teams are more likely to be 

characterized by high levels of trust and respect and develop shared leadership. In 

turn, shared leadership serves as a resource for improving team performance (Day 

et al., 2004). The lack of a relationship between shared leadership and team 

performance may have been a result of the team performance measure. SMEs 

rated CEO candidates and customer service initiatives based on their judgments as 

experts. Considering the subjective nature of such ratings, having a higher 

distribution of influence within the team may be inconsequential in making 

decisions in which there are no “right” or “wrong” answers, only better or worse 

candidates based on SMEs’ ratings.  



 

 

 

80 

Theoretical, Measurement, and Practical Implications 

This research has several implications for science and practice. First, this 

research has implications for researchers seeking to gain a better understanding of 

the role of team diversity in team functioning. This research found that gender and 

racial diversity affect the team prosocial motivation-shared leadership relationship 

quite differently. That is, for teams to experience high levels of shared leadership, 

it’s more important for team members to be prosocially motivated when there is 

high racial diversity, but also when there is low gender diversity. Research on 

gender differences in team leadership (e.g., Eagly & Karau, 1991) may help 

explain why low gender diversity moderated the team prosocial motivation-shared 

leadership relationship whereas the social identity and self-categorization 

perspectives (Turner et al., 1987) may help explain why high racial diversity 

moderated the team prosocial motivation-shared leadership relationship. Based on 

this study’s findings, researchers may want to pay closer attention to form of 

motivations that influence team members to focus on commonalities (e.g., shared 

desire to benefit others) or superordinate goals in order to better identify 

constructs that act as buffers against the negative effects of in-group/out-group 

categorization processes when team racial diversity is high, and the negative 

evaluations of female team members’ leadership behaviors when team gender 

diversity is low. Thus, it is important for researchers to consider surface (gender, 

race) as well as deep-level characteristics (prosocial motivation) to gain a richer 

understanding of how diversity affects team functioning. This is consistent with 

previous research that suggests that not all forms of diversity have the same effect 
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on team dynamics (Bell et al., 2011).  

Second, this investigation also addresses the scholarly debate regarding 

the underlying motivations of helping (altruistic or egoistic) in work contexts 

(Batson, 1998; Cialdini, Brown, Lewis, Luce, & Neuberg, 1997; Penner, Dovidio, 

Piliavin, & Schroeder, 2005). This research found that impression management, 

prosocial motivation, and intrinsic motivation were all related to sharing 

leadership responsibilities in a team context. Based on study findings, team 

members may help out by sharing leadership responsibilities within a team to earn 

higher levels of social status from their peers (“look good,” Flynn, 2003), to meet 

an end goal of benefiting others (“do good,” Grant, 2007), and for the pure 

enjoyment of completing work tasks. This suggests that researchers may also 

want to consider other explanations beyond simply rational self-interest or other-

orientation to gain a better understanding of helping in the workplace, particularly 

in team contexts. 

Additionally, this research has implications for the measurement of shared 

leadership. The interactive effects of team prosocial motivation and surface-level 

diversity (racial and gender) were only observed when shared leadership was 

operationalized as density and not centralization or the coefficient of variation. As 

noted by Carson and colleagues, “utilizing network density as a measure of shared 

leadership appropriately reflects the extent to which leadership influence is 

distributed among a relatively high or relatively low proportion of team members” 

(Carson et al., 2007, p. 1220). This suggests that researchers should carefully 

consider how shared leadership is operationalized in investigations as the type of 
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operationalization may lead researchers to draw different conclusions about the 

relationships between shared leadership and other constructs of interest.  

Based on the exploratory findings, managers should focus their efforts on 

enhancing prosocial motivation in work teams, as maintaining high levels of 

concern for others may bring about higher levels of shared leadership within the 

team. Interventions that are designed to induce higher levels of prosocial 

motivation, such as increasing the number of opportunities for team members to 

connect with potential beneficiaries of their work, expanding the work impact of 

the team on potential beneficiaries, perspective taking, and composing teams with 

members high on prosocial motivation (Grant, 2007; 2012; Grant & Berry, 2011), 

are helpful in developing a prosocial culture and may help facilitate shared 

leadership within work teams. Further, given that this study also demonstrated a 

positive association between team intrinsic motivation and shared leadership, it is 

important to note that managers can design work contexts to foster intrinsic 

motivation while in the process of fostering prosocial motivation. For instance, 

providing workers with meaningful tasks should not only lead to higher levels of 

intrinsic motivation (Hackman & Oldham, 1976), but greater opportunities to 

impact others, which should also foster higher levels of prosocial motivation 

(Grant, 2008). Therefore, managerial actions aimed at increasing prosocial and 

intrinsic motivations have the potential to increase shared leadership. 

Limitations 

Although the present study has several strengths (i.e., multiple 

operationalizations of shared leadership and surface-level diversity, multisource 
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data, multi-method approach) it is not without its limitations. First, the majority of 

teams in this study were composed of undergraduate students enrolled in 

introductory business classes, which may limit the generalizability of the 

exploratory findings to more traditional work teams. However, this study took 

place within assessment centers, which represent a high fidelity work context and 

have been considered a viable option for studying leadership behaviors (Thornton 

& Cleveland, 1990). More importantly, this context allowed team prosocial 

motivation to be manipulated, which afforded the ability to offer causal inferences 

regarding the effects of team prosocial motivation on team emergent states and 

shared leadership. Future research should still seek to replicate exploratory 

findings in settings with greater external validity (i.e., field settings).  

Second, although it may be appropriate to study leadership and team 

dynamics in an assessment center context, there are several potential limitations to 

studying such phenomena within this type of assessment center. The first potential 

limitation is that the relatively short nature of the team meetings may not have 

allowed team members adequate time to demonstrate leadership behaviors and for 

all team emergent states to emerge. Future research should examine the effects of 

team prosocial motivation on emergent states in a longitudinal setting to allow 

sufficient time for team dynamics to emerge. Second, given that participants were 

assessed on an individual basis for this assessment center, the individual 

performance context may have influenced the emergence of team processes and 

emergent states in this study. Participants may have been more focused on 

receiving a favorable assessment of their individual skills than on achieving team 
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goals, which could have affected behavior and processes at the individual 

(competition between team members) and team level (empowerment and 

psychology safety scores). Regarding the third potential limitation of the study 

setting, participants also completed other assessment exercises (speech, inbasket) 

beyond the leaderless team discussions that took three hours in total to complete. 

This may have impacted team members’ motivations in this study. Participants 

also received a myriad of other documents separate from the study materials. 

With this in mind, participants may have been overloaded with information which 

could have impacted the strength of the study manipulation. Participants may 

have prioritized other information (e.g., importance of moving into foreign 

markets) over key study information (e.g., focus on benefiting the lives of Iliad 

employees).  

 Finally, it is worth mentioning that the manipulation for this study failed 

to induce significant mean differences on team members’ levels of prosocial 

motivation. As a result, this study is limited in being able to offer causal 

inferences regarding the experimental effects of team prosocial motivation on 

shared leadership. Stated differently, it is difficult to discern whether the team 

prosocial motivation manipulation actually does not affect shared leadership or 

whether the lack of support for the team prosocial motivation-shared leadership 

relationship is because the study manipulation failed.   

Future Directions 

 In light of the study findings, there are several potentially fruitful avenues 

for future research. First, while this research captured a global measure of shared 
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leadership, other researchers have examined specific types of shared leadership 

(e.g., shared transformational leadership, Wang et al., 2014). Team prosocial 

motivation may be more related to some forms of shared leadership (e.g., shared 

servant leadership) than others (e.g., shared transactional leadership). Future 

research should seek to examine the effects of team prosocial motivation on 

specific forms of shared leadership.  

Moreover, there may be other mechanisms (e.g., team cognition) that 

mediate the team prosocial motivation-shared leadership relationship. Recent 

research findings suggest that the cooperation facet of agreeableness—a measure 

of other-orientation similar to prosocial motivation—is significantly related to 

team mental model similarity (Fisher et al., 2012). Team members who share a 

desire to impact the lives of others may also develop shared knowledge structures 

as a basis for coordinated action, which could result in higher levels of shared 

leadership. However, an empirical investigation of this proposition is needed. 

Further, future research should also consider the effects of other boundary 

conditions (e.g., task interdependence, team temporal stability, authority 

differentiation) on the team prosocial motivation-shared leadership relationship. 

Team members’ shared desire to benefit others may depend upon the nature of the 

task, team members’ knowledge of how long the team will be together, and how 

much decision making power the team possesses. 

Finally, this study primarily focused on the antecedents of shared 

leadership in traditional face-to-face teams; however, virtual work arrangements 

and telework have become increasingly more common in organizations (e.g., 



 

 

 

86 

Leonard, 2011). As such, it is also important to consider various factors (e.g., 

communication mode) that may lead to shared leadership for work teams with 

virtual work arrangements. 

Conclusion 

The changing nature of work has made it difficult for a single leader to 

perform all of the leadership responsibilities within a team and these changes 

point to the need for more distributed forms of leadership. Gaining a better 

understanding of the drivers of shared leadership should help organizations 

facilitate more distributed forms of leadership in work teams and positively 

impact team effectiveness. Although this study failed to provide support for the 

experimental effects of team prosocial motivation on emergent states and shared 

leadership, this study showed that team trait prosocial motivation, team 

impression management motives, and team intrinsic motivation predicted shared 

leadership. This study also found that team surface-level diversity (racial and 

gender diversity) moderated the effects of team prosocial motivation on shared 

leadership, with team trait prosocial motivation leading to higher levels of shared 

leadership when team racial diversity is high and when team gender diversity is 

low.  
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CEO Search Meeting Instructions 
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Date: February 13, 2015 

To: Mohammed Al-Kalby, Vice President of Elementary Textbooks 

From: Helen Stockard, Executive Assistant to Mr. Spencer 

Re: CEO Search Meeting 

You have recently received the resumes and the assessment results for the 

candidates interested in Iliad’s CEO position. Those candidates include Miller, 

Eaton, Tucker, Johnson, Cunningham, Hilton, and Williams. Mr. Spencer is 

leaving it up to the Vice Presidents to select the top three candidates and rank 

them in order of preference. The top three will then be invited for daylong 

interviews at our headquarters. 

This memo confirms your meeting from 12:25-12:50 in Room #1, on 

February 16, to evaluate the candidates for the CEO position. This meeting will 

begin promptly, so arrive on time. So that you are prepared for the meeting, 

please bring along the resumes of the candidates, as well as any other materials 

that you may need. This decision is for input to the committee tabulating the 

candidate selection information. 

What is needed from your group is one decision. You do not need to 

submit a memo. However, at the end of your meeting, please have one member of 

your group speak directly to the camera and identify your top three candidates. An 

example would be “We recommend these candidates – Miller 1
st
, Eaton 2

nd
, and 

Tucker 3
rd

.” Then, you can adjourn your meeting. 

Thank you.  
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Customer Service Initiatives Meeting Instructions 
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Date: February 9, 2015 

To: Mohammed Al-Kalby, Vice President of Elementary Textbooks 

From: Helen Stockard, Executive Assistant to Mr. Spencer 

Re: Customer Service Initiatives Meeting 

Two recent sources indicate a need for Iliad, Inc. to improve customer 

service to our external customers. The most recent Book Publisher’s Industry 

Organization Customer Service Rankings and the Iliad Annual Customer 

Satisfaction Survey showed declines. These declines pose a serious threat to our 

future expansion plans. 

Due to the company’s ongoing commitment to exceed customer 

expectations, the Board of Directors has approved funds to support as many of the 

QAT’s initiatives as management deems important for improving customer 

service. There is money available for as many initiatives as are necessary but the 

money should be prudently distributed.  

This memo confirms your meeting from 1:25-1:50 in Room #2, on 

February 16 to select customer service initiatives. Bring any information that you 

may find helpful in arriving at this decision (specifically the Quality Assurance 

Team’s ‘QAT’ Organizational Initiatives sheet). This meeting will begin 

promptly, so arrive on time.  

What is needed from your group is one group decision. You do not need to 

submit a memo. However, at the end of your meeting, please have one member of 

your group speak directly to the camera and identify your selected initiatives by 

the corresponding number on the QAT list. An example would be “We approve 
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items #2, 4, 6, 8”. Then, you can adjourn your meeting. 

Your input to this important Iliad issue is appreciated. 
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Appendix C 

Prosocial Motivation Manipulations 
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High Prosocial Motivation Manipulation for Customer Service Exercise 

Addendum 

From: Mr. Spencer 

Re: Important Info on Customer Service Initiatives 

After each person states their assessment center ID, one member of the team 

should speak directly to the camera and read the following statements aloud to the 

team: 

 

As you may have gleaned from the Customer Service Initiatives memo, there is a 

dire need to improve our customer service to our external customers. The declines 

in customer service rankings not only pose a serious threat to our future expansion 

plans, they don’t reflect who we are at our core. It appears that we have lost sight 

of what is most important to us—benefiting the lives of others. As one employee 

recently told me, “We have to get back to our roots. If we don’t change, our 

customers’ feelings about us won’t change. I’m worried. We need fresh ideas to 

improve our relationships with our customers. More than that, what we really 

need is help. We are at our wits’ end. We can’t do it by ourselves.”  

 

As you can see, Iliad employees could really use some help from your team. Your 

team should focus on showing concern for the employees of Iliad by selecting 

initiatives that can improve customer service and thus protect the livelihood of 

each employee. By caring about the well-being of the employees, together, you 

and your team can make a difference in the lives of Iliad employees. 

 

Iliad employees will be greatly indebted to you for your help. 
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Low Prosocial Motivation Manipulation for Customer Service Exercise 

Addendum 

From: Mr. Spencer 

Re: Important Info on Customer Service Initiatives  

After each person states their assessment center ID, one member of the team 

should speak directly to the camera and read the following statements aloud to the 

team: 

 

As you may have gleaned from the previous Customer Service Initiatives memo, 

Iliad leaders are unsatisfied with our current customer service rankings. We must 

improve our relationships with our external customers. As another company 

leader told us, “We are on the verge of entering into a whole new world of 

possibilities for this company. If we can just improve our customer service, 

revenue and market expansion will follow suit.”  

 

Your team should focus on selecting initiatives that can improve customer service 

and generate more revenue for the organization. By selecting initiatives in which 

the company can grow both financially and in service capability, your team puts 

the organization in a better position to move into foreign markets.  

 

I look forward to hearing more about the initiatives your team selected. 
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High Prosocial Motivation Manipulation for CEO Search Meeting 

Addendum 

From: Mr. Spencer 

Re: Important Info on CEO Search 

After each person states their assessment center ID, one member of the team 

should speak directly to the camera and read the following statements aloud to the 

team: 

 

As you may have gleaned from the previous CEO Search Meeting memo, Iliad 

desperately needs to fill the CEO position. I can’t stress enough how important 

this decision is for our organization and our employees. As one longtime 

employee told us, “I’ve worked for some great CEOs and I’ve worked for some 

CEOs I would like to forget. The difference was in how they treated the workers. 

The great CEOs really cared about the employees while the others seemed to care 

less. If we select the wrong CEO we will see good workers leave this company 

and we can’t afford that. I’m concerned. This decision will mean so much for 

Iliad employees. If we want to get this decision right, we will definitely need 

some help. ” 

 

As you can see, Iliad employees could really use some help from your team. Your 

team should focus on showing concern for the employees of Iliad by selecting the 

top candidates for the position and thus protect the welfare of Iliad employees. By 

caring about the well-being of the employees, together, you and your team can 

make a difference in the lives of Iliad employees. 

 

Iliad employees will be greatly indebted to you for your help. 
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Low Prosocial Motivation Manipulation for CEO Search Meeting 

Addendum 

From: Mr. Spencer 

Re: Important Info on CEO Search  

After each person states their assessment center ID, one member of the team 

should speak directly into the camera and read the following statements aloud to 

the team: 

 

As stated in the previous CEO Search Meeting memo, you and your team have 

received all of the necessary information to evaluate the candidates for the CEO 

position. In making your decisions, remember that Iliad prides itself on exceeding 

company goals for revenue and profit. By selecting the top candidates for the 

CEO position, you can help ensure that the company will continue to thrive 

financially. As another company leader told us, “This company should hire 

someone who is simply unsatisfied with our current business success. That is how 

we will continue to stay on top.” 

 

Therefore, your team should select the top candidates for the position and thus 

assist the organization in increasing its revenue and profit.  

 

I look forward to hearing about your team’s selection decisions in greater detail. 
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Appendix D 

Manipulation Check Measure 
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Appendix D 

Manipulation Check Measure 

Using the scale provided below, answer the following questions about each team 

meeting.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly  

Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Agree Strongly  

Agree 

 

Pilot Customer Service Exercise Items 

1) To what extent do you agree that the team was 

instructed to select initiatives to improve the 

welfare of others? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2) To what extent do you agree that the team would 

be concerned with helping others through their 

initiatives? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Pilot Executive Selection Items  

3) To what extent do you agree that the team was 

instructed to select candidates in order to improve 

the welfare of others? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4) To what extent do you agree that the team would 

be concerned with helping others through their 

selection decisions? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Using the scale provided below, rate each of the following statements regarding  

the motivations driving your management team's final decisions. 

 

Customer Service Exercise 

1) My management team was engaged in this 

meeting because we wanted to improve the 

welfare of others through our initiatives. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2) In my management team meeting, we were 

concerned with helping others through our 

initiatives. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Executive Selection  

3) My management team was engaged in this 

meeting because we wanted to improve the 

welfare of others through our selection decisions. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4) In my management team meeting, we were 

concerned with helping others through our 

selection decisions. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



 

 

 

120 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix E 

Debriefing Statement 
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Appendix E 

 

 

DEBRIEFING STATEMENT 

 

The information listed below must remain confidential and should not be shared 

with anyone outside of this study. 

 

The term “prosocial motivation” is often used by researchers to describe an 

individual’s desire to benefit others (e.g., wanting to help a coworker or friend in 

need). When team members collectively share a desire to benefit others the team 

is likely to function more effectively. The current study seeks to investigate how 

team members’ shared desire to benefit others influences group behavior.  

 

During this experiment, members were randomly assigned to 1 of 2 conditions 

(low vs. high team prosocial motivation condition). Participants in the high 

prosocial motivation condition read statements about how Iliad was in dire need 

of help selecting a senior-level manager and generating new customer service 

initiatives, whereas participants in the low prosocial motivation condition read 

statements about how Iliad was not in need of help with such issues. Participants 

were not given information about this manipulation during the consent process 

because group members would have likely approached the discussions differently 

if they had prior knowledge of the manipulation.  

 

If you would like to learn more about the study in question, you can contact Tyree 

Mitchell at tmitch21@depaul.edu or consult these references:  

 

Grant, A. M., & Berry, J. W. (2011). The necessity of others is the mother of  

invention: Intrinsic and prosocial motivations, perspective taking, and 

creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 54, 73-96. 

 

Hu, J., & Liden, R. C. (2015). Making a difference in the teamwork: Linking team  

prosocial motivation to team processes and effectiveness. Academy of 

Management Journal, 58, 1102-1127. 

 

If you have questions about your rights as a research subject they can contact 

Susan Loess-Perez, Director University’s Director of Research Compliance, in the 

Office of Research Services at 312-362-7593 or by email at sloesspe@depaul.edu. 

 

Thank you for participating in this study! 

 

 

 

 

mailto:tmitch21@depaul.edu
mailto:sloesspe@depaul.edu
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Appendix F 

Team Psychological Safety Coding Sheet 
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Appendix F: Psychological Safety Coding Sheet  

 

Team Number: _________________                                           Meeting: ________________ 

 

Coder Initials: _________________                   Final Group Decision: _________________ 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Very 

Little 

Somewhat  A 

moderate 

Amount 

To a great 

extent 

 

 

Team Psychological Safety Exemplars   Comments 

(mark video 

time) 

Final 

Rating 

(1-5) 

Psychological Safety: 

members’ shared beliefs that 

the internal environment 

within the team is safe for 

interpersonal risk taking. 

Teams with high levels of 

psychological safety: 

 

 Admit mistakes 

 Ask for help 

 Voice dissenting views 

 Provide feedback 

 

 

 “So I agree with 

everything except 

recruitment 

improvements. That 

focuses on the employee 

group in general but not 

necessarily current 

employees. I’m not sure if 

it’s what we want.” 

 

 “I see where you’re 

coming from but I would 

think that they would want 

someone who has been 

recently exposed to 

leadership. Being a 

freelancer, I’m not sure 

he’s had that experience 

working with board 

members.” 

 

(regarding a candidate the 

team likes) “I don’t know 

about him, his resume 

seems like he’s so 

busy…so not focused…it 

was a complete turn off 

for me.” 
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Appendix G 

Team Empowerment Coding Sheet 
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Appendix G: Team Empowerment Coding Sheet 

 

Team Number: _________________                                           Meeting: ________________ 

 

Coder Initials: _________________                    

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Very 

Little 

Somewhat  A 

moderate 

Amount 

To a great 

extent 

 

 

Team Empowerment Exemplars   Comments 

(mark video 

time) 

Final 

Rating 

(1-5) 

Impact: the extent to which 

members view their behavior 

as making a difference, or the 

extent to which they perceive 

their behavior affects work 

outcomes. 

 “When picking our top 

three choice we should 

pick the candidates with 

these experiences (like 

Johnson) because they 

will greatly benefit the 

company.” 

 

 “We want to improve 

customer service, 

therefore (choosing that 

initiative) will give our 

company a huge 

advantage.” 

  

Meaningfulness: the 

congruence between members’ 

work goals and values, or the 

degree to which members care 

about a work task. 

 “I just want us to be 

mindful that we are 

looking at every single 

area in order to make a 

right decision.” 

 

 “It’s important to choose 

wisely because it’s a big 

decision.” 

 

  

Autonomy: the degree of 

control members have over 

work tasks and processes, and 

emphasizes choice in 

beginning and regulating 

action. 

 (With regard to choosing 

between two initiatives) “I 

mean we could choose 

both since we have 

enough money for 

everything.” 

 “So do we want to submit 

our type 5 initiatives? We 

could choose 4 or 5. 

There’s no limit to what 

we can choose.” 
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Potency: members’ 

perceptions regarding their 

ability to perform work tasks 

at a high level. 

 “I think we made some 

good decisions...” 
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Appendix H 

Shared Leadership Measure 
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Appendix H 

Assessment Center ID: _________________   

 

Shared Leadership Measure 

Using the scale provided below, rate to what extent you relied on each of your 

team members for leadership.  

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Very Little Somewhat  A moderate 

Amount 

To a great 

extent 

 

 

 Rating 

Team Member Name or ID 1 2 3 4 5 

1.       

2.       

3.       

4.       

5.       
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Appendix I 

Demographic Items 
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Appendix I 

Demographic Items 

Assessment Center ID: _________________   
 

1. What is your age? _________ 

 

2. What is your GPA? _________ 

 

3. Please indicate the race/ethnicity with which you most identify: 

a. White/Caucasian 

b. Asian/Pacific Islander 

c. Black/African American 

d. Hispanic 

e. Other:____________________________________ 

 

4. Please circle your gender: 

 

a. Female  b.  Male 
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Appendix J 

Individual Prosocial Motivation Measure 
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Appendix J 

Individual Prosocial Motivation Measure 

Respond to the statements below in light of the question, “Why are you motivated 

to complete your coursework?” Please indicate on the scale from 1-7 your level of 

agreement or disagreement with the following statements (1 = Strongly Disagree, 

7 = Strongly Agree). 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly  

Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Agree Strongly  

Agree 

 

1) Because I care about benefiting others through my 

work. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2) Because I want to help others through my work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3) Because I want to have a positive impact on 

others. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4) Because it is important to me to do good for 

others through my work. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix K 

Individual Intrinsic Motivation Measure 
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Appendix K 

Individual Intrinsic Motivation Measure 

 

Respond to the statements below in light of the question, “Why are you motivated 

to complete your coursework?” Please indicate on the scale from 1-7 your level of 

agreement or disagreement with the following statements (1 = Strongly Disagree, 

7 = Strongly Agree). 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly  

Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Agree Strongly  

Agree 

 

 

1) Because I enjoy the work itself. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2) Because it’s fun. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3) Because I find the work engaging. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4) Because I enjoy it. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix L 

Impression Management 
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Appendix L 

Impression Management Measure 

 

An organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) is a voluntary behavior aimed 

toward individuals and/or the organization that is virtuous and altruistic in nature 

(e.g., assisting others with their duties). Please indicate on the scale from 1-6 how 

important each motive statement would be in your decision to engage in an OCB 

(1 = Not at all important, 6 = Extremely Important). 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Not at all 

important 

Unimportant Somewhat 

Unimportant 

Somewhat 

Important 

Important Extremely 

Important 

 

1) To avoid looking bad in front of others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2) To avoid looking lazy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3) To look better than my co-workers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4) To avoid a reprimand from my boss. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5) Because I fear appearing irresponsible. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6) To look like I am busy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7) To stay out of trouble. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

8) Because rewards are important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9) To impress my co-workers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

10) Because I want a raise. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

 

 

 


