L
i Iowa Research Online University of Iowa
The University of lowa's Institutional Repository I()Wa ResearCh Online

Theses and Dissertations

2014
The power of identity in important leadership
decisions

Christopher Patrick Kelley
University of Iowa

Copyright 2014 Christopher Patrick Kelley

This dissertation is available at Iowa Research Online: http://iruiowa.edu/etd/1656

Recommended Citation

Kelley, Christopher Patrick. "The power of identity in important leadership decisions." PhD (Doctor of Philosophy) thesis, University
of Towa, 2014.
http://iruiowa.edu/etd/1656.

Follow this and additional works at: http://iruiowa.edu/etd

b Part of the Sociology Commons



http://ir.uiowa.edu?utm_source=ir.uiowa.edu%2Fetd%2F1656&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://ir.uiowa.edu/etd?utm_source=ir.uiowa.edu%2Fetd%2F1656&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://ir.uiowa.edu/etd?utm_source=ir.uiowa.edu%2Fetd%2F1656&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/416?utm_source=ir.uiowa.edu%2Fetd%2F1656&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages

THE POWER OF IDENTITY IN IMPORTANT LEADERSHIP DECISNS

by
Christopher Patrick Kelley

A thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of theg@irements for the Doctor of
Philosophy degree in Sociology in the Graduate&gellof
The University of lowa

May 2014

Thesis Supervisor: Professor Michael J. Lovaglia



Graduate College
The University of lowa
lowa City, lowa

CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL

PH.D. THESIS

This is to certify that the Ph.D. thesis of

Christopher Patrick Kelley

has been approved by the Examining Committee
for the thesis requirement for the Doctor of Plojalsy
degree in Sociology at the May 2014 graduation.

Thesis Committee:

Michael J. Lovaglia, Thesis Supervisor

Kevin T. Leicht

Jeffrey W. Lucas

Steve Hitlin

Greg L. Stewart



Dedicated to Frank N. and Judith C. Kelley -thanl yor your help and faith



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Thank you to my advisor Michael J. Lovaglia for y@atience mentoring
and work with me throughout graduate school ang/éor work with me on this
project. Thank you, Jeff Lucas for encouraging mgd to graduate school and to
apply to The University of lowa’s Sociology Depaem as well as your support
through my time at lowa. Thank you, Steve Hitlim your encouragement and
work with me in my graduate studies. Thank you t@rlkand Katie Bruno PhD
as well as all the people at WDD online for yourkvim developing the C4
Online Experiment Design and Control Center whiadmthis study possible.
Thank you to Shane Soboroff PhD for being a gomuhél and collaborator.
Thank you, R. Gordon Rinderknecht for your help ik on programing and
on the study. Thank you to Colin Peterson for wamlprotocol revisions and
formatting. Thank you all, University of lowa solagy lab research assistants
notably Matt Pfeiffer, Samantha Hearn, and Nickdéarfor your efforts in this

endeavor.



ABSTRACT

Why might someone avoid information that could beful for making an important
decision? Useful information can indicate that smptons are better than others for achieving
an important goal or averting disaster. A theorgaseloped here which proposes that decisions
feel more important because the consequences dkthigions are more threatening the self-
concept. Useful information threatens to reduce@sibn maker’s decision options, thus
constraining their opportunities to act quicklyduee uncertainty and make the decision in a way
that is self-verifying. This occurs while a decrsimaker is strongly motivated to reduce the
uncertainty and the threat to the self-concept gegad by the decision making situation. As a
result, people become less likely to access usdfimation when making more important
decisions. This is more likely to occur when theisiens includes a substantial threat to more
salient identities and core aspects of the decisiaker’s self-concept.

First a study is conducted to develop a measutieeofelative strength of a respondent’s
leadership identity. Then, hypotheses derived ftloentheory are tested in two experiments. The
hypotheses predict that participants making mon@ortant decisions will (1) experience
stronger feelings, (2) value self-verifying optiansre and feel more certain after making a
decision, (3) prefer fewer options in a subseqdentsion task after making more, as opposed
to less important decisions, (4) make more imporacision more quickly, (5) access less
useful information when making more important dems , (6) feel more certain after avoiding
useful information that could indicate an identrglidating solution is inferior and less certain if
accessing that information, (7) report that decisiassociated with stronger feelings are more
important, and (8) prefer fewer choices to pickrrm a subsequent decision when having made
a prior decision with less useful information.

The hypotheses are tested in two incrementallgdif§ experimental in which
participants make organizational leadership desssaiter completing the instrument developed

to test the strength of their leadership ident@gntrasting pairs of conditions vary theoretically



important elements to make the decisions feel motess important. Both pairs vary the
importance of the decision situation by changirgdbfinition of the situation to increase or
decrease the consequences for the participantisiglaip identity. The second study similarly
varies the decision’s importance and adds the appity to access various types of useful
information prior to making each decision.

Findings indicate that decisions feel more impadrtghen the outcome includes a
credible threat to the maintenance of a highlyesalidentity. Participant making more important
decisions in experiment A felt more certain theyevweght after making their decisions. They
preferred fewer options in a subsequent decistoiatson which indicates they felt more
powerful. In Experiment B Participants were laksll to access useful information when
making more important decisions. Participants widloadcess useful information prior to
making a more important decision preferred moreoptin a subsequent task. This indicates
they felt less powerful after making more importdatisions with more information. These
findings have implications for research on decisimaking, identity theory, leadership in
organizations, and research on emotions, and teef@erceptual control in the resiliency of

social structure.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

When a leader and avoids useful information whekimgean important decision the
consequences can affect many people. Brigadierr@edatthew Broderick was the director of
the Homeland Security Operations Center in Wasbm@t.C., a clearing house of information
for the Federal Emergency Management Agency. Tha@gis tasked with coordination of
twenty-two federal agencies of the Executive Brainglolved in emergency response to possible
disasters and security issues. Monday, Augu&tZZ®5, during Hurricane Katrina, General
Broderick received several reports on the condstiomNew Orleans. These included seventeen
reports of major flooding, one report from the Ar@grp of Engineers that there was no
evidence yet of breaching, and a TV news reponvsigpBourbon Street crowded with revelers
claiming they had “dodged a bullet” (Campbell, Véhi¢ad, and Finkelstein 2009:6). General
Broderick reported to the White House that the ésweere holding and went home for the
evening. At 8:13 the next morning, General Broderead the overnight reports of multiple
levee breaches, informing him that most of New @rtewas under water. Broderick sent an
email to the White House suggesting that the repaght be an exaggeration, and that reports of
levee breaches were being assessed. Not until ayesdrning did General Broderick send
word to the White House that levees had been beeach

To make the decision to leave for the evening énrtfidst of one of the nation’s greatest
disasters, General Broderick recounted that he m$eanation from his own history. In his
experience, Broderick claimed that first reportshie face of crisis situations are overblown.
Rather than seeking additional information afterflicting reports, General Broderick decided

that the levees were holding and reported thisnewasly to the White House. The theory



presented will explain why people such as Generadi&ick may avoid useful information,
rather than seek it, when making important decgion

This theory proposes that the strength of feelthgs indicate the importance of a
decision can lead people to avoid information widobld help them make a better decision.
More important decisions feel more important beeatsy are threatening to our self-concept.
They leave us uncomfortable and motivated to qyiokhke a decision and feel normal. For
example, General Broderick’s need to appear decemm a leader may have led him to feel he
knew enough to claim the levees would hold. Bydaisount he used some information he had
and insights from his experience rather than stagimd seeking information confirming the
situation on the ground in New Orleans. Decisiamesnaade using both thoughts and feelings.
The more important a decision, the more intensde®lngs evoked. Intense feelings push
decision makers to resolve those feelings by takidgcision quickly rather than seeking out
information useful for making the best decision.

The theory developed below, using evidence fronaépsychological, economic, and
neurobiological research, explains why a decisiakenwould be more likely to avoid useful
information when making a more important decisi®averal tests of five hypotheses derived
from the theory are proposed in a six-conditionezipent to learn if 1) decisions feel more
important when they are threatening to the pasiaijs self-concept or when they are similarly
threatening to another’s self-concept, 2) participaise more or less useful information to make
more important decisions and 3) participants hagesror less power by having more
opportunity to avoid useful information while magirmportant decisions.

Study 1 develops a measure of leadership ideritiygth to gauge the likely threat to

participants’ self-concepts in Study 2, Experimehtsnd B. Study 2 contains two experiments



that vary the importance of a set of six decis@tr®ss two conditions. In Experiment A,
participants make the decisions without havingaiwstder additional useful information.
Participants making more important decisions aegligted to be more certain, experience and
report stronger feelings, and prefer fewer choioessubsequent task as a result of having
chosen from among more valuable options than paatits making less important decisions. In
Experiment B, participants are faced with havingess to information that will help them to
make a better decision in each problem. This erpat investigates the effects of condition and
identity on information avoidance, and the effefcéxposure to information on participant
feelings, certainty, and preference for more orefieghoices in a subsequent decision task.
Taken together, these studies show that particsfaet more strongly, express greater certainty,
and likely gain greater feelings of power from nmgkmore as opposed to less important
decisions. Information use acts against thesenfggliwith those participants viewing
information preferring more options in a subsequask, a measure predicted to increase with a
participant’s lack of powerful feelings in a pridecision.

Together, this theory and research suggest thai@ewaking more important decisions,
particularly those individuals whose own identitege threatened by the decisions, may avoid
information that could help them achieve the insieatal goals they hold, or those goals held by

a group or organization.



CHAPTER 2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Introduction

The recognition that people sometimes avoid usefafmation when making decisions
is not new. Researchers from psychology have exairtime phenomena sélective exposer
andconfirmation biassince Festinger’s published his work “A Theory@ognitive Dissonance”
in 1957. Sears and Freedman (1967) explain thattbagest support for selective exposure and
confirmation bias has been research indicatingpghaple prefer communications that agree with
their pre-existing opinions. Confirmation bias rabgously referred to as unintentional case
building, which involves seeking support for ongesof an argument without being aware of it
(Nickerson 1998), In the psychology literature, foomation bias is defined as the tendency to
seek or interpret evidence in a way that is suppodf existing beliefs. This phenomenon has
been noted at least since Sir Francis Bacon (162@)dings over time examining these and
similar phenomena are robust, but results supmpéidissonance-based explanation have been
mixed (Sears and Freedman 1967). Research in eccmbmTversky and Kahneman (1974)
explained that people making non-rational decisamesbiased against loss and anchored by first
impressions. Their findings have been robust ameh fhem a growing number of decision
biases have since have been discovered. Thesadmdre pervasive in both popular and
scholarly literature on economics, decision makarg] psychology.

Despite the understanding that people do not gipeerate with a rational calculus in
everyday thinking and decision making, no gendrabty has yet adequately explained when
people are more and less likely to use or avoifulisgormation when making important, non-
trivial, decisions. Here a theory is proposed thalds on sociological and social psychological
theory and combines with research across discplo@xplain decisions as a social process
with overarching goals of self-verification thatewvptes similarly to those in interactions. Self-
verification dive to be recognized by others in $laene ways that one recognizes and perceives

of themselves. People are motivated to behaveat@thers with perceive them in the same



ways they perceive themselves and occurs regaroiegsether the related self-views are
negative or positive (Swann, Stein-Seroussi andrBt092). The self-verification process can
change feelings about decision options which olesthe connections between decision
outcomes and instrumental goals. When this happefiesmation useful for making a better
decision can become an obstacle to making theidadisa way that reduces the feelings of
uncertainty and allows the decision maker to fetlds by making a choice. In this way the self-
verification process can lead people making impurdcisions to avoid useful information
when it might disconfirm their self-concept andlse®re information when it might help them
gain a socially-valued identity.

In the 1990’s, neuropsychological researchers bpgariding insight into how
biological processes effect decisions which areeneing a combination of feelings and
reasoning (Damasio 1994). Although others havegsegp models that explain decisions as
either more emotional or more cognitive (Petty, iGago, and Schumann 1983) advancements
in neuropsychology have increased the precisimuotinderstanding of how cognitions and
emotions can change decisions and thinking. Mecent research in psychology disputes early
dissonance explanations for biased informationisggikVindschitl et al. 2013; Smith and
Sherer, Windschitl, and Smith 2013). Webb, Chand,Benn (2013) proposed that people have
a tendency to “bury their head in the sand” tontitenally reject information that could help
them monitor their goals because of motivated neiago This recent research indicates what is
motivating attention to information is the desiebe right (Kunda 1990, Windschitl et al 2013)

and mechanisms that operate to protect the setfepgrand enhance the self.

Recent Social Psychological Research

Psychologist have investigated the biased seardnhformation and noted, at least since
1924 that “the more urgent the impulse, or thearldscomes to the mainance of our own selves,
the more difficult it becomes to be rational antliigent (Thurstone 1924, p. 101). A research

program, on biased information seeking by Winds$emt colleagues (2013), challenges



previous assumptions about the role of desiraldii#g and cognitive dissonance explanations in
the traditional selective exposure paradigm. Thieds suggest a more nuanced explanation of
the mechanisms driving information avoidance inislen making is needed. This research
indicates that once an arbitrary preference is &atyfithe hope to be right” (Scherer et al. 2013)
biases information searches, suggesting that seification may play a role in how information

is sought in most decisions.

Management Power and Perception

Recent research in management and marketing hmdetsonstrated the biasing effects
that feelings of power have on how leaders percanceuse information (Weick and Guinote
2008). Additional studies on perception and feeinfjpower indicate that feeling powerless can
lead people to generate illusionary connectionspattbrns to increase their sense of control in
the situation (Whitson and Galinsky 2008).

Galinsky and colleagues (2006) examined the effefidb®ing primed to feel more or less
powerful on people’s likelihood to generate innov@ideas, resist the influence of salient
examples, express attitudes that conformed lesth&rs opinions, be more affected by their own
social value orientation than the reputations beod, and perceive themselves as having greater
choice to make statements that counter existimg@gs. This research indicates that feeling
more powerful while making decisions may insulageision makers from influence and
suggests that decision makers will be more likelgtoid information when making decision
that feel more important to them.

Research from marketing (Fitzsimons and Lehmand Rd@icates that unsolicited
advice from experts that contradicts existing adlts can lead to a backlash state, increasing the
strength of pre-existing attitudes and leading &gtmact in direct contrast to the advice. This
suggests that some useful information for makingsiens may feel like having power used and

generates resistance and resentment.



Studies by Galinsky, Gruenfeld and Magee (2003gstigated if feeling more powerful
incited people to be more likely to act, in botlated and unrelated contexts, regardless of
whether the action was pro-social or anti-sociaklihg more powerful led people to be more or
less likely to act across varied circumstancestRiney tested if being in a structurally-
advantaged position of power affected a persok&iliood to take action (asking for another
card in the card game blackjack). Next, they inges¢d whether participants primed to feel
more powerful were more likely to act by movingaa fvhich was intended as an annoying
stimulus. Finally, they tested if being primed é&lf more powerful led participants to take action
in a social dilemma regardless of whether the aatiould have pro- or anti-social
consequences. They found that feeling more powtatupeople to be more likely to take action.
The relationship of salient identities and feeliofpower in decision making situations may
help explain how decision makers choose to actspect to elements of the situation that could

affect how powerful they feel.

The Social Construction of Power and the Self

Sociologist Max Weber (Gerth and Mills 1946) propdshat behind the intellectual
guest of the relatively powerless man lay the ithed “knowledge is somehow power” (p 44). In
the translation of Weber’s writings on economicaétermined power and social order, Weber
lays out the role of power in constructing and rtaiming social order as an extension of socially
created perceptions of meaning. For Weber, poweriehwie defined broadly as “the chance of
a person or some number of persons to realizewhikin a communal action, even against the
resistance of others” (p. 180)—may be valued ®opwn sake. Here it is proposed that
information has the capacity Weber spoke of tordefhe meanings people attach to themselves
and to create the situation.

Symbolic interactionist theories propose that tleanings people hold for themselves
and the situation are constructed through thexieeprocess and interactions with others

(Mead 1934). People’s behaviors are governed by ¢baceptions of who they are in the



situation (Turner and Franks 2013). Their judgmeriffected by how they conceive of
themselves in situations and their relation to thieen and in the future (McCall and Simmons
1960).

Turner’s theory of transactional needs conceivedlofteractions as forms of exchange
and describes a hierarchy of needs in these exebamgplicitly the relative value of any
interaction is dominated by the need for self-veation. This hierarchy of needs is topped by
the verification of four basic identities that @resent in all interactions. Second, the need for
profit in the exchange of resources suggests thd teefeel that the receipt of resources in an
encounter exceeds investment and cost of the atiena Third, Turner lists group inclusion
(2013). Finally he lists trust, the need for préalidity, and then inter-subjectivity, the mutual
understanding of meanings in interaction. Takeetiogr these suggest that rationality attached
to the exchange value of resources in decision mgakituations may be superseded by the need
for self-verification and assurances of stableentrand future social relations. This is evident in
the fact that people don’t often commit crimes likeft even when there is no chance of penalty,

simply because they do not want to define themsedgea thief.

Identity and the Self-Concept

Mead (1934) conceived of the self as a reflexiveepss between the impulsive “I” and
the social meanings attributed to the self as gectlthe “me.” This process takes the form of
the self-concept (Epstein 1973) in self-reflectzom self-consideration, or the “knower” (James
1890). Generally the self-concept is understoodoas one thinks of or perceives themselves,
the collections of feelings, beliefs, and attitudésibuted to the self.

Symbolic interactionist theories of identity expléhe formation of the self-concept as a
social process. This process involves role takimfyrale making in the formation of role-related
identities that provides a key link between thevitiial and macro-structures (Turner
2001:223). All human social behavior is organizgdpmbolic designations of the aspects

understood as belonging to the physical and seardronment we exist within. This assumes



relationships are positional, based on social defirs and distinctions of power and status
(Kemper 2013).

These theories propose that the taking and maKisgaal roles in interactions with
others define sets of interrelated identities,-related relationships with others. These idersjtie
just as the self-concept, are made up of both niorengalues and meanings attached to those
roles as well as individual interpretations of hio@st to enact them. How people come to see
themselves in and across situations forms thecsel€éeptions that drive behavior in interactions
(Stryker and Burke 2000). These identities havgiagrdegrees of salience, or likelihood to be
activated across situations, suggesting variousegsgf value and usefulness for individuals.
From this it can be inferred that more salientsateake up larger or more valued aspects of the
self-concept contributing to higher order idensit{Burke 1991).

Identities are not limited to specific roles buayh larger function in the constitution of
the self. As Stryker describes, identities are ozl sets of meanings (Stryker 1980). Identities
are organized intealience hierarchiethat correspond to the likelihood an identity viod
evoked or enacted across situations. The morensalieidentity is, the more likely it is to be
enacted in any situation and play a part acrogatsiins (Serpe and Stryker 1987). More salient
identities play a larger role in the individual'snstruction of their self-concept.

Symbolic interactionist theories explain that te#,3dentities, and the self-concept
develop in and reflect society. Assuming that h@ege understand themselves and the world is
first determined socially, this theory proposed fieople are most affected by the social
implications of their decisions and motivated bg tieed to verify the self (Turner and Stets
2006). To understand why people may be more litebvoid useful information to make more
important decisions, first the theory addressest wiekes some decisions feel important, and
some more important than others.

Burke’s identity theory (Stryker and Burke 2000)mq@ements Turners explanation of
human need in interactions. Burke conceives of#ikas a type of feedback loop where

interactions with others work to confirm or disciomf conceptions of the self and an individual’'s
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identity within the situation. Conceptions of onégean interaction are held internally as
interconnected values and self-meanings that foqpe&ations for the self and others in any
interaction. This set of self- and other-expectatics the identity standard. It is like a thermbsta
in that it takes account of inputs from the envin@mt to gauge correct outputs that we use to
take account of how others are interacting with\is.act to bring others’ definitions of
ourselves and our expectations for them in lindawhese standards. For Burke, this is the
primary motivation for behavior.

Sociological theories stress the importance oftithenerification in all interactions. In
decisions, information from an outside source, saghn expert, may be available while an
interaction partner is absent. Books, articles,iatetnet searchers from this perspective can be
thought of as a type of interaction. Research @nence shows that information from absent
higher status partners can people present in thatisin more than the same information from
absent lower status partners. This suggests teabfiormation is treated by people as if it were a
proxy interaction partner (Soboroff and Kelley 2R1Rarticipants behaved as if they were

considering how they relate socially to the abgemson who provided the information.

Identity and Ties to Social Structure

Freese and Burke (1994) address behavior driveselpyerification motives in the pre-
symbolic and pre-rational actions of actors. Theg@ns create meanings that tie actors to
social structure. This allows for the assumpticat #ocial structure is created and maintained by
identity processes. They note that systems arenaeg activities that facilitate resource flows,
and that the flows of resources are maintainedteractions in which people’s behavior is
defined their identity sets. When people get somgtirom interactions that align with
expectations defined by their role or identity \thgll maintain those interactions. Interactions
that fail to support their definitions of the sitioe and their definitions of themselves are less

likely to be maintained. As a result, people ardinabved to continue positive, identity
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confirming interactions as opposed to interactihgch fail to confirm their identities. This
process both generates and maintains social steuctu

Identity theory is ultimately concerned with so@#iucture and the factors that motivate
behavioral choices that people make when alteradities of action are available (Hunt 2003).
Identities are derived from meanings and expectati®d to roles embedded in social structure
as well as the meanings and expectations creatbthwoles.

Roles are social relationships involving the sall athers. Enacting these roles requires
accounting for and managing other peoples’ expectaiand acting to meet one’s own self-
expectations within the role. Expectations peojpliel fior themselves within a role, as well as the
expectations others hold for them will affect hdweyt choose to behave. Choices are based on a
prediction by the person of how courses of acti@nligely to play out through interaction to
either meet, or fail to meet, their own or othergpectations.

Identities help define courses of action and #fice the likelihood of possible behaviors
as they relate to the actor’s understanding optrsonal and social consequences of any
behavior (Owens and Serpe 2003; Lawler 2003). Fagohilosophical perspective people have
free will to choose how to act. However, a persavilsis ultimately limited by the motivation
to act in line with their self-concept, narrowirigetlikelihood of various actions. Social structure
limits the opportunity to define the ways roles ahehtities are enacted and the opportunity to
take on specific roles and identities. This in tahanges perceptions of the situation and directs
possible behaviors.

More direct evidence of identity creating and remsfng social structure is found by
Kohn and Schooler (1973). In this study, men’s petions, roles as defined by role and identity
theory (Turner 1978; Stryker and Burke 2000), afteeir psychological functioning. The
authors proposed that work conditions either “feat#d or inhibited the exercise of occupational
self-direction” and that “occupational self-direwstiis of critical importance for understanding
the impact of social class on (these) men’s vadusorientation” (Kohn and Schooler 1973).

Work conditions that defined the occupational gitraof the men studied determined the values
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the men held. Values form higher order identitiesoading to Burke (2003), who proposes that
higher-level identity standards direct behavior.r/oonditions that included the opportunity for
self-direction had the strongest impact on these'snealues and the “substantive complexity of
the job had substantially greater impact on thelpshkpgical functioning (of these men) than the
reverse” (Kohn and Schooler 1973). This suggesiisrile-based identities affect the cognitive
processing of information, the perception of thaation, and the validity of various options as

possible courses of action.

Recent Studies Demonstrating the Avoidance of Wsef

Information for Making Important Decisions

Research on decision making is conducted in ammbadtisciplines. Understanding how
decisions are made holds implications in all sphefdhuman interaction from the interpersonal
to global. Of key interest to researchers overmedecades is how people come to make sub-
optimal decisions. In the age of information a kayiable of interest affecting the quality of
decisions is the quality and quantity of informatissed for making a decisions. Important
decisions have substantial consequences for pedmpdedecisions we make and the choices we
prefer determine the course or our lives and chatiabthers in significant ways. To understand
how people use information to make important deassiit seems important to understand how
information interacts with the goals of decisionker® in the situation. Some recent research in
sociology suggests that people seek less usefmation when making more important
decisions.

Consider decisions of law in the courtroom. Thelegystem holds as its goal justice, the
honest and accurate assessment of informatiorder @@ make decisions. Court decisions
commonly have a substantial difference in possiblesequences for people in respect to the
court’s decision. In a recent experiment invesiigathe likelihood of prosecutorial misconduct
in more and less severe cases, researcher’s pobffeerosecutors would be more likely to

withhold exculpatory evidence when the crime bgngsecuted was more severe, murder, as
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opposed to assault (Lucas, Graif, and Lovaglia 200&e researchers proposed that in more
severe cases the participants playing the roleasfgzutor would (1) be more likely to believe in
the defendant’s guilt (2) rate getting a convictaanmore personally important (3) be more likely
to withhold evidence that could be used by themsfdo exonerate the accused. All other
variables, except the amount and type of infornmatizned over to the defense, were controlled
experimentally and by random assignment to condifidvey found support for all three
hypotheses. This suggests that the more persamgdlyrtant the decision in the murder case as
opposed to the assault case, the less informdtepadrticipants decided should be used by
anyone to make the decision. It was important sni@sa specific outcome, conviction, when the
decision was more important and the participantispnal feelings were involved.

An ethnographic study by Lareau and Weininger (20dlved interviews with 90
native-born parents living in the northeastern EchiStates to determine how parents with young
children decide where to live. A home purchasé&y to be the largest personal expenditure of
a lifetime. Parents claimed this decision, whaghborhood to buy a home, was driven by the
quality of local the school system. The researcthver® primarily interested in why people
choose to live in the suburbs as opposed to theTitey found that networks, class, and race,
hence identity, guided parents to different logadidDecisions were made with limited
knowledge about school districts other than thatvioied by their friends and their social
network. They drew on informal networks and venyidéy settled on a district (Lareau and
Weininger 2013). When asked about the lack of actata, other than word of mouth one
participant, a PhD, responded “I'm a scientismhdWw how to check things out, and the fact is |
really didn’'t do it.” Citing a 2012 survey by Phela Kappa the authors noted that nationally
when asked to rate schools only 19 percent of parated any schools with an A or B quality
while when asked to rate their oldest child’s s¢h@d percent rated that school A or B. Walker
and Lynn 2013 found that identity becomes moreesalls role based others become more
tightly woven into an individual’s social fabricaken together these studies suggest that the

choice of where to live was, controlling for impamt economic factors, not the quality of the
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school system, but was based in identity confiramatinformation was that was used was drawn
from a dense identity based network. Useful infdromg data on graduation rates, college
attended rates, and per capita expenditures thiédd belp parents make decisions based on their

instrumental goal of school quality were largelgoged or avoided.

Neuropsychology of Decisions and Economics and $i&ti

Making

Traditional economic theories assume rationalgi@cimaking and would predict that
people are more motivated to use helpful infornmatidien making more important decisions in
order to assure they will choose the best optioadhieving their instrumental goal. Decisions
are generally defined as situations that introdugeertainty over mutually exclusive courses of
action or decision options (Naqvi, Shiv, and Beal2006). Early economists tended to focus on
the outcomes for the decisions as their consequétme recently research on the framing of
decisions suggests that outcomes are linked tocéadpens for achieving instrumental goals in
the decision situation. Since this pivotal reseanobconomics on decision making by Kahneman
and Tversky (1979), much of the research has sdogiplain why the choices people actually
make run counter to rational economics theorieddfyning a variety of situations where this
occurs and identifying specific cognitive biases.

Bechara and Damasio (2004) performed decision rgakuperiments with participants
who either did or did not have damage to the prgfloventral medial cortex. These patients
made decisions in a setting that included onefsehaices that allowed for some large gains but
even larger losses or another set that allowedrf@ller gains but even smaller losses. Over time
patients without damage to this area of the bita is associated with decision making would
learn to draw from the set of choices with smaii@in and smaller losses and profit. The
participants with damage to the brain continuedraw from the deck that eventually generated
significant losses. They also noted that patieritis damage to this area of the brain could weigh

options well while making decisions and when faath decisions over trivial matters made
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comparisons of pro and cons to a crippling ext€né patients with damage to the prefrontal
ventral medial cortex also lacked telltale galvaski responses that were present in other
participants prior to poor decisions. They conctlitteat decision requires a combination of
feelings and emotions and later demonstrated wawghich emotion biased decision making.

Research by Bishop (2007) examined the role ofé&meromedial prefrontal cortex for
controlling attention to threats and limiting artyieThis is the same area of the brain Bechara
and Damasio (2004) determined was involved in campifeelings and cognitions to form
judgments. These findings indicated that greatgreynwas associated with reduced top-down
control over threat-related distractors. They eixpthat cognitive control of task relevant
processing is reduced by threatening stimuli, naithg the control and reduction of threat prior
to cognitive processing. Further, research by @ehand Gross (2005) explained that the
control of emotions prior to cognitive processiaguistrategy that allows for the direction of
attention away from evocative stimuli. Emotion tensuppressed to avoid or examine evidence
through higher cognitive functions. This suggektt efforts to avoid uncomfortable information
may limit rationality in decisions. Working to owerme uncomfortable feelings can allow

threatening information to be processed, but regusubstantial and sustained effort.

Conclusion

The theory developed here builds on prior reseatle including sociological theories
of the self, identity, social psychology and pasifill power to explain how the decision process
is one that is fundamentally social.

The research from neuropsychology helps to expleressential role of feelings and
emotion in decision making. Assuming that the aatl decision making are fundamentally
social and that important decisions involve stréeeings related to the self, useful information
for making important decisions can be recognized ype of interaction between the self and
the social world. It seems likely that understagdiow people relate to others may help useful

for understanding how people relate to useful mi@tion for making decisions. Consider that all



16

that people know arises from social and experiestiarces that are understood through the
reflexive processes of the self which ascribes/eryghing a socially-defined meaning. From
this it is clear that in order to understand howyde perceive information it may be useful to
conceive of information similarly to an interactipartner. Beginning with the idea that behavior
towards information may be similar to behavior wathinteraction partner, and assuming the
most valued outcome of interaction is self-verifioa, it seems reasonable that the value of
decision options as a resources would be firstroted by how self-verifying the option is and
secondly how likely, if the option is best, to agsthe decision’s instrumental goal.

Starting with definitions drawn from previous dearsmaking theories and sociological
theories of identity and power, this theory exptasngeneral mechanism that predicts people will
be less likely to access useful information whetkinmgamore important decisions. First the
theory explains the role of feelings in decisiorking. Next, it proposes how feelings are related
to decisions when they indicate that decisiongareeived as important by generating feelings
that are primarily self-relevant. Next, it explaimsw decisions feel more important when the
decision’s outcome reflects on the decision makkbecting the value they place on options for

making the decision.
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CHAPTER 3. INFORMATION AND POWER IN IMPORTANT DECIONS

Theory Development

The theory developed below explains mechanismder & decision maker may become
more likely to avoid useful information when makiag important decision. The theory proposes
that important decisions include two concurrentlgoBhe more evident goal of important
decisions is selecting the best decision optioraétieving an outcome associated with the
decision maker’s instrumental goals. The second gatimes countervailing goal, is making the
decision in a way that will verify the decision neals existing self-concept. The motivation to
maintain the self-concept is the most valued aspleall transactions and may generate feelings
that can change the value associated with dectgdtians, make decisions feel more important,
and motivate decision makers to decide more qujeidyle avoiding useful information. This
will not only help them make a better decision, tmtld challenge the opportunity to make the

decision in a way that will verify their self-comteand make them feel better quickly.

Neurological Processes and Important Decisions

To explain how a decision maker may avoid usefidrmation to make an important
decision, assume that important decisions are msithg a combination of feelings and
reasoning processes (Zajonc 1980; Naqvi, Shiv auh&a 2006). Feelings are generated as
part of a bio-regulatory process which activatescd#f bodily systems in response to the
contents of perceived stimuli. Feelings signal lmthscious and unconscious knowledge about
the importance of the stimuli to the decision makad work to order cognitions for processing
(Bechara and Damasio 2004). Reasoning is the cegmitocesses of weighing evidence to infer
cause and effect, facilitating cost-benefit analysied in making decisions (Bechara and
Damasio 2004).

Using logical reasoning alone, a decision makerldveaek out useful information rather
than avoid it (Damasio 1994; Bechara and Damaddd W ithout feelings attached to different

pieces of information, however, a decision makemnoa distinguish the important from the
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trivial and thus finds it difficult to determineiiiformation is useful for making a sound decision
(Damasio 1994; Bechara and Damasio 2004). Thegitrer feelings attached to a piece of
information, a cognition, allows decision makeretfectively apply limited cognitive resources
(Simon 1956) by indicating what information is @achot important prior to reasoning
processes. It follows that the strength of feelisigmals the importance of information to
decision makers (Naqvi et al. 2006; Bechara and &&m2004).

Proposition 1: The process of making more importkaisions will produce stronger

feelings in a decision maker with greater somatiesequences (Bechara and Damasio 2004).

Elements of a Decision

“Taking” a decision refers to a behavior; the datlwoosing one from among the finite
set of mutual exclusive options. The process ofsitat “making” includes discerning, then
evaluating differences between a set of mutualbfuestve options for available courses of
action. Decision making is done with the intentexfucing uncertainty by selecting one option
through elimination or preference. Assume that wina@king decisions people intend to choose
the option they hope leads to a desired outcontetleat an outcome is desirable as a means of
proceeding toward an instrumental goal (Damasigt1B@chara and Damasio 2004; Kahneman
and Tversky 1979). An instrumental goal in a deciss the objective the decision maker hopes
to accomplish through attaining a desirable outctnora the decision. Thus an instrumental
goal is a consequence inferred to result, at legsart, from a decision.

Options in decisions lead to distinct outcomes.cOnes lead to consequences for
decision makers. The inferred consequences of attpme become what decision makers rely
on to impute a value to that outcome. Options &wislons are valued by the connection a
decision maker infers between the option, a desitddome, and a decision maker’s
instrumental goal. This is demonstrated by expenisibased in prospect theory (Tversky and
Kahneman 1974; Tversky and Kahneman 1981) whelisideanakers’ perceptions of a

decision’s instrumental goal were changed by taming of the decision. Decision makers were
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given two options for a health program in respdosg deadly virus in two versions. Outcomes
were mathematically identical for both yet diffetilgrworded. Decision makers preferred
different options for health programs in the diéfiet versions depending on whether options
characterized their decisions as lifesaving as sppao life ending. This suggests that
preferences are based in how representative theiaemaker feels the option is of how they
perceived themselves, as life savers and noteatakkers. These experiments indicated that an
instrumental goal, saving lives, rather than thesien’s outcomes, determined the value of
options to decision makers. Kahneman and Tvers@&yq)Lexplained patterns of sub-optimal
choices in risky situations as the tendency ofslenimakers to err on the side of avoiding loss
(1979).

Different options in a decision making situatiolguce varied outcomes. An outcome
may or may not help a decision maker progress wwaarinstrumental goal. Because of this,
decision making requires the cognitive processingformation to reduce uncertainty over
which option, from a set of options, is the bestfmceeding toward the decision maker’'s
instrumental goal. Decisions where the comparatalae of options and their respective
outcomes for proceeding toward an instrumental goaimore obscured by additional
information, and generate greater uncertainty. Re@search in psychology (Bar-Anan, Wilson
and Gilbert 2009) demonstrates that uncertaingnisifies affective reactions. Uncertainty is
defined in line with Knight's (1921) classic disttion in economics between the ambiguity
involved in uncertainty and the more defined prolaads involved in risk. Here uncertainty is
the ambiguity resulting from a lack of informatiahout the relationship between a decision

maker’s options and the instrumental goal.

Proposition 2: Greater uncertainty over an impdrtiatision intensifies the feelings evoked
when making the decision.
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The Importance of Maintaining the Self-Concept tlyio

Decisions

Assume that more substantial differences betwetarlm worse consequences for a
decision maker produce stronger threatening feglprgpr to taking the decision.
Neuropsychological research on feelings indicdtas delf and other-related feelings occur in
different parts of the brain (Kelley et al. 2002his and similar research suggests that self-
related feelings likely occur faster and are m@silg accessed than feelings about others
because of where and how self-related feelingsrq¢elley et al. 2002).

Swann and colleagues (1992, 2002) explain why peogisist in humiliating behaviors
and move from one desperate and hurtful relatigussta the next describing “the incredible
magnetic power” of the self-verification processl @m overwhelming need for psychological
coherence. The Self-verification process assunagshk maintenance and confirmation of
existing and stable self-views is a crucial sowfceoherence and is essential to defining and
organizing experience, guiding social action aretipoting future events (Swann, Rentfrow and
Guinn 2002). According to the self-verificatioropess a negative outcome in a decision would
be an outcome fails to verify a decision makers\gelv regardless of how that outcome is
generally viewed, negatively or positively.

When decisions have more substantial consequeacesé’s self, decision makers focus
more on negative outcomes producing more threajdreelings and so feel the decision is more
important than decisions with similar consequerioesthers (Polman 2010: Burke 1991).
Feeling threatened is uncomfortable and can metipabple to act quickly to reduce the
discomfort caused by threatening feelings in otdeeturn them to a state of emotional
equilibrium (Ochsner and Gross 2004; Burke 199%&i@>2003; Northoff et al. 2006).

Burke (1991) and others have shown that this gelégrvation motive extends to the
preservation of the self-concept (Hart et al. 2008 self-concept is made up of an individual's
self-perceptions including the sum total of thespars thoughts, beliefs, attitudes, and feelings

about themselves (Rosenberg 1979, Epstein 197353&82). It is reasonable to assume that
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defining oneself requires interpreting the meanipgsple apply to themselves in and across
situations (Stryker 1980; Stryker and Serpe 19Bdhple are more likely to define themselves
using behaviors they enact more often and the mgamhade salient by the immediate situation
(James 1890; Lewin 1936; Stryker 1980).

Identity Control Theory (Burke 1997; Stryker andriB212000) explains that peoples’
self-definitions are maintained using a hierarchgeasted identity control systems which process
information from the environment about the persidrese control systems develop through a
person’s experience. Information from the environmg compared against information from
internal identity standards, definitions of thef sleat guide behavior across situations. Identity
Control Theory proposes that people act to mairttair identity standards by modifying their
behavior when information from the environmentas aligned with their identity standards
(Burke 1991; 1997). In a person’s hierarchy of colrdystems, higher order control systems,
those attached to identities enacted more ofterergdower order control systems. The
maintenance of higher order identity standardsiigher order control systems is essential for
informing a person’s self-conception and behavaross situations. Thus maintaining these
higher order identity standards feels more imparsaual reduces uncertainty across situations.
Identity verification is noted by Turner (2005:16£ the most important in the hierarchy of
human needs. He prioritizes the verification of ¢tbee self, the feelings that the self is stable

across all situations, above other needs any ttiera

Proposition 3: The more important the perceivedseguence of a decision to a decision maker’s
self-concept, the more motivated the decision makiébe to reduce the threatening feelings
quickly.

Proposition 4: The greater the uncertainty thaegriover the maintenance of higher order
identity standards informing the self-concept, iti@e important a decision will feel to the
decision maker.

Proposition 5: The more important a decision fethls,more motivated a person will be to
behave to quickly reduce uncertainty over threatb¢ self-concept.



22

The Dual Objectives of Important Decisions

From the definition of a decision and the aboveppsitions, it follows that people
making important decisions have two objectivesnlghoose an option that is best for
proceeding toward an instrumental goal, and 2uioldy reduce threatening feelings to feel
better about themselves. Useful information is futlfor choosing the best option for achieving
an instrumental goal, but may not be helpful falugng the uncertainty caused by threats to the
maintenance of the self-concept. Useful informatsmformation which indicates that some
options are better than others for proceeding tdsvardecision maker’s instrumental goal.
Useful information does not necessarily presert@op that would maintain the decision
maker’s self-concept. It is reasonable to assuredicision makers generally prefer having
more options over fewer when differences are peeceas non-trivial (Deci and Ryan 1985;

lyengar and Lepper 2000).

The Value of Decisions Options and Information’sviép

When a decision maker relies on a decision outdomeaintain the self-concept, the
options will be more valued as resources that plewmore opportunities to maintain the self-
concept. The value of options as resources likatyeases as the threat to the maintenance of the
self-concept increases. However, useful informatiomd constrain the decision maker’s
opportunity to choose an option that is both altgneth their self-concept and best to proceed
toward their instrumental goal. From this we cdeiithat options for making important
decisions are valued resources for decision maKkearseful information indicates that some
options are better than others, useful informationstrains a decision maker’s access to valued
resources; namely, more decision options. Thisestgghat information operates as power over
the decision maker making an important decision.

Drawing on Emerson (1962) and Weber (1946), pow/éne capacity to realize one’s
will despite others’ resistance. Information inding that options unaligned with the

maintenance of the decision maker’s self-concepbatter for achieving the decision maker’s
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instrumental goal can push decision makers togaihat their own will to maintain their own
self-concepts. Research on power demonstratethihabtential to exercise power over another
is equal to the capacity to (1) exclude that pefsom a valued resource, (2) their level of
dependence on that resource, (3) and the availabflalternative sources for the resource
(Emerson 1962; Cook, Emerson, Gillmore and Yamadi8&3; Sell et al. 2004; Willer,

Lovaglia, and Markovsky 1997).

People depend on decision options for opportunitienaintain higher order identity
standards (Burke 1997). People use identity stalsdarcompare input perceived from social
situations to definitions of who they are and wihateans to be themselves in that situation. The
higher the order of the identity standard a pefada to maintain, the greater the magnitude of
uncertainty the person would experience over wieg #re in any situation. Failure to maintain a
higher order identity standard leaves people unabtiefine themselves in future situations. If
people do not know how they are identified themsiw relation to others, they won’t know
what meanings to apply with respect to themselnelsvall experience greater uncertainty about
the value of their instrumental goal.

Maintaining higher order identity standards allqve®ple to decrease uncertainty over
how they are perceived and how best to behave @siumtions to achieve goals. By reducing
peoples’ power to maintain their self-conceptsfulsaformation increases uncertainty
regarding the value of achieving their instrumengtzdls. Applying the concept of power to
people making important decisions, useful informatonstrains peoples’ acceptable options for

taking the decision and so reduces their powerdmtain their self-concepts.
Proposition 6: If information is useful for makiag important decision then that information has

the power to constrain the decision makers’ act¥p@ptions for maintaining their own self-
concept while making the decision.

Information and the Power to Verify the Self-Conicep

Useful information has the power to constrain asies makers’ acceptable options and

thus to constrain their capacity to maintain tiseif-concepts. This would occur while a decision
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maker is strongly motivated to reduce threatenesdimgs by taking the decision. Power use
creates negative emotions and resistance (Wilraglia and Markovsky 1997). Losing power
to control opportunities to maintain the self-cqotoehile making an important decision will
increase feelings of uncertainty and so amplifgadily strong threatening feelings (Bar-Anan,
Wilson, and Gilbert 2009). In turn, these ampliffedlings generate greater resistance to useful
information. This suggests that if information #@wens to limit decision makers’ acceptable
options to maintain their own self-concepts, theeful information feels threatening. Recall that
decision makers will be more motivated to reducerst feelings when they feel more
threatened. If the opportunity to access usefarmfbtion is threatening, then decision makers

will avoid the information and be pushed to take decision more quickly.

Proposition 7: The more important the decision,tfuge likely a decision maker is to avoid
useful information.

Information’s Power over the Self-Concept

If decision makers are motivated to maintain tlseif-concept, they will be motivated to
avoid the power of useful information when theif-sencept feels threatened. For decision
makers driven to reduce uncomfortable feelingsptheer of useful information appears to
represent a threat to their capacity to bolstar tenfidence in their self-concept. Useful
information decreases their power to reduce theathaind so generates negative emotions and
resistance to the power of useful information wheaking important decisions.

Additionally, stronger feelings increase the densaoid a decision maker’s limited
cognitive resources, and make reasoning more diffifhe more important a decision is for a
decision maker, the more motivated the decisionanakil be to quickly reduce uncertainty
(Bar-Anan et al. 2009) and decrease threats tedlieconcept (Burke 1991, Burke 1997). By
avoiding power that generates more negative feelf\igjller et al. 1997) the decision maker will
free up cognitive resources for subsequent reagdq@ohsner and Gross 2005) by resisting

useful information.



25

Paradoxically, this suggests that decision makersileely to feel more threatened by
useful information when making more important decis than when making less important
decisions. If useful information decreases decismakers’ capacity to maintain their own self-
concept, then people who can avoid useful inforomatvhile making an important decision have
more power to maintain their self-concepts. Corglgrslecision makers unable to avoid useful

information have less power to maintain their selficepts.

Proposition 8: People who are unable to avoid useformation when faced with an important
decision have less power over the decision thaplpagho can avoid the information.

Discussion

The theory developed above explains that peoplenare likely to avoid useful
information when making more important decisionseful information has the power to
constrain decision makers’ acceptable options faking the best decision while decreasing
uncertainty over the maintenance of their own seffeepts. This is because useful information
would indicate that some options are better thaerstfor achieving the decision maker’s
instrumental goal.

The more important a decision feels, the more natei a decision maker will be to
reduce uncertainty over the maintenance of thecegi€ept. Thus decision makers will be more
motivated to avoid acting in ways that increasesutainty over the maintenance of the self-
concept. Therefore, the more important the decisida a decision maker, the more likely the
decision maker is to avoid useful information. Bemn makers are therefore more likely to
depend on themselves to inform their choices whakimg more important decisions because it

affords them the best opportunity to act quicklyegduce threatening feelings.
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General Hypotheses

From this theory the following eight hypothesesevaeveloped and tested in two
experiments. Each experiment has two condition€.dndition 1, more important decisions,
participants make six organizational leadershipsi@es while under a defined threat to the
maintenance of their leadership identity. In Coiodi2 participants make the same set of six
decisions without this threat to their leadershigntity. The threat to leadership identity was
generated by defining the decision situation asadérship test in Condition 1 and as an effort to
improve the quality of course questions writtengbgduate students in Condition 2. Both
Experiments A and B in Study 2 include the meastiteadership identity developed in Study 1.

Experiment A tests three hypotheses. The first thgmis predicts differences between
conditions in strength of emotions participantsorggd after making the six decision task, with
participants making more important decisions predi¢o report stronger emotions. The second
hypothesis predicts that participants making moneartant decisions will report greater
certainty about the choices they make than paditgmaking less important decisions. The
third hypothesis predicts that participants makimge important decisions will prefer to have
fewer choices in a product selection immediatetgrahaking more important decisions.

Justifications for these hypotheses are providéalhbe

Hypotheses for Study 2, Experiment A

Hypothesis 1: Participants making more importamisiens will report
stronger feelings after making the decisions themi@pants making less
important decisions.

Hypothesis 1 follows from Propositions 1 and 4 loseafeelings are experienced as part
of a bio-regulatory process resulting from a resgoio stimuli. All cognitive operations depend
on support processes such as attention, workingangrand emotion. Some processes are
conscious, overtly cognitive, and some are not (Bex and Damasio 2000). Feelings are first

processed neutrally in conjunction with the bodydentify feelings and attribute meaning.
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Threatening stimuli can be processed more quidkb/way and reactions to those stimuli are
then faster compared to cognitive processing.ptaposed that when making decisions that
pose a substantial threat to the maintenance celfieconcept, decision makers will experience
stronger, faster emotions than if decisions wellg firocessed cognitively. The body
distinguishes feelings of threat from feelings ohfthreat but does not fully distinguish
threatening feelings caused by physical danger tvtrar threatening feelings. The more
important an identity is to the maintenance ofdbeision maker’s self-concept, the stronger
feelings are likely to be when that identity isghtened. People are thus are predicted to report
stronger emotions after making decisions that ohela greater threat to their self-concept.
Strong emotions are also proposed to affect howhnmformation participants are likely to use

when making the same decisions in Experiment B.

Hypothesis 2: Participants making more importamisiens and
experiencing stronger feelings will report greatertainty in their
decisions than participants making less importactsions.

Hypothesis 2 follows from Propositions 2, 3, and He uncertainty caused by a threat to
the maintenance of the self-concept, generatetidgécision situation within Condition 1, is
predicted to intensify emotions signaling whichioptmust be correct and which options are
not. Participants who feel stronger emotions indiwon 1 will therefore feel greater value for
decision options that maintain their identitiesc3®n makers who do not experience an
identity threat, but who have an opportunity in @ition 1 to validate the highly-valued identity
of leadership, are also likely to attach greatdueréo options they view as correct. This
hypothesis assumes decisions that create greatertaimty about the maintenance of the self-
concept generate greater value for options thamtaiai or could enhance a person’s identities.
Options viewed as likely to verify a person’s idgnare predicted to generate stronger feelings
and have greater value than options that are msistent with the person’s self-concept. Some
decision options will be worth much less becausg tho not verify an identity standard. Since
those with weaker leadership identity do not hag&g@ng leadership identity standard, options

may have more value to meet their unthreateneditgestandards and provided opportunity for
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possible gains. This is because they have the ehafingaining a valued social identity but face
no significant consequences for choosing incommptibns. As the value of options for
maintaining the self-concept increases, the stfealings associated with these options will
signal the correctness of the option for the denisnaker, particularly if that option is consistent
with the identity standard and generates greatsitipe emotion. This will result in greater
certainty that the identity-consistent, highly-veduoption is the correct one. Therefore choosing
an option that verifies the decision maker’s selfiaept or increases the possibility of gaining a
valued identity will be reflected in a greater chann the degree of certainly experienced by the
decision maker. The greater change in certairtgy afaking the decision will be indicated in

higher self-reports of the degree of certainty alhoe decision.

Hypothesis 3: Participants making more importamisiens will prefer
fewer choices in a subsequent decision task thditipants making less
important decisions.

Hypothesis 3 follows from Proposition 5 and 8 aratkaby Inesi et al. (2011) which
demonstrated that people primed to feel less pavpréferred more options for subsequent
choices whereas people primed to feel more powprferred fewer options. Being able to
control the outcome of a decision by choosing armaghat verifies the self or assures a gain for
the self is proposed to be similar to having thiétglto exercise one’s own will in the face of
resistance. This is the definition of power. Thastnce that is overcome here are those
decision options that would not verify the decisinaker’s self-concept and the chance to create
value for the self. As a result, decision makets &b verify their-concept or attain a socially
valued identity are predicted to feel more powerdilllelse being equal.

Hypothesis 3 is based on the propositions thatlpeopking less important decisions
will be less motivated by any particular options@sate less value with options, and feel less
power after making decisions. Following from Prapos 8, the options available to the
decision-maker constitute a valued resource. Tiaang more valuable options represents
having more power. For Condition 1, the abilitygn or loss as socially-valued and/or highly-

salient identity should leave all participants ilegé more powerful. Those making more
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important decisions that include more valued ogstiare proposed to feel more powerful and so
are predicted to desire fewer options in the sulbsegtask. Participants in Condition 2 making
less important decisions with less valued optioilisbh@ more likely to desire more options in a

subsequent decision task and so will report a perte for more options from which to choose.

Hypotheses, Study 2, Experiment B

Hypothesis 4: Participants making more importamisiens will make
decisions more quickly than participants making lesportant decisions.

Hypothesis 4, extended: Participants with higheaid ID Scoresn Cond

1 will make decisions more quickly than particigaim Cond. 1 with
lowerLead ID Scores

Hypotheses 4 follows form propositions 1 througexplaining that decisions feel more
important when the decision threatens the maintsmaha highly salient identity. Stronger
feelings are made more intense by uncertainty ardesision makers are motived to resolve
those feelings quickly by making the decision. Shrenger the feelings the more motivated a

decision maker will be to make the decision quickly

Hypothesis 5: Participants in Condition 1, makingre important
decision will use significantly less informatiorathparticipants in
Condition 2 making less important decisions whemti@ling for the
strength of the effects of leadership identity asroonditions.
Hypotheses 5, extended: The higher a participaseon the leadership

identity measure the less information they will uséhe six decision task
across conditions.

Hypothesis 5 and Hypothesis 5, extended, follownfpropositions 4 through 7. The
more salient a person’s leadership identity is deaision making situation, the more likely they
will be to make the decision by selecting an optiwat is most aligned with their leadership
identity standard. Participants with stronger lealdip identities will value options more to
maintain this standard than participant’s who dbss@ themselves as leaders or who have a
weaker leadership identity. When making decisionSondition 1, where performance of a
leadership identity can be indicted by the optielested, participants with stronger leadership

identities are going to be more motivated to m&leedecision in a way that verifies that identity
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and their self-concept. Therefore they are alsavatsd to choose an option that is consistent
with their self-concept. Participants with weakdeeship identities will be more strongly
motivated by the decision’s instrumental goal oking the best leadership decision. These
participants are predicted to have weaker optiefegpences and so may be more likely to access
useful information that can indicate which optisrbest for attaining the decision’s instrumental
goal. If participants with weak leadership iderstido well, they gain in a highly socially valued
skill. If they underperform, they have little toska

When the decision situation includes a threathahly salient identity, the decision
maker in is motivated by stronger feelings to mtdeedecision by choosing an option quickly
that is consistent with their identity standard &edfies their self-concept. Useful information
for making a decision indicates some options atiber worse than others for achieving the
decision maker’s instrumental goals. Because uggiimation can indicate some options are
better than others, it has the power to constraiecsion maker’s options when they are most
motivated to choose the option they prefer. Infdramais therefore less valuable for indicating
which option is best and more likely, respectivédyconstrain the decision maker’s options. The
more motivated the decision maker is to chooseviayathat maintains their self-concept, the
less likely they will be to access useful inforrmatthat could constrain their options and
increase the uncertainty they are strongly motovébereduce. Therefore we can expect the
strength of leadership identity to be a strong jgted of the amount of information used to make
more important decisions (Condition 1). Leaderstigntity should not be a significant predictor
of how much information is used to make decisian€ondition 2, because there should be little

threat to the maintenance of the self-concept bimgethese decisions.

Hypothesis 6: Participants making more importamigiens will feel
more certain after those decisions than particgparaking less important
decisions.

Hypothesis 6 extended: Participants in ConditiomllLreport lower
certainty after looking at more critical informatithan participants in
Condition 1 who looked at less critical information
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Following from Propositions 1 and 2, decision opfigdhat maintain a participant’s
leadership identity when it is threatened, as inditon 1, will feel more valuable to the
decision maker than when they face no threat to ldedership identity. Although all the
decision makers in the study will be motivatedto@se an option that is aligned with their self-
concept, only decision makers in Condition 1 hdaeereal opportunity to verify or to disconfirm
an identity. Thus participants in Condition 1 vattach greater value to options that are in line
with their identity standard and less value to @msithat are not consistent with that standard.
When making the decision in a way that confirmeaership identity standard, participants in
Condition 1 reduce greater uncertainty by seledtiogn among substantially more valuable and
less valuable options. If they value their identrigre they will be more certain about selecting
options that verify that identity. Stronger feebn@ssociated with decision options make
decisions important and lead to greater valuebaiteid to options for making the decisions. This
difference in the value between options will leaeeision makers feeling more certain
immediately after making the decision.

Hypothesis 6, extended follows from propositiortefdugh 8. If participants making
more important decisions were to access usefuinmtion indicating that the correct option is
one that is not aligned with their identity, thegy learn that choosing options they valued as
identity-consistent would indicate they were ngoad leader. This is predicted to increase
uncertainty about themselves and about their detidihe critical information available in this
study indicates that the most counter-intuitive bBkely least-satisfying option is correct. If
participants look at more critical information thase more likely to discover that choosing the
option(s) aligned with their identity standard wilblicate they are not a good leader, and so

disconfirm their identity standard.

Hypothesis 7: Participants will report strongetifegs when making more
important decisions than when making less impordactsions.

Hypothesis 7 is a replication of Hypotheses 1 fi@tudy 2, Experiment A and follows from the

same logic.
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Hypothesis 8: Participants who look at more critinformation
(information indicating counter intuitive optionsere correct) while
making decisions will prefer to choose from a langeduct assortment
than participants who look at less critical infotroa while making
decisions.

Hypothesis 8 follows from propositions 5 throughlr@ese propositions explain that
decisions feel more important when there are clediveats to a decision maker’s self-concept.
Strong feelings are generated by the need to clamosetion aligned with their identity standard
and achieve the instrumental goal of the decisostbre well on the evaluation of leadership
identity. Useful information has the capacity tmstain decision options and, as is most often
the case with the design of these decisions, iteliteat an option which is not aligned with the
decision maker’s identity standard is the bestawptor achieving the decision maker’s
instrumental goal. Information that indicates tlv@nter-intuitive option is correct (referred to in
analyses as “critical information”) can constraalued options and so constrain the decision
maker’s capacity to act according to their own willa sense, the critical information represents
a disembodied expert. The expert’'s knowledge castcain the participant’s opportunity to
choose an option aligned with their identity stadda give the organization the best chance to
reach its instrumental goal. The information creassistance to the decision maker’s will by
indicating that their most valued choice will ndlbw them to both achieve the decision’s
instrumental goal and verify their leadership idgrand their self-concept. Decision makers are
thus potentially left in a bind; to choose an optibat verifies their self-concept but fails to
achieve the decision’s instrumental goal, or toodeothe best option for the organization and
undermine their own self-concept.

The product choice preference measure is the sammeStudy 2, Experiment A and is
based on work by Inesi et al. (2011). Here it Bdgeted that participants will indicate a
preferences for significantly more choices in Ctindi 1 after accessing more critical

information than participants in Condition 2.

Hypothesis 8 extended: Participants with higheaid ID Scoresvill
prefer more products after making decisions withdpportunity to access
useful information than participants with lowszad IDscores.
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When a participant’s self-concept is threateneditis participants with stronger
leadership identities, the effect of informationaoice preferences should be greater. Therefore
participants with stronger leadership identities redicted to prefer more choices than
participants with weaker leadership identities on@ition 1.

To assess whether a threat to leadership iderddyre in an experiment, a measure of
participant leadership identity strength needsetaléveloped. Given that leadership is not solely
based on either power or status, indicators oftleescepts may provide clues as to a person’s
leadership identity but will not exhaust the selanings people attach to themselves as leaders
or the meanings they attach to the role. Studwiined in the following chapter, develops a
measure of leadership identity strength that vellised to assess how much people associate

leadership traits and descriptors to themselves.
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CHAPTER 4. DEVELOPMENT OF A LEADERSHIP IDENTITY MEBURE

Introduction

In Study 1 an instrument was developed to measagke espondent’s leadership identity
prior to their participation in a subsequent studych includes two experiments. The instrument
asks respondents to rate thirty terms for how e@th term describes them. Ten of the terms
included are attributes people use to describetfeeleaders and not to describe effective group
members. The ten leader descriptive terms crestala measure, theead IDscale, which
functions as an index of the relative strengthaafherespondent’s leadership identity. The Lead
ID scale will be used as a control variable to aotdor individual differences in self-
perceptions of being a leader-like in the analg$idata collected in the two later experiments.

This instrument is designed to produce an indexegipondent’s leadership identity while
not acting to prime changes in feelings or behaWeelings and behavior related to feelings of
power are important outcome variables in the expenis where the responderitsad IDscore
is used as a control measure. Why a measure adrigag identity is used, requirements for the
measure, its theoretical grounding, its constructas well as its reliability and validity as a
guantitative indicator of the strength of the resgent’s leadership identity are discussed.
Additionally the challenges of designing a measireadership identity that limits (1) spurious
effects of self-enhancement, (2) social desirabldiases, (3) priming feelings of power, and (4)

prompting respondents to act in line with termg tescribe leader characteristics are addressed.

Why Develop a Leadership Identity Measure?

ThelLead ID scalevas created for use as a control variable in SRjdxperiments A
and B. The strength of a leadership identity iseexg@d to vary among participants in Study 2
with two-thirds of participants predicted to prodwsrores above the mid-range point of
responses. Both experiments test for predicteéreifices in behavior resulting from differences

in the strength of feelings that are generateditbgrdnces in the level of threat to a participant’
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leadership identity. The relative strength of epatlticipant’s leadership identity in following
experiments will operate as a proxy measure ofee of threat in the treatment condition to
each participant’s self-concept, the entirety eirtieliefs, attitudes, and feelings related to the
self (Epstein 1973). The measure will also be usethalyses across and within conditions as a
measure of the level of threat likely to the papant’s identity. Identity threat, or threat to the
self-concept, is proposed as a motivator for bedrawi treatment conditions where the
performance on leadership ability can be judgee fhineat is minimized, although unlikely
eliminated, in the control conditions where thecegtion that the participant can be judged on
leadership ability is minimized. The theory thabgwuced the predictions tested in these
experiments explains that specific behaviors avsead by feelings generated by threats to the
maintenance of the self-concept.

The self is a reflexive process accomplished thnazanceptions of the self that are
derived from meanings attached to a person’s vatidentities. Therefore a threat to a more
salient identity is proposed to threaten the setfeept (Burke 1980; Smith-Lovin 2005). An
identity is considered more salient when it is mldeely to be activated across situations
(Stryker 1980). If an identity is more likely to betivated across situations, then the meanings
that make up that identity must play a larger molthe make-up of the self-perceptions. Self-
perceptions of the self-concept are proposed asree pnotivator of social behavior across
situations. A threat to a more salient identityntisould produce a greater threat to the
maintenance of the self-concept than threats ¢ssdalient identity. Leadership identity was
chosen because previous studies have shown thatajoeity of new college students believe
they are good leaders (Alicke and Govorun 2005).

This suggests the identity of leader is likely gorbore salient than other identities on
average for about two-thirds of college studenkss Theans that effects that are proposed to be
generated by threats to the self-concept of ppeitis from this population should occur in about
two-thirds of the population sampled and differeniceoutcome variables related to the threat

more likely to be detected within and between cbowls with smaller samples.
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The population from which Study 1 respondents weceuited is similar to the
population of participants for Study 2, ExperimeAtand B, college men attending the same
large Midwestern university. If leadership idemgimay be important to a majority of the
sample, but not all, this identity likely affectbdw those participants reacted to the leadership
scenarios. Therefore, a measure of the participdeddership identity was needed as a control
variable to assess the impact of the manipulatfateocision importance between Study 2

experimental conditions.

What an Identity Measure Should Include

Identity theory proposes that identities are cfasgions if the self which are derived
primarily from shared meanings applied to rolesvaB as individual meanings applied to the
self in those roles (Burke 2005). A measure of iigshould be theoretically grounded, capture
these meanings succinctly, and be quantitativéidavdor statistical comparisons with other
guantitative measures (Burke 1980).

While identities are derived from internalized miegs people individually attach to
roles, these meanings are necessarily social catstidentities vary with individual
experiences within social structure; however tHeg eemain centered in commonly held core
meanings that form generalized expectations atthtthany role (Burke 2003).

Identities are also defined relationally in termig@unter-identities (Burke 1980). While
people bring individual distinctions to the mearsinigey attach to roles, these are based on
common shared meanings that constitute the rod@pssed to the counter-role. These can be
recognized by people as sets of personal attrilthégglescribe individuals who play that role
and who do in the counter-roles. It is necessarpéople to identify themselves in relation to
others in order to interact effectively and avoahftict. Because of this, people form
expectations for others in social situations tredp lthem define who they are and how they

should behave by quickly determining the naturthefrelationship between them and others.
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Part of this process is identifying the roles epetson holds in the situation while behaving in
ways that communicate to others the role they perdbemselves to be enacting.

These meanings are proposed by identity theoryk@u®90, Stryker and Burke 2000) to
be used as internal standards that guide behawvrotes across situations. The meanings
attached to specific roles like leadership candm@uwred in the terms used to describe
expectations for what a leader is and is not. Beedhe role of leader is so highly valued,
carrying prestige, opportunity, and expectationgyigEneral competence (Ridgeway 2001), the
role of “not leader” or “follower” is pejorative diding negatively valued social connotation.
Because of this, and because “follower” is so dipassociated with “leader,” acquiring a
measure of meanings associated with a role cotmteader might prove difficult using the
term “follower.” Because of this, the counter-ral@sen to depict non-leader attributes was
“effective group member.” An effective group memizea positive role, and is likely a role that
is easier to conceptualize and so to measure.

The Lead ID Scale includes sets of terms usedaaielship identity descriptors (Lead
ID) that include meanings commonly associated weftbctive leadership but not associated with
the counter-role of a group member. The Lead I0eSwas created by paring down lists of
terms by using ratings of the terms for descril@itger effective group members or effective
leaders to determine a discrete set of terms dlgathher are only likely to be associated with the
role of leader. These terms then can be usedno &discrete, valid, and reliable indicator of
the relative strength of each participant’s leddigrgdentity. The measure would also indicate
how central demonstrating competency in leadenshigely to be to the maintenance of a

person’s self-concept.

Requirements for the Lead ID Measure in the Folhmwi

Experiments

The Lead ID scale is designed to (1) produce attfaive indicator of the strength of

each respondent’s leadership identity, (2) avoichinig respondents for feelings of power, (3)
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avoid self enhancement biases of self-reportnmeasures of a desirable role, (4) produce a
guantitative index of differences between partinipaself-perceptions of being “leader like,”
and (5) avoid causing participants to change behnsvm order to act in line with what are
generally determined to be leader descriptive $effo accomplish this it was assumed the best
approach would be to develop a covert measureadklship identity that would ostensibly be

presented as a survey of general personal chasdicter

Challenges for Constructing an Accurate Leaderkleptity Measure

Taking the design for Study 2 into consideratitw, ineasure of leadership identity
employed terms related to a leadership identitgi™teadership terms (those associated with
group members), and terms that are equally likelyet associated with both or neither, leaders
or group members. If participants knowingly ansaégadership identity measure, it could make
assessing the strength of their leadership idemtaye difficult. A recognizable or overt
leadership identity measure could introduce apedbentation bias. The positive social
connotations of being seen as a leader are liketlydw participants to rate themselves highly on
specific attributes, believing these will indictitey are leader-like (Ganster, Hennessey and
Luthans 1983), and decreasing the validity of tleasure.

The design of this instrument allowed it to be preed to participants in Study 2,
Experiment A and Experiment B as a measure of iddat personality factors. Participants in
Study 2 were presented with this measure priokpeemental procedures, ostensibly as a
survey of terms that would allow researchers tdrobifor idiosyncratic differences between
participants. The final measure only includes &#ams determined to be distinctly related to
leadership, and are couched within a total ofyhietms and short phrases. The instrument is
given prior to experimental manipulation becausdindimensional measures of identity, as
opposed to measures of personality (HeathertorPahdy 1991), may change significantly

based on factors within the experimental setting.
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The Lead ID scale was also designed to avoid pgrparticipants to feel powerful in
Study 2. A recent set of experiments by Weick anthGe (2008) and Galinsky et al. (2009)
demonstrated that being primed to feel more orpesgerful can both impact information
processing and feelings. The manipulation in S@idy the importance of decisions is expected
to impact how powerful people feel, and hypothgseslict differences in perceptions and
behavior due to these feelings. Study 2, Experimetested predictions about how varying the
importance of a decision affected how powerfulgheicipants felt. In Experiment B
participants had the opportunity to access usafalmation to make leadership decisions.
Hence, priming feelings of power might have introelth a confounding factor affecting how
much information was accessed. Hypotheses testiba iStudy 2, Experiments A and B make
predictions about situations where participantsie@re or less powerful as a result of the
importance of decisions and how those feelings afffict perceptions of information. Therefore
it is important not to prime feelings related toy@w prior to experimental manipulations in

Study 2 experiments.

Instrument Development Overview

The initial assessment collected 302 terms fro@rimt sites depicting effective leaders
and group members, and narrowed a list of 302 1ot@ims by having six research assistants
rate how like a leader they thought each term amad,having six research assistants rate how
like a group member they thought each term wasn$ehat averaged a rating below three on
both lists were excluded, leaving 211 terms.

The first study split the remaining 211 terms ititcee sets of either 140 or 141 terms,
each containing a variation on two-thirds of thérerset of 211 terms. Each of these sets was
made into two questionnaires, one asking respoadenmtte how well each term described an
effective leader and the other asking respondentsté the terms for how well they described an
effective group member. These six instruments wamdomized and distributed to college

students in a undergraduate sociology course téh the 143 responses allowed for the
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construction of ninety-four complete sets of teatings, forty-seven sets of 211 rating terms for
describing effective leaders and forty-seven sefl d terms rated for how well they described
an effective group member. Each set of 211 ternsstreated as a single case for analyses.
Independent sample t-tests were used to determhehwerms were significantly associated
with effective leaders and not effective group merslor effective group members and not
effective leaders.

The next instrument used fifty-one terms, includiifty pared down from the list of 211
to include terms that were either (1) only sigrafily associated with effective leaders or (2)
only significantly associated with effective gromqg@mbers. Participants rated how well each of
the fifty terms, plus an additional phrase “adte la leader”, described them. Participants then
rated how well each of six statements about pdogihaving like leaders described them.

Ratings from this instrument were used to deterrtheeerms for use in the Lead ID
scale and an additional twenty terms to be includebe instrument. These thirty term where
included in a computer program that allowed respatglto use a slide bar to rate themselves on

a one to seven scale of how well each of the telessribed them.

The Lead ID Scale

From the total of thirty terms included in the fifastrument, only ten terms are used to
form the scale of leadership identity descripttrs,Lead ID scale. These ten terms together
assess the strength of attributes that people ginassociate with effective leaders but do not
associate with non-leaders. These ten terms veteerdined by findings in an initial assessment
of terms and two preliminary studies that, togetheticate these attributes closely tied to
general conceptions of effective leadership angeedictive of individual's perceptions of
themselves as leader. The thirty term instrumesitides the ten term Lead ID scale as well as
(1) ten terms unassociated with effective leadatgbnerally associated with effective work
group members, (2) five terms generally associaféuboth effective leaders and effective

workgroup members and (3) five terms not commos§paiated with either effective leaders or
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effective work group members. Taken together theedU® scale should produce a valid and
reliable measure of the strength of a respondé&ddership identity and indicate the importance
of this identity in the identity salience hierardimat makes up the respondents’ perceptions of
themselves.

Because the Lead ID scale includes attributes thieen together, are associated only
with conceptions of effective leaders, this scalpresented covertly as a measure of personal
characteristics and mixed within an additional ttygerms. This disguises the measure while
countering priming effects by presenting attribuasesociated with a leadership identity,
attributes associated with a non-leader identitg, attributes that appear unrelated to either
identity, and could serve as indicators of a redpatis level of engrailment and perceptions of
the situation.

Table 1. Terms Included in the LEAD ID Measure
Effective Effective Group Neither like  Both Like

Leader Member Leaders or Leaders and
Group Group
Members Members

Certain Fanatic Ambiguous  Plain-Spoken

Busy Excitable Skeptical Competitive

Decisive Group-Motivated Inefficient Serious

Independent Modest Indifferent Restrained

Self- Respectful Secretive Hesitant

Virtuous Cautious

Good Shy

Mature Perky

Unshakable Spirited

Assertive Agreeable

Methods for Identifying Leader, Group Member, anguNal Terms

In order to construct a leadership identity schs includes these ten effective leadership

descriptors, yet does not appear to be an obvigiisassessment of leadership attributes, the
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final test is constructed by combining three laftserms. The list will include a mix of various
personal attributes with a balance between gengrallitive and generally negative attributes.
Together, these attributes are unlikely to be reegl as a measure of leadership identity.

The thirty terms and phrases included in this umetnt (See Appendix A Figure 2) were
pared down from an initial list of 302 attributesed to describe the essential qualities of a good
leader or effective group member, gleaned from rsdweebsites. These websites included U.S.
military websites (all branches), leadership tragnand testing organizations, dictionary
definitions and synonyms, terms from the BEM sdg noventory (Bem 1974; Twenge 1997),
and websites identified by a Google search whictuged the terms “effective leader”,
“leadership”, or “effective workgroups” and “effeat teams”. The initial set of 302 attributes
represented terms determined to have face vajaitiaining to effective leadership or effective
group work. While the initial list is not exhausimt is sufficient for use to derive the threeebri
lists of ten attributes that will (1) generally inglicative of good leaders, (2) associated with
good group members but not with good leaders, oar@ equally likely to be associated with
good group members and good leaders.

The initial list of 302 attributes were given todiwe research assistants with instructions
to rate each word on a scale from one to sevem, ljemg very much like, and seven being not at
all like), on how well it described either a goeadler or an effective group member. Six
research assistants completed the ratings orraistas descriptors of effective leaders and six
completed ratings of all terms as descriptors te#otiive workgroup members. The ratings for
both leaders and group members were averaged indepiy and terms with ratings that
averaged three or below for both leaders and gnoeimbers were set aside. This left a total of

two hundred and eleven terms.

Procedure
A questionnaire was written for distribution to @ngraduates in lecture courses. In order

to reduce likely participant fatigue and limit timepact of ordering effects on ratings, the list of
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211 terms was randomized and then broken into separate lists, each with a distinct two-
thirds of the terms with either 141 or 140 termslpst. One list included the first two-thirds of
the terms, another included the last two-thirdsl @final list included the first and last thirds o
the original list of 211 terms. Each of the thrséslwas again randomized and paired with one of
two sets of instructions asking participants te dch of the terms, on a scale from one to
seven, on how well each described either a goatetggondition 1) or group member

(Condition 2) (see Appendix B). Additionally, paipants were asked to provide basic

demographic information.

Participants
One-hundred and forty-three undergraduates prowdatplete data on questionnaires.
These participants were recruited from lecturesgdasiuring a break in class activities.
Participants ranged in age from 18 to 50, withrttean age of 20.9 years. Women accounted for
49.7% of respondents, while men made up 48.3%. Javtcipants did not provide gender.
Thirty-four participants (23.8%) were freshmanrtghsix participants (25.2%) were
sophomores, forty-nine participants (34.3%) weredts, and twenty (14%) were seniors. One

person reported being a graduate student, andeyserpdid not provide year in school.

Analysis of Data from First Instrument

The data from each condition was aggregated. Intkyye samples t-tests were used to compare
mean ratings of the same term across conditiodstermine if the term was rated as more like a
leader or a group member. When a term had a signifly higher rating for being like a leader
than a group member, it was put on a list of padéigadership factors. When a term was rated
higher for being like an effective group membewras put on a list of potential effective group

member factors. Independent samples t-tests alsowsed to determine the smallest differences
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between ratings of terms as either leader-likeroug member-like. Terms with highly similar
ratings across conditions were selected for afiseither more like an effective leader or more

like an effective group member.

Results

Independent samples t-tests showed that the follptarms were identified as receiving
higher ratings when participants were asked totredie relation to leaders (Condition 1) than
when they were asked to rate their relation to gnmembers (Condition 2Restrained,

Forceful, Uncorrupt, Competitive, Spirited, Physig&it, Self-Assured, Vigorous, Willful,
Decisive, Unshakable, Aggressive, Uses Good Judg@ertain, Assertive, Hopeful, Dominant,
andMature.Table 1 displays results of t-tests comparing g#tiof these terms between
conditions. Given the small number of terms thatershown to have significantly different
ratings between conditions, and since this instrimas meant to identify terms that were
likely to predict dimensions of leadership, ondet@it-tests with p-values of .10 were used.
However, only those terms that had face validitlikedy traits associated with leadership or
group membership were selected. Additionally tettmas had the most similar means on both
measures were kept.

Terms that were similarly identified as most sigraihtly associated with group members
were:Serious, Plain Spoken, Reliable, Shy, Humorousu@Motivated, Indifferent, Flexible,
Cautious, Agreeable, Cooperative, Excitable, Acconating, Fanatic, DutifulandModest.
Terms rated most similarly for leaders and groupnivers includedVirtuous, Independent,
Busy, Cold, Inefficient, Unpredictable, Secret&keptical, Cunning, Perky, Hesitant,

Ambiguous, Detail-oriented, Peaceful, Mature, P&esit,andRespectfulAdded to these were
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the lowest rated terms first excluded from thedisB02 terms and a similar number of terms
from the list of 211 that had the most similar netmconstruct a list of fifty terms. These fifty
terms were included, in random order, in a thiktmmment to identify measures that would best
predict survey statements indicating dimensiongsadership. Terms associated either leaders or
group members, terms associated with both groupbees and leaders, and terms associated
with neither were included in the final instrumémidetermine whether (1) group member terms
were indeed not capable of predicting ratings ofatisions tied to leadership (and so likely
represent a “not” self to self-identified leadef®), whether terms related to both group
membership and leadership might predict leadedinig@nsions measured with six statements,
and terms previously determined to be strongly @ased with leadership or associated with

neither leadership or group members.



Table 2. Independent Samples t-test Results
Comparing Ratings of Leadership Terms by Condit®mdy 1, Instrument 1 (N = 143).

Condition 1 Conditiqn 2 . p-value
Term Avg. Rating (St. Dev.) A(ngt 52339 t-statistic (one-tailed)
Restrained (iii) (‘22;’) 2.10 .019
Forceful (ie?scz)) (i:Z}D 253 008
Uncorrupt ((13%) (igg) 2.50 007
Competitive (igg) (‘1‘:22) 3.09 002
Spirited ("13:82) (ﬁ’g) 3.23 001
Physically Fit (‘1‘:2% (f:gé) 2.06 022
Self-Assured (2%) (?é%) 2.25 .014
Vigorous (igg) (ig’i) 2.47 .008
willful (?éi) (i?é) 2.19 016
Decisive (%28) (iii) 2.99 002
Unshakable (iig) é’gi’) 1.83 .035
Aggressive (iié) (ié% 3.13 .001
Uses Good Judgment (6732) ((13%2) 2.15 .017
Certain (i%) (ﬁg) 3.08 002
Assertive (593% (59(25;) 3.54 .001
Hopeful (i;j) (fég) 2.25 014
Dominant (‘1‘:471% (f:gg) 2,59 006
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An Instrument to Identify and Validate Measured efdership

|dentity
The fifty terms identified above were categorizedepresenting a leadership identity, a

group member identity, or as neutral leader/groemiver terms. Using these fifty terms, a third
instrument was designed to determine which of titergial leadership terms could best predict
six statements indicating dimensions of leaderdhipddition to these terms, a term “Acts as a
Leader” was added as a check on the validity obthéeadership statements. The instrument
included instructions and the 51 terms on siddefgage and a set of six statements related to
three dimensions of leadership on the reverseditlee page (see Appendix B). These
statements were based on the three dimensionsuaid the following definition of leadership
as (1) directing the attention of others toward&saand group goals, (2) effectively integrating
the actions of others and (3) getting others tthilmys they may not otherwise do in service of
attaining shared goals.

The first two of these six statements was a saléssment of the respondent’s ability to
get others to work together and resolve confliehnJand Mannix (2001) suggest that
management of levels of process conflict within kgooups throughout the task can affect
performance. Leaders who can manage high degresmiiict mid task and can then follow
through with consensus and implementation of tastggperformed better. Managing conflict
with the ability to focus on group goals would alla resolution that prioritizes task success
over immediate problems and so insight into thetratiective solutions. The next two
statements address the ability to help group mesrfbeus on the big picture and to keep in
mind group goals (Zaccaro, Rittman and Marks 200He last two statements asked how

comfortable the respondent felt giving advice amddation to others while acting as a group
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leader. Self-awareness of one’s own emotional statthe role of leader is essential to effective
leadership (Goleman, Boyatzis, and McKee 2013ed#ms reasonable to assume that
individuals would feel more comfortable as leadetisey felt that having a high status position
fit their personal self-conception. These six stegrts were designed to assess the predictive
validity of the sixteen leadership terms. Also, edido the list of fifty terms on the front page of
the instrument was the term “acts like a leade@ragdicator of the measure’s construct
validity. This term also serves as an additionahsuee of the validity of the six statements

presented on the reverse page of the instrument.

Respondents

The instrument was administered to 135 undergraduatrolled in a large introductory
level course at the same large Midwestern uniyevgitere Study 2, Experiments A and B were
later conducted. The sample included ninety wortterty-eight men, and seven people who
chose not to indicate their sex. For the instrunused in Study 2, women were excluded from
the analyses because the sample for these twestintiuded only undergraduate men.
However, correlation tables for the ten leaderstgmtity terms for both the sample of men and
the entire sample are included below to demonstingteobustness of the inter-correlation

between the chosen terms in a more diverse sample.

Procedure
Respondents were first given brief verbal instutsi (see Appendix B) prior to receiving
the instrument. Written instructions on the froagps first asked participants to provide answers
to six demographic questions asking their sex,erageal, age, year in school, major, and high
school GPA, and second provided instructions fongethe fifty terms. The rating instructions
asked respondents to circle the number betweeamhéen next to each term indicating how

like or unlike them each term or statement was,revlb@e to three represented “not at all like
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me”, four to seven represented neither like meumiike me, and eight to ten represented “very
much like me”. After rating the fifty terms and thdditional “acts like a leader” term,
instructions directed respondents to turn overatiags sheet and complete similar ratings on
six additional statements. These six statements w&zd to indicate how likely a person is to
engage in specific types of leadership behaviodstamndicate how like a leader participants

viewed themselves.

Results and Discussion

Reliability analyses indicated that the six leabgrstatements formed a reliable scale
(Cronbach’s alpha = .874). A principal componeatsdr analysis indicates the six leadership
statements also load on a single factor (E = 3.78&)itionally the six leader statements scale
was significantly correlated with the term “acteelia leader” included in part as a check on the
validity of those six statements,£ .617, p = .000). These findings taken togethggssts these
six leadership statements form a good measuremifmamn conceptions of leadership behavior
for men and so a scale measure averaging respanesse six statements was constructed.

Next, correlations between the fifty-one terms aixdeadership statements were
calculated. Nine terms previously shown to be dpBee of leaders and not group members
were significantly correlated with the six lead&tements scale at the .05 leveld- tailed.

One additional termMature) was selected that was significantly correlatethhe six
leadership statements scale at the 0.1 level (&ed) for a total of ten terms indicative of
leader traits. These ten leader terms were madeistale and a reliability analysis indicates
these terms form a reliable scale (Cronbach’s apl#68). The term “acts like a leader” was
positively and significantly correlated at with testm leader term scale € .637, p < .000, two-
tailed) supporting the construct validity of thelsc

All of the terms in the ten term scale were positninter-correlated (see Tables 2 and 3),
with coefficients that range from .659 to .111 (mé#er-term correlation = .336). A strict-

parallel model was used to produce an unbiaseahatgiof reliability of .776. Initial solutions
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in factor analysis indicated a two factor struct(ife> 1.00) accounting for 50.89% of the overall
variability in scores. “Decisive” and “Certain” ldanto a different factor than the other eight
terms. However, given the significant and positeerelations between these two terms and all
other terms individually, and pre-tests indicatihgir likely relationship, further analyses were
warranted. Disambiguation of the relationship lestwthese two factors can be achieved
through a rotation procedure with reasonable assang Confirmatory maximum likelihood
factor analysis with oblique rotation was used ttuthe expectation that each of the leadership
terms theoretically relate to a single latent faetad the multiple factors obtained are likely & b
correlated with each other. This analysis confatraesingle factor consisting of the ten leader-
only terms. Based on the reliability of these teans scale and the identification of a single
underlying factor structure for these measureselten leader-only terms were then used to

construct the leadership identity scale.

Table 3. Pearson’s r Correlation Coefficients, Badership Terms
Men Only, Study 1, Instrument 2 (N = 38).

Good Judgment

Assertive Certain  Busy Decisive  Ind. Self-Assured irtbbus Mature
Certain A429**
Busy 413* .408*
Decisive .560%** 563+ 416%*
Independent .368* 195 J713%* 392*
Self-Assured .376* 415* .145 .392* .297
Virtuous A66** .340* .237 111 A17** .659***
Good Judgment  .590*** .310 .369* 402* .359* .327* .335*
Mature .302 117 AT70%* .236 H542%x - 322* .416* 58**
Unshakable .549%** 321 .508** .400* A411* .468** .389* .632%** 496**

Note: ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05, two-tailed
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Table 4. Pearson’s r Correlation Coefficients, Badership Terms
(Men and Women), Study 1, Instrument 2 (N = 135).

Assertive  Certain  Busy Decisive Independent Seluked Virtuous Good Mature
Certain AL14%**
Busy 305+ 361m
Decisive 401 B13**  300%**
Independent 378**x 379%* 483+ 332k
Self-Assured ~ .326%*  381M 327w 428%% 333k
Virtuous 375%** 272 324+ 152 273 AB2%*
Good Judgment  .268** .233** .282%*  312%*  AT77* 352+ 297+
Mature .263** .241* 370%*  223* 4140 377 287%* 481
Unshakable 369% 2070 3150 3G0M 2840 2824+ 278+ 343+ 2ggH

Note: ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05, two-tailed

The correlation coefficient for the ten leadershligntity scale and the six leader
statements was calculated. The two scales arayabgiand significantly correlateda € .574, p
=.000). The ten leader terms scale was also pekitand significantly correlated with the term
“acts like a leader’r(= .521, p = .000). Together these findings sugtedtthe ten leader term
scale is both a reliable and valid predictor okespn’s self-perception of being like a leader, and
so should prove a valid indictor of the strengtlagferson’s leadership identity in subsequent
studies. Ten terms that were initially determit@te associated with effective group members
and not with effective leaders and which had thekest correlation with male responses on
each of the six leadership statements were alsatsel. None of these ten “non-leader” terms
were significantly correlated with either the seatler statements significantly predicted scale or
more than two of the individual leadership dimensstatements. Correlation coefficients ranged
from -.223 to .220 and p values ranged from (p59) Xor Cautiousto (p> .989) folExcitable

A third set of ten terms was selected using allai@mg terms and their correlations with

male responses on the fifty terms and six leadersatements scale. These terms were selected
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regardless of list of origin, effective leader ffeetive group member. The criteria for selection
for these remaining terms were that their correfegiwith the six leadership dimension
statements scale were the weakest and they wergvalskly correlated with individual
statements making up the six statements scalelédde 4). These three lists, each with ten
descriptors, were combined for the final instrumémt Lead ID scale, to provide a measure,

Lead ID Scordor later analyses.



Table 5. Pearson’s r Correlations of Terms with [S#adership Statements Scale
and Number of Scale Statements Each Terms Pogifredicted, Study 1, Instrument 2,
Males only (N= 38)

Describe

Describes  Statements Effectives Statements Not Statements
Effective  Significantly Group Significantly  Different Significantly
Leader Predicted Predicted  for Either Predicted
Member
Certain Fanatic Ambiguous
.304 2 0f 6 -.053 0of6 11 0 of 6
(p =.067) (p=.754) (p =.512)
Busy Excitable Competitive
.357 4 0f 6 -.002 0of 6 -.080 0of6
(p =.028) (p =.989) (p = .636)
Decisive Mf);tz\?;{)e d Inefficient
412 50f 6 111 0 of 6 -.279 0 of 6
(p =.010) (p = .507) (p =.089)
Independent Modest Indifferent
.370 3 0of6 -.090 0of 6 -.097 0of6
(p=.022) (p = .595) (p =.561)
Agsetljfr_e q Respectful Hesitant
420 4 0f 6 .060 0 of 6 .024 0 of 6
(p = .009) (p=.729) (p =.887)
Virtuous Cautious Secretive
.553 6 of 6 -.233 1lof6 .030 0 of 6
(p = .000) (p =.159) (p = .856)
Ju?jg?ndent Shy Serious
319 50f6 -.205 Oof6 -.005 0of6
(p = .000) (p =.224) (p =.974)
Mature Perky Skeptical
.528 50f 6 .063 0of 6 167 1of6
(p =.001) (p=.709) (p =.317)
Unshakable Spirited Restrained
AT72 50f 6 .010 2 0f 6 178 2 0f6
(p =.003) (p =.957) (p = .286)
. Plain
Assertive Agreeable Spoken
.631 6 of 6 .220 2 0of 6 141 1of6
(p = .000) (p =.185) :

(p = .400)
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Study 1 Discussion

ThelLead IDmeasure allows for the measurement of the stresfgilparticipant’s
leadership identity in Study 2, Experiments A andt8design allowed for the collection of data
about leadership identity without specifically pimm participants for leadership or power.
Further, the sequential identification and validatof the terms’ relationship to leadership in
contrast to group member traits produced a valtirahable measure of leadership that was able
to predict participant self-ratings on leadershipehsions. This increases confidence that the
Lead IDmeasure will be able to capture the strength digygants’ leadership identities in
Study 2 and provide a useful quantitative conteoiable for later analysis. Further, using the
final list of thirty terms, a computer program wamstructed for collection of data in Study 2.
Used in conjunction with the web-based C4 Expertaebesign Center, this program allowed

connection of Lead IDneasure data with participant decisions and quasaioe ratings.
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CHAPTER 5: METHODS: STUDY 2, EXPERIMENTS A AND B
LEADERSHIP DECISIONS

Introduction

Two experiments were conducted to test hypothé&teagy 2, Experiment A tested the
predictions that (1) participants making more imaot decisions will report stronger feelings,
(2) participants making more important decisionl kgport greater certainty in their decisions,
and (3) participants making more important decisioll prefer fewer choices in a subsequent
decision task when compared to participants whoenheds important decisions. Study 2,
Experiment B tested hypotheses that predicteddftjgpants making more important decisions
will access less useful information than partictganaking less important decisions, (2)
participants with stronger leadership identitie agcess less useful information than
participants with weaker leadership identities, é)dparticipants who access more useful
information will prefer more choices in a subseduagtision task than participants who access
less useful information.

The importance of the decisions in each conditias manipulated by changing the
definition of the situation to increase or decrethgelevel of threat to the participant’s leadgpshi
identity. Within both experiments A and B, the imfamce of an identical set of six
organizational decisions was varied in two condgioCondition 1, important decisions, and
Condition 2, less important decisions. In eachhefdecision situations the participant was given
three solution options and asked to choose thel@tavould best meet the organization’s
clearly defined goals. In experiment A, particifsaare allowed to make the decisions based on
their own intuition. In experiment B, participantgre given the option to access additional
information about each of the three possible sohgti In experiment A, no additional
information about the three decision options waslaklile. In experiment B, the ability to access
three types of additional useful information abting three decision options was added. In both

experiment A and B, posttests were designed to uneasibjective feelings of power,
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Why Experiment?

Experimental methods to test research questiors atmonstrate the occurrence of a
predicted phenomenon under a set of specific aedtdtcally-controlled conditions (Lovaglia
2003). Evidence to support counter-intuitive erplégons for some social phenomena can be
obscured in the complexity of social situationgweryday life. Because of this, convincing
support for a proposed causal mechanism can heutiiffo isolate and verify. Whereas all
methods can produce useful evidence to supporeaken theoretical explanations, the question
addressed and resources available often deterhenaitial investigative approach. When
initially seeking convincing support for a proposedisal relationship it is helpful for the
researcher to isolate the theoretically importéatnents of a social situation.

With an experimental approach, a researcher canrdigte the environment to faithfully
recreate only the essential aspects of a socigltgin as specified by the theory (Aronson et al.
1990). A simple and practical way to approach ithisy using a laboratory experiment. With
laboratory experiments, researchers have the hariefkperimental and statistical control to
limit the possible effects from confounding andrareous factors. This degree of control can
help clarify evidence that supports or weakens @sed causal relationships between
independent and dependent variables, leaving sesattier to interpret.

When employing a laboratory experiment, randomgassent of participants to
conditions can be used to limit the effect of indual differences on comparisons between
conditions in limited tests of hypotheses. Hypo#isetests using convenience samples are helpful
for researchers seeking to determine if valid tegcally-proposed mechanisms meant to explain
a social phenomenon are sound within the scopeeathieory. Laboratory experiments can then
garner convincing support for the soundness ofilrsissumptions and propositions within an
explanation that can be more difficult to garneewhising other methods. By using a laboratory
experiment, researchers can more easily isolats@amaanipulate essential elements of a social
situation affording direct observation of differeisan behavior across conditions as an apparent

consequence. In this way, experiments provide resees with another useful tool to develop
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theory through the reciprocal process of limitestdefollowed by revisions to propositions,
followed by more tests (Lucas 2003).

Repeated experimental support for a theory thedsleonfidence in the soundness of an
explanation and its predictions within those paltc settings. Evidence that supports or does
not support hypotheses tested in this way is udefukvising propositions and theory building.
Repeated tests that inform theory using laborag@periments can then indicate how different
methods might further assess the extent of a phenomwithin increasingly more complex

social settings (Zelditch 1969; Lovaglia 2003).

Design

Two laboratory experiments were designed for sRiagxperiment A and experiment B.
In both experiments, participants first completeel leadership identity measures developed in
study 1. In both experiments level of threat te participant’s leadership identity was varied
between conditions. Participants in both experimentmpleted an identical set of decisions,
each with the same three options. Greater threatentity are predicted to make decisions more
important to participants. As a result, particigaaite predicted to be more certain about their
decisions when they may freely choose optionsdtatonsistent with their identities. In
experiment B, however, the opportunity to accesstatal useful information about each
decision option was added. In order to maintaiir tidentities, participants are predicted to
avoid accessing useful information for making mianportant as opposed to less important
decisions.

A series of pre-test measures for leadership ifemgnitive ability, and feelings of
power preceded the decision making task (see AppénBigure A3 — A7 and Appendix B).
During the six decision task in both experimentanl B, measures of time to read problems,
time to answer problems, the answer given, anaicgytof answer given were collected. In

experiment B, additional measures included the amoluseful information accessed to make
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each decision, time spent looking at additionabinfation, and the amount of various types of
useful information accessed.

Posttests included a product selection prefereagie & scale to measure the subjective
importance of the decision task, scales of emotielidy participants, and items measuring
personal feelings of power. After completing survegrticipants were asked to provide a brief
paragraph explaining their reasoning for three oamg chosen answers they provided for the
decision task. After completing the study a redearconducted an exit interview with

manipulation checks and debriefed participants.

Organizational Leadership Decisions Task

A decision task was developed which involved coripdea set of six organizational
leadership decisions in sequence. Each decisidngmowas broken up into three parts: the
presentation of the decision problem, the presiematf three possible options, and the
opportunity for the participant to choose a solut@md indicate their certainty that they selected
the best option for achieving explicitly definedyanizational goals. Participants selected an
option for each decision and indicated their ledfetertainty before moving on the next decision

or completing the series.

Design and Presentation of the Decisions

The organizational leadership decision problemsewesigned to give participants
decision scenarios, similar to case studies, iridima of one page executive summaries broken
into three elements. Each element was set asidedegcriptive title. First, “the situation,” put
the decision within a context by providing the démn maker’s role in the setting and defining
the organizational goal(s). Second was “the proflenbrief summary of a conflict or
opportunity that also included detail intendedvoles strong emotion in participants. Third, “the
decision,” defined the challenge the participanstmasolve to achieve the previously stated

organizational goal(s). Each decision had an ekpéetermined, empirically correct, and
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counter-intuitive best answer. The best solutioesewdetermined by scholarly research on
leadership and power, and are explained belowah e&the decision scenario descriptions.

After reading the organizational decision scengraticipants proceeded to a page
showing three solution options. The three solutiookided (1) an option with a high use of
power by the leader acting to impose their wiliésolve the problem, (2) an option with a less
direct use of power and (3) an option that requihedieader to resist the opportunity to use their
power and not make unnecessary demands of otHeedoWwest power use solution in each
decision situation was designed as the correctiealto meet organizational goals. The design
of the questions was developed using research wernaEnd emotions (Lucas and Lovaglia
1998). Lucas and Lovaglia (1998) found that beimgér status or higher power creates positive
emotions. Therefore, correct solutions that avaidvgr use were designed to be less emotionally
satisfying and potentially uncomfortable for pagants to consider. While the use of power in
some solutions is more subtle, each of the sixstats requires the decision maker to focus on
what is best for the organization as a whole, aralbid acting in a way that would feel

immediately agentic and more satisfying.

Organizational Leadership Decisions Development

The six decision questions were developed usingareh on small groups, status, power,
trust, emotions, and the relationship of these eld@mto effective leadership (Bradley 2008;
Soboroff 2012; Lawler, Thye, and Yoon 2008; Stev2&@6). The model assumed for effective
leadership is defined by two fundamental conceptietlying the distinctions between
transformational and transactional leadership (Bykliacket, and Allen 1995). For this study,
effective leadership is defined as (1) directing alttention of others towards the task and group
goals while (2) integrating the actions of otheysabgning individual and group goals in order
to (3) getting others to do things they may notothse do in service of attaining those goals.

Each of these decision scenarios is created wWithvdasic assumptions about effective

leadership in mind: (1) that power use, getting sone to do something they would not
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otherwise do despite their resistance, generasesit@ment and negative emotions (Lawler and
Yoon 1996; Willer, Troyer, and Lovaglia 2005; Willé.ovaglia and Markovsky 1997), that (2)
status, the honor, prestige, perceived value ah@dnidual within a group, affords greater
influence without generating resentment (RidgwaigkPma, and Johnson 1995), (3) that the
ability to stay focused on the group task and shgwai strong interest in seeing group members
be successful increases perceptions of a leadampetence (Ridgeway 1982) and (4) status and
perceptions of competence afford leaders the cgpiacinfluence others and should allow
leaders to define situations in ways that inspatgoa rather than engender resentment. These
assumptions derive from the premises that (1) deaders inspire others, (2) motivate others
intrinsically, and (3) that this occurs when thader and the leader’s suggestions become more
valued. Good leaders gain a degree of influence a¥®rs and so the capacity to define the

relationships of others to the situation in wayat thlign the individual’'s and the group’s goals.

Differences in Leadership Decisions between Expenits A and
B

Both the decisions made and the options for eaciside were identical between
Conditions 1 and 2 and between experiments A ard Bxperiment B the opportunity to access
three types of useful information for making thetugecision was added. In both experiments A
and B, participants read the same three-part eiecsimmary presenting the situation, the
problem, and the decision. In experiment A, pgraaits made each decision by moving from the
page presenting the executive summary to a pagemiag their three decision options. In
experiment A this initial presentation of the thogions was where participants selected their
choice and then indicated how certain they werettiey had made the correct decision.
Participants in experiment A then moved on to thet mlecision.

In experiment B an intermediate stage was addeaer pérticipants finished the
executive summary of the problem they proceededpage showing their three decision options

and icons that they could click to learn additiomséful information about the decision for each
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of the three options. One icon labeled “additian&drmation” offered insights into the correct
solution. In addition, under each of the three lakdé options there were two icons, one labeled
“Pro” and another labeled “Con”. The “Pro” and “Cacons provided supporting and opposing
insights into each decision option. In experimergaBticipants then proceeded to make their
decision before indicating how certain they weia they had made the best choice.

In experiment A, with no information, it is unlikeparticipants will differ by condition
in the number of correct solutions chosen. Hypahdssted addressed only the predictions that
participants in Condition 1, more important dearsipwould be more certain, have stronger
feelings, and prefer fewer choices in a subseqderision task than participants in Condition 2,
less important decisions.

For experiment B, however, the solution particigasttose mattered. Hypotheses predict
differences in the amount of useful informationessed, time spent on information between
conditions and how these measures differed bygtinesf leadership identity. Participants with a
stronger leadership identity in Condition 1, mamportant decisions, are predicted to access less
information than those with a weaker leadershiptitie and so are less likely to find the correct
solution. Because of this, it was important to gegjuestions that had counter-intuitive solutions
that additional information would help participardentify. Included in the design were
elements intended to affect participants’ emotiatates between conditions. Each decision had
a theoretically correct solution supported by reseamaking that solution the best decision
given the description of the problem, the availabfermation, and the limited options defined
the task for participants. Though these are hypiatiedecisions with hypothetical solutions, the
participant was instructed that useful informatio@sed on research by experts indicated the
definitive solution to each problem. Given thatidems were designed using research and
information from research to generate useful ‘galyeépro,” and ‘con’ information about the
available options, the participant had every rededselieve all the information they could

access was reliable and pointed to the single ciosdution.
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Content of the Six Organizational Leadership Decisi

To design interesting and potentially emotionallp@ative decisions, each of the six
problem scenarios included a problem involving soneein a leadership role. The theory here
assumes participants with a stronger leadershigitgevould be more apt to empathize with
someone in a leadership role than participants avitreaker leadership identity. Accordingly,
participants with a stronger leadership identitgidtd experience stronger emotions with respect
to these decisions when their own leadership itdeistiat stake, as in Condition 1, than when it
was not, as in Condition 2.

Each problem is essentially a vignette, a briefcatiwe literary portrait of a social
situation (Jasso and Rossi 1977). Because pamisipeere not actors directly involved in these
events, making decisions in an interactive setting effects of the emotional prompts were
likely weak in comparison to experiencing similaepts in everyday life. However, vignettes
allow for greater experimental control and can logt@n to include all important theoretical
elements. These problems were written to draw@paints into assuming the role of the acting
agent and to experience the feelings of the leadehe extent that they identify themselves as
leaders. While the base of the problem representsfacts of the situation, some of what is
presented includes the opinion or perspective @téhder. While not misrepresented as a fact of
the situation, the leader’s perspective could gdlinterpreted that way without careful
reading.

Each of these leadership decision scenarios isffigk although written to have correct
and incorrect solutions based on expert knowleddgle there may be some disagreement as to
the veracity of each solution, the task in bothdtbons is well defined. Participants are told that
the correct solution is determined by expert opinibhey are told this information came from a
“standardized test” (Condition 1) or an “organinas textbook” with “recent case studies”
(Condition 2). Further, they are told these sohdibave correct answers and that information

they can access comes from the same expert sdimge the correct answer for any question in
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either condition is indicated by the useful infotroa in Study, experiment B. Participants have
little reason to distrust the information providadbelieve it did not come from an expert.

The distinction of absolute correctness of a sofuts important only when testing the
prediction that participants in study 2, experimBmnill be more likely to avoid useful
information for making important as opposed to ieggortant decisions. Here, a best answer is
well defined by the information provided by thedrfaice. There is no factual reason for the
participants to doubt that the useful informatioaffered for each question in study 2,
experiment B is anything but accurate accordingpéodefinition of the situation they have been
presented by the researcher. The information wagtbre expert information indicating the
correct answer. Participant’s willingness to acdbssuseful information in both conditions,
varying in degrees with respect to their leadergl@ntities, indicates this was communicated
clearly by instructions and understood by partintpalt is possible for participants to conjecture
that some part or all of the information availaislententionally misleading or presented to count
against them if it is accessed. The likelihood attigipants making such a presumption should
however be equally distributed across conditionsugh random assignment.

It is important to note that participants in stijyexperiment B had unrestricted access to
three types of useful information for solving eathhe six decision questions. The few
participants who accessed all or most of the infdrom still completed the study within an hour,
so while time to answer was a possible concernatisl not have been an issue. All participants
were told they could use as much time as they rtkade that this was not a time-limited task.
Exit interviews surreptitiously performed a secaheck by asking participants first where they
were headed and how soon they had to be there fiveesitting down to complete exit
interviews.

The three types of information were arranged ggreédly so that the more information
participants accessed overall, the greater théhiked they would be directed to the correct
answer. Participants saw video instructions on teanswer questions and, in experiment B,

how to access useful information and use infornmaitons to help solve the problems.
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Each piece of information varied slightly in lendgtbm three to six sentences that spelled
out three major points (see Appendix B). Pro infation tended to start with common sense
reasoning or obvious assumptions one might makaetabe option and move towards the
strongest appeal to emotion in the two incorrestaans. Pro information for the correct solution
also began with the most common sense reasoningnaned to a final point that included a
statement, that alone or in conjunction with thediional information” statement indicated
directly that it was the correct option and/or mad®oint excluding the possibility the other two
options were correct. This was the statement intidigahe correct solution. Con information
also began with common sense reasoning and assumsptnoving to the most academic. The
academic information was intentionally the most petiing reasoning against the two incorrect
solutions being correct. For the correct solutisaak arguments were made against the option.
This design was intended to make it more likelysthparticipants who accessed and considered

more useful information would be more likely to olse the correct answer.

Decision 1: Bradford Arena.

The premise for this decision is based in reseanctihe effects of a difficult team
member on group performance. The findings sugbestthile difficult group members can
negatively impact the feelings of group membersi@ating stress, teams with high
interdependence are less affected and more predubin teams with lower interdependence
(Bradley 2008). This suggests the best solutiomfieader when dealing with a difficult team
member is to work at keeping the group focusedcherptoblem at hand. Additionally, overt
power use by leader, forcing the difficult membaet or publicly admonishing them is likely to
decrease creativity even if it promotes stabil@lighte, de Drew and Nigstad 2011) and so
decrease willingness of group member to contribotee| solutions. In short, a heavy handed
leader, publicly admonishing or excluding a grougnmber, is likely to divide concerns between

solving the problem and avoiding the leader’s wr&ten subtle cues signaling a potentially
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dangerous environment in the group can cause tassrful group members to focus narrowly
on the leader, and lose sight of the problem (Ifnea and Forster 2010).

In this scenario, the CEO of a sport arena medtstwe management team after the
arena’s namesake is arrested, hurting the compaggtgation and revenue stream. In the
meeting a group member interrupts others and mstkde comments. The leader’s goal is to
ensure the team works together to stay focusetetask so they have the best chance at
arriving at an effective solution. In short, theiops for the problem include: (1) concentrate on
keeping everyone in the meetings focused on thielgamg (2) publicly admonish the disruptive
person in the meeting, or (3) eject the difficidtgon from the meeting.

While the options to eject or admonish the diffiquérson are worded attractively, the
“general” useful information available in StudyeXperiment B indicates team cohesion and
trust suffers when group members focus on the plisiet member rather than the problem. The

“pro” information for the correct solution, ensugigroup members stay focused on the
task states this option is “.... the only option thaes not dampen the needed creativity for
coming to an effective solution.” This statemetistéhe participant directly that option is the

only option that will solve this type of problem.

Decision 2: Investment Group

This decision scenario is based in research onpgsae, cohesion, and productivity that
indicates small groups benefit from adding peopté specific skills needed for group success
(Stewart 2006). The negative impact of group sizgmup cohesion does not occur in general
until groups become larger than six group membgodgroff 2012).

In this scenario the leader of a four person inmesit group discovers that the
investments proposed by the group’s newest merbbaught in because of specialized
knowledge of volatile tech markets, have been thece of losses for the group over recent
months. The leader’s goal is to determine whicim p¥dl best help the group be profitable again.

The options include: (1) add a new person with Isintech market expertise to the group, (2)
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fire and replace the weak group member, and (3) fmamarkets to improve and make up for
losses over the coming year.

The attractive option would be to fire and repldeegroup member that appears to be
under-performing. This would be a direct use of poand is likely to make the leader feel
better, having taken swift and decisive action. ldeer this decreases group cohesion and is
likely to cause group members to feel less secutled group. Also, replacing the member is
unlikely to decrease uncertainty about the grosgability and investments. The option to wait
for markets to improve over the next year seenig tdmmon sense investment wisdom which
is to wait and not react to market changes quickhe choice has merit but is a sub-optimal
decision. It does nothing to reduce the uncertaabiyut investments in the volatile tech market.
Adding a new person with specialized expertisedases the group’s overall knowledge of the
tech market and should help reduce uncertaintyrdeggcurrent and future investments. The
“additional” useful information for this option ebgins that groups which include more
competent contributing members generate more id@asnore cohesive, and are more
successful. Additionally, investment groups candbgy sharing risk. The “pro” information
states: “....This option is superior because it redutsk for all members while increasing
productivity. Additional expertise in tech stockdlwnsure investments in tech markets are
more likely to bring profit....” The “pro” informatin for the correct option states specifically
that “...This option is superior...” explaining that it 1) texs risk for members 2) increases
group productivity and 3) by adding expertise iis #rea will help ensure these investments are
more likely to bring profit. This tells the parfpants directly that this option is better than the

other two.

Decision 3: Promotion Choice
For this decision a boss asks the direct superoftwo employees, one man and one
woman, to assign them to work together on a demgnalioject and then make a promotion

recommendation when they have finished. This dw&tis based in the temptation for leaders to
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unnecessarily micro-manage previously delegatdd t@sd so damage the effectiveness of
others they depend on (Spreitzer 1996). In theasa®rthe supervisor recommends only one
employee, a woman, for promotion. The boss orityrfalt both may be worthy of promotion so
emails asked the supervisor why he choose to reemdmne and not both. The supervisor,
Adam, provides a justification for his recommendatbased on information given to him by the
woman about the man leaving early to care for laghdd and leaving her to finish their work.

The decision is how the boss should respond toett@mmendation and the email
response justifying the recommendation. Althoughexplicitly stated with the problem, the
goal is for the boss to make the best decisioth®iorganization. The options include: (1) thank
the supervisor for the recommendation and apptoeegcommended promotion, (2) reverse the
recommendation, promoting the employee that wasetmmmended and not promoting the
employee that was recommended, saying that herdissigvith the supervisors interpretation of
the situation explained in the email, and (3) igntbre recommendation and the explanation
telling the supervisor he disagrees with his come@nd promote both.

The construction of this scenario also takes adgnof gender bias that exists in the
workplace. Women may be seen as more self-sermitigeir actions and less group-motivated
(Ridgeway 1982). Also, being attentive to presgamily issues may be seen as ennobling when
done by a male at work but may appear to signéllsghlties when the same action is taken by
a woman (Correll, Benard, and Paik 2007). It seldmef/ complaints coming from a woman
employee about a male co-worker taking off eartyafdamily concern are more likely to be seen
as inconsistent with expectations attached to wometh could engender resentment against her.
If roles were reversed, the same complaint by a may seem a legitimate action. As such, by
having the email explanation of the promotion repm@ndation include these elements of detail,
a woman lobbying for her promotion over a male acoker who left to address a childcare
issue, participants are more likely to feel somesiice was done by the supervisor. They will
likely question the decision to promote her andmot and so be motivated to step in and use

their power to override the recommendation to rederthe perceived injustice. The most
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extreme reaction would be to reverse the decisnoht@ll the subordinate to promote the man
and not the woman. A less extreme choice wouldbegrore the recommendation and promote
both employees; however this again supersedestegated authority of the supervisor, who
was asked to assign the project to the employedsoamake the recommendation. Thanking the
supervisor for doing as asked by following throwghthe recommendation recognizes that the
direct supervisor is in the best position to mdleegromotion recommendation. This option also
resists the temptation to assume, despite makisgrterence that the CEO knows better. The
general “additional” information explains that unsgious expectations favor promoting men
over women. It also states unambiguously: “...Important that leaders support subordinates.”
The “pro” information for the correct choice expigj “This choice will enable Adam to become
a more effective contributor to the company's golhss makes it the best choice for the

company's goals...”

Decision 4: IDTronic Employee Complaint

In this decision two employees have lodged a comfpdagainst someone with direct
power over them. The setting takes advantage @frértt problems that can arise in
organizations as a result of differences in powest, the effects of power use are less obvious
to those who use power than those who it is usathsfy(Fiske 1993). Second, organizational
structures in place to check problems of powerals@ may be coercive. Third, perceived
feelings of injustice can result in negative emo@nd inappropriate aggression aimed against
supervisors when subordinates assume superviseesina power to alter organizational
conditions (Greenberg and Barling 1999).

The decision requires a response by the presidentempany to a complaint made
about Tom, the head of human resources. The go#lifdecision, by Tom, is to convince the
president that he, as the head of human resouwtespgite having a complaint lodged against him,
will remain a valuable employee for the organizaimd a good leader. The description of the

situation first builds up the value of the headhoman resources and touts his effectiveness as
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proven during recent organizational growth. Pgraaits who think of themselves as leaders are
likely to identify with the head of human resourcAkso, all participants are expected to imagine
themselves in this role in order to make the bestsibn. This leaves the reader less aware of the
demands on the president of the company who musessl the complaint about Tom while
protecting the interests of the complainant andtiganization. Making the person who is
charged in the complaint also the person respanfiblthe human resources department, a
policing body for the organization as describedpaheans the President must take into account
the level of understanding and sensitivity thaththenan resources head demonstrates in the
situation. Here, the HR head, being in a positibpaaver may make it difficult for Tom to
consider or select the correct option, one thadilsnan act of contrition and humility. The

options include: (1) apologize and assure the geesiimmediate improvement, (2) ask the
president who it was that complained, or (3) aslkdiails of the specific accusations. The
“additional” information icon points out that thenployees at the company must be able to lodge
complaints without fear of reprisal from the humasources department. The pro information

for the option to “apologize” tells the reader tHas option resolves the problem and avoids
angering the CEO, shows competence, and is theogtign that will not get the head of human
resources, Tom, fired. Knowing Tom is an assetiammbrtant to the company, from the
description of the situation, the solution thatpe@&om from getting fired is plainly the best

option for the Company and likely for Tom as well.

Decision 5: New Manager
The decision required Don to respond when he, acanunt executive, is given a one
year rotating appointment as assistant directonarketing. This decision scenario takes
advantage of the tendency of readers to have dlifficeparating opinions from objective
statements in the account of the problem and wssesygtions about the use of power’s
likelihood of engendering resentment. The rolessigtant director includes mostly service

duties. These require the careful management oépuaxhile allocating a shared pool of
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resources including work space, furniture and ageipt. This job requires service to the interest
of others and some self-sacrifice. Here it is agifrom findings in Study 1 that people may
think of leadership in terms of a position of powtetling others what to do, more than as a role
that involves helping others.

The definition of the problem is intended to drda@ participants into taking the
perspective and opinions of the newly appointeds&sd director and assuming these as
objective statements about the situation. In fiaifahe statements are carefully worded to be
attributed to how the newly appointed assistardgaar defines the situation. The great success
of the firm following the previous manager’s apgoient serve as a hint that the new assistant
manager may actually have a lot left to learn abloeithest practices for success in this highly
creative work environment. The goals for this positare clearly defined &s.doing whatever he
or she can to help the marketing firm's other Actdtxecutives be successful in keeping their cdirren
clients and bringing in new business.”

The decision requires the participants to determinieh option is best as a new leader to
assure he demonstrates leadership ability in tés rThe options include: (1) ask for advice
from the outgoing leader on how best to help othethkis role, (2) establish new procedures to
address existing problems ahead of time and beg teachplement these as soon as he starts, or
(3) begin by sending out emails to gather infororatbn what people want him to do and use it
to establish new polices to be introduced at a imgéte will call for on his first day. Clicking
the “additional” information Icon indicates thaaging out with the assumption that he knows
best is not the best way for Don to achieve théstmtgoal. It indicates that options which start
with the assumption of Don knowing better are rtect and hint towards his seeking advice.
The “pro” information Icon for the correct soluticasking the outgoing manager for advice,
informs the reader that this is the option that kelep Don from choices that will make him a
poor leader. This information adds that good leadee humble, helpful, and good listeners. If
readers consider these pieces of information ijucation, the correct option should be

unmistakable.
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Decision 6: Request for time off.

Assuming people are tired by the time they reaehstkth and final question, this
scenario allows them to make a decision about @estdor time off to relax. A probationary
employee has requested time off immediately akandhired for her performance as a
probationary employee. This decision scenario ggtan research (Molm 1997) explaining that
rewards and punishment operate similarly as power ittalso draws on research on
transactional and intrinsic motivation that indea¢wards and punishment only motivate people
to do as much as they have to in order to get msvar avoid punishments. In contrast, intrinsic
motivation leads people to accomplish as mucheg ¢hn (Deci, Koestner and Ryan 1999).

In this scenario a company president decides asuperstar probationary employee
who turns around and requests the afternoon cferegmlly to party and celebrate her
achievement of a permanent position with the comp@rhile rewards and punishment are
almost always alluring forms of motivation for |lead (the stick and the carrot), the correct
solution is to help the new employee get involvetihwihe company and focused on how her
goals are best served by efforts to ensure theesaaxf the organization. The new employee is
hired because it is evident that she has the patéatcontribute a great deal to the company’s
success in the near future with long hours and hard.

The goal of the decision is to convince the new torplay the important role she has
been hired for in the organization. The decisiond best to respond to her request for time off
immediately upon being officially hired. The optgimclude: (1) give her some work to do and
inform her that the job includes going to otheras& how she can be helpful, (2) reward her
with time off, and (3) reward her with time off biatke money for the time off out of her salary.
The “additional” information Icon includes a degtion of intrinsic motivation and the line
“....Punishments and rewards often work similarlpdiig the person to work just as much as it
takes to receive either.” And the “Pro” informatilmon for the correct solution, give her more

work to do, includes the lines, “....Getting the biesi others requires tapping their intrinsic
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motivation. This is the only option that does r@ward or punish Sarah for her promotion and is
most likely to help her become a more devoted eyg@l@nd a greater asset to the company.”
All of these decisions include people in leaderships in differing situations. Both
conditions in experiments A and B include this itilgal set of decisions with identical options.
In experiment B the options are accompanied bytaahdil information useful for determining
which option is best to achieve the organizatiguals. These decisions were written primarily
with attention to Condition 1, the leadership te@styoth experiments. This was done because
decisions that could initiate a threat to the nemance of a leadership identity were essential to
testing primary hypotheses. The approach here avasite questions that felt like important
types of decisions in both conditions and then mire the possibility of identity
disconfirmation in Condition 2 for both experimerntéis was achieved in Condition 2 by
defining the situation as one where their answerglevnot necessarily be in contrast to leading
experts, and explaining the situation as one wtterevaluation was of another with no
opportunity for the participant’s own work to beadyated. This allows a more conservative test
of hypotheses related to feelings of power, sincondition 2 participants are put in the
position of providing feedback that will be usecei@luate a graduate student’s performance.
This puts participants in Condition 2 in a positieith some social power. Condition 2
participants also have relatively more social potlhan participants in Condition 1, whose
decisions subject them to evaluation and possilaetity disconfirmation if they see themselves

as leaders.

Decision Task Instructions and Between Conditiomidalation

The introduction and instructions prior to the demm task for both Conditions 1 and 2 in
Experiments A and B include the between conditi@amipulation for the experiments as well as
the explanation of the task. The explanation giiegreach condition differs in well-defined and
theoretically important ways. First, the introdoctiand instructions build in the between

condition manipulation, changing the importancéhef six decision task by defining the task
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situation differently for participants in Conditidnand Condition 2. Experiment A is essentially
the same as experiment B in content and proceduréstwo exceptions. Experiment B adds
the opportunity to access useful information altbatdecision options prior to choosing and
includes a similar but strengthened between-canditnanipulation from experiment A. The
participants in both experiments completed an idahset of six decisions related to leadership
and organizations regardless of condition.

The between condition experimental manipulationbimth studies A and B changes the
definition of the participants role in respectiie six organizational decision task to increase the
threat to leadership identity in Condition 1. Inf@dion 2, less important decisions, the
description is designed to minimalize the threa teadership identity while making the same
decisions. The decision task in Condition 2 isredi as assessing the abilities of graduate
students who wrote the decisions in the task ratheassessment of participants’ abilities. The
decisions in both conditions are made importarproyiding the opportunity to validate an
identity, for Condition 1, a leader identity, arad Condition 2, a helpful student, while varying
the threat to identity maintenance.

Experimental control is increased by using the tidahset of six decisions in both
conditions and across both studies. The six decgioblems include a situation where a person
with a leadership role is described in a contegtinéng they make a decision. Because the
decisions include a person in a leadership rakeunlikely that the manipulation would
completely remove any threat to leadership idenfgrticipants with highly salient leader
identities are more likely to feel threatened beseathhe decision mentions leadership. The threat
to leadership identity is limited in Condition 2 moving the possibility of an evaluation of
participant’s performance in the task. This wasexad with the assurance participants receive
that the task is evaluating another’s capabiltitesonstruct leadership decision scenarios and
that their individual performance cannot be evadaind is not scrutinized. They were told that
results would indicate how well a graduate studient performed and that those results could be

reported on the graduate student’s transcript. ifhiact put the participants in a more powerful
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position, that of an evaluator rather than onedpewaluated. This changed the relationship
between the participants and the importance ofléfugsion’s correctness in Condition 2 while
limiting the threat of incorrect answers to diséonfa leadership identity. This also maintained
the goal of making the best decision possible whiteeasing the likelihood the decisions

remained non-trivial.

Design Elements for Conditions 1 and 2

Experiment Aln Study 2, Experiment A, Condition 1, participafearned via onscreen
text and audio instructions that the decision tagkwell-established standardized test indicating
their aptitude for leadership. In both conditioagover story insists that researchers are
uninterested in the participant’s performance mttsk outside of asking them to try to do their
best to make the best choices. This constructicowpwies the role performance of research
participants from their role performance of a lgadentity. The objective score in Condition 1
for the leadership test is not available to theaesher and so removes the capacity of the
researcher to connect the leadership role to tleeofaesearch participant. Their score in either
task does not matter to their role as a particigarfiterences in participant motivation to
perform that identity should be controlled by ramdassignment of participants to either
Condition 1 or Condition 2.

By calling the decisions task a test in Conditig@ar evaluation of the participant’s
relative abilities is implicit and an objective seawvill define the quality of their performance as
a leader. Participants have strong reason to leettesy will find out exactly how good a leader
they are or are not after completing the decisashk s a test. They learn that they will have the
opportunity to learn exactly how well they perfouigy logging into a website from home in
private. To increase the importance of the evatmaparticipants were then told they could
choose to sign a document after the study to Haeie leadership score added to their university

transcript if they were satisfied with their perftance. This also served as a manipulation check.
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If participants asked about their score it wasrdiay believed they were taking a real test and
cared about their performance.

In study 2 experiment A, Condition 2, the same sleaitask is described as an effort to
test the ability of new graduate students who ded the questions from a textbook for a
future online organizations class. In Conditiop&sticipants were told their decisions were not
scored or individually recorded so there was no teagssess their performance. They were told
only that the graduate students were being assasskde need their help as students to
determine how well the questions were written.

These two conditions presented different levelthdat to the leadership identity of the
participants. However, the same instructions wandar in their explanation of how to
complete the task and the decision goals. Whereli@on 1 explains participants should
“Indicate which option is best for the organizateml how certain you are of your decision
before proceeding...,” Condition 2 instructions reach option has merit but one is the
correct option because it is better for the orgation.” This instruction emphasizes similarly
that good decisions in these situations will beedasn what is best for the organization, and not
what makes someone feel most like a powerful leader

Experiment BFor Study 2 Experiment B, Conditions 1 and 2,tfaipulation was
strengthened by replacing the on screen text adid antroduction to the decision task with
instructions delivered directly by a researchers@mations of participants’ progress through
experiment A, via monitors in the control room,eaked some participants were quickly
skipping through the manipulation, the task intretthn and instructions. Exit interviews also
indicated some participants were unable to artieutze nature of the study or could not
accurately articulate the type of task they hatipesformed. The script for instructions was
altered slightly to be more conversational andhtdude the manipulation check questions. A
researcher entered the room, read the introdudimhthen asked the participant questions to
determine if they understood and could articulagetype of task and what ostensibly was being

measured. If a participant was unable to articulagedescription or the goals respective of
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condition, the research assistant would repeantheduction and again ask the participant to
articulate the information. For Condition 1 thisi@rlation would need to include examining
physical responses while they are either takirepdeérship test and in Condition 2 includes
helping evaluate how well graduate students hamjded questions.

Additionally in study 2 experiment B an onscreetiea accompanied the task
instructions explaining the use of the “info” icalescomplete the decision task. The instruction
video for both conditions was identical in everywexcept where in Condition 1 the term ‘test’
was used, while in Condition 2 the term test wadaeed by ‘task’. The instructions described
the “additional information”, “pro” and “con” Iconas providing helpful information about the
decision options. The video also explains partigipanust proceed to the next page to indicate

their decision and how certain they are that thexelchosen the best option.

Conditions for Study 2 Experiment A and B

In study 2 both experiment A and experiment B sanyl vary the importance of the
organizational leadership decisions task betweeditons by changing the definition of the
situation for the decision task in each conditionexperiment B alterations to the manipulation
were made to strengthen the manipulation.

Within experiment A there are two conditions, Caiaahi 1, “Important Decisions” and
Condition 2, “Less Important Decisions”. Within expnent B these two conditions are
mirrored, with the same kind of manipulation inteddo make the decision task feel less
important in Condition 2 than in Condition 1. Thetween condition manipulation in both
experiment A and B were originally designed todentical with the exception that experiment
B adds the opportunity to access useful informalielpful for making better decisions. This
design was to allow for concurrently running botlard B to allow direct comparisons between
decisions made under identical conditions with artlout the opportunity to access useful

information.
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However, the two studies were run consecutively@odedural changes were made to
the experimental protocol to strengthen the maaipu in experiment B, where it was delivered
first by a researcher in person and followed withanipulation check. In Experiment A,
participants heard a recording of the instructiwhde they were reinforced by text on the
screen. In experiment B the participant saw amucsibnal video in place of the audio in
Experiment A. Audio instructions were the same #redvideo demonstrated how to complete
the six decision problems and use the additionafulsnformation to get the correct answer.
With of the exception of the strengthened manipoatadditional instructional video, and
availability of additional information in experimeB, all else remained identical between the
two studies.

In both experiment A and B the two conditions véimy importance of the six decision
task by defining the situation differently. Bothnehitions included the possibility for gain or loss
in respect to some aspect of the participant switept. However, Condition 1 includes a threat
to the maintenance of the decision maker’s selteptwith an evaluation of their performance
in a highly valued social role, leadership. Theteahof the decision task itself is identical
between conditions. All of the decisions, howewatlude a decision being made by a person
who has a leadership role. Assuming participaei@dérship identities are equally distributed to
each condition by random assignment, participantsoth conditions are expected to feel it is
important to make the best possible decision. Hawparticipants in Condition 1 face a real
likelihood of disconfirming a leadership identisg face a threat to the maintenance of their
leadership identity. The greater the strength af tthentity the greater the possible threat torthei
self-concept. Assuming that the significant majoat participants across conditions believe
they would make a good leader, and assuming abauthirds do, we can expect differences

between conditions with respect to the level og#tito the participant’s self-concept.
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Condition 1 Experiment A

In Condition 1, important decisions, participargad text on screen and heard recorded
audio describing the decision task in a cover séaplaining that researchers were interested in
learning more about their physiological responsddifterent kinds of decisions (see Appendix
A Figure 8). The introduction to the task explaitiedt the participants would be taking a
leadership ability test while researchers measwe® physiological responses through the
electrical leads attached to their hand (see Apgpehdrigure 8). The manipulation included the
description of the type of decisions the particigan each condition were given. In order to
increase the perceived validity of the leaderségp, tthe instructions described the decision task
as the “Intuitive Leadership Test” and the “Earlgr€r Advancement Natural Leadership
Intelligence Test for Men”, and explained the testsed by universities and Fortune 500
companies to gauge leadership aptitude in prosgetb candidates. Additionally, the
introduction told participants that if they wereistied with their score on this leadership test
they could request to the scores posted on thietiadfuniversity transcript. Because the six
decisions task was described as tests and an iadwfdeadership aptitude and intelligence,
participants were led to believe that their perfance indicated ability in a highly-valued social
role, leadership. In this way participants coulthga lose in the verification of leadership
identity respective of their own self-conceptions.

Instructions state the goal in these decisions setect the best option for the
organization. The description includes an explamatinat the task will include a challenge to
their leadership that must be resolved to solveptbblem and again emphasizes the goal is to

select the option that is best for solving the argations problems.

Condition 2 Experiment A
In Condition 2, less important decisions, the omlimerface provided participants with
both written and audio instructions (see Appendikigure 9). The instructions explained that

researchers were interested in participants’ plggical responses while they answered a series
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of questions written by graduate students. Padidpwere told they would be helping
researchers evaluate new graduate students’ ebildidevelop fair, relevant, and sufficiently
difficult questions from using an organization’sttaok. The instructions explained that this
method of evaluating new instructors is used bytroolkeges and universities to assess the skills
of new instructors (see Appendix A Figure 9). Rgpants are informed that the graduate
students were instructed to write questions abasg studies from the text, providing a single
best solution and two less optimal solutions. Tsructions explain that the questions were not
a test of participants’ abilities and would onlyfhevaluate whether the instructor wrote good
guestions. To emphasize that the participant wabe&iag evaluated, they were assured that no
identifying information would link them to their swers. Further, they were told that these
guestions had been randomly chosen from a poaledtepns written by graduate students, and
it was implied that questions would vary in theuafity. To make the task and the decisions non-
trivial the introduction explains that researcheeed the help of undergraduates to assure
graduate instructors are qualified. The introductizen states that results of the study might be
reported for use on graduate students’ officialdipts, and asks the participant to do their best
to determine the correct solution.

Instructions in both conditions state the goalhafse decisions is to select the best option
for the organization. The description of each denigxplains the problem for the organization
and a decision that needs to be made to solvertitdepn, again emphasizing the goal is to select

the best option for solving the organizations peain.

Independent Variables Experiment A

Identity Threat in Decision SituationEhe importance of decisions was altered between
conditions by increasing the level of threat to plaeticipant’s leadership identity. In condition 1
the threat to participant’s leadership identity waseased by defining the six decision task as a

standardized test of leadership aptitude. Gredéantity threat in Condition 1 is predicted to
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make the decisions feel more important relativ€dodition 2. In Condition 2, threats to
participants’ identities were reduced by makingdkeeisions an assessment of graduate students’
guestion writing abilities. In analyseSpnditionis entered as a dummy variable where 0 =

Condition 1 and 1 = Condition 2.

Dependent Variables

Preference for Number of Product Choices after Biecis.Immediately after completing
the six decision task in both conditions particiigareceived instructions telling them to use a
slide-bar to indicate how much they would prefesétect from an assortment of three varieties
of a product or an assortment of fifteen varietiethe same product. The type of product was
randomly selected by the online interface to bleegipotato chip varieties or brands of bottled
water. The products were pictured, but labels visdaeked out so brands of water and flavors of
chips were obscured. The slide-bar indicted a nurbésveen one on the far left and ten on the
far right, with one unit increments in-between. Tigructions explained that 1 indicates they
highly prefer choosing from the three product assent and 10 indicates they highly prefer
selecting from the fifteen product assortment. Higpsis 3 predicts that participants will prefer
to choose from fewer products after making moreartgnt decisions than when they make less
important decisions.

This measure is adapted from prior research by &ted. (2011). They found that
participants who were primed by writing about sitoras where they had control over others
preferred a smaller assortment of products to ahérosn than participants who were primed by
writing about situations where others had conti@rdahem. Inesi et al. (2011) predicted that
priming feelings of power by writing about havingwger over others would result in a desire for
fewer choices in a subsequent product selectidienamece task. That research also suggested
that feeling less powerful in a prior situationgomhere participants write about others having

power over them, would result in a desire for madreices in a subsequent product selection
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preference task. Inesi et al. (2011) proposedfédading less powerful meant feeling as if options
were constrained and so these feelings would leaglp to prefer more options in a subsequent
situation. Feeling more powerful means feelingf aptions were are unconstrained and so
participants were expected to prefer fewer optiding theory presented here suggests that the
same options for a decision can become more vauwalbén their exclusion threatens the
maintenance of a more valued aspect of the selfeq@nTherefore, decision makers who made
more important decisions should feel more poweftdr controlling a more valuable resource.
Further, if information has the potential to ex@dudore valuable options for maintaining
important aspects of the self-concept, that infdromais more likely to be avoided. Being able to
control more valued options is predicted to cauméig@pants to feel more powerful. Accessing
information could restrict access to valued optioasessary for maintaining the self-concept
and achieving the decision’s instrumental goajgéslicted to make decision makers feel less
powerful. This disruptive information is predictexlleave a decision maker feeling less
powerful after making more important decisionsdtessing useful information indicates that
identity confirming options are incorrect.

Average Certainty about Decisions Ma@grtainty was measured after the participant
selected an option for each decision and beforamgan to the next decision. A slide-bar
appeared underneath an option after it was seleatédnchored the slide-bar on the far left,
indicating low certainty and a 7 indicated hightasgrty on the far right. The indicator started
centered with a “4” visible underneath. The indicatcould be clicked and dragged to indicate
degree of certainty on the slide-bar. The degremedhfinty and the option selected was recorded
as the participant selected the proceed icon didttem of each decision’s options page. The
certainty scores for the six decisions were avetagg@roduce a measure of overall decision
certainty. For this scale higher scores, closeeteen, indicate greater average certainty about
the six decisions. Lower scores, closer to 1, iseid lower overall certainty.

The theory proposes that decisions feel more impbrhen they pose a greater threat to

the maintenance of the self-concept because thsicleenaker has more to lose if they choose
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wrongly. Feeling a greater threat to the self-cphgenerates greater uncertainty prior to a
decision and generates greater value for opticatswthl maintain their self-concept. The theory
also proposes that making a decision reduces amagrand causes a decision maker to feel
better. Greater threats to the decision maketfsceacept will increase the value of options that
the decision maker believes will maintain the selficept. If threats to the self-concept create
greater uncertainty for participants whose leadprstentity is at stake, participants are likely to
feel more certain after choosing options they eliwill maintain that identity.

If some options are in fact more valued than otbersause they can either confirm or
confer a new socially valued identity on the perspondermine it for those who already held
the identity, then we could expect to see certaimtyease with lower threat and increase with
greater threats to identity. Higher leader identriuld generate greater uncertainty. The act of
deciding in a way that maintains a leader identitger threat should consequently generate
greater certainty. The greater threat to the pésdantity, the greater the value of options that
maintain that identity and the more certain thespershould be after choosing that option.

Self-Reported of Importance of the Decisions amabhance ScaleParticipants
answered seven questions about the importance afetisions on scales ranging from 1 to 10,
where one indicted either “not important” or “nancerned” and ten indicted “concerned” or
“important.” Items included: (1Hlow concerned were you about what might happehdo t
organization because of your decisiorf?How important was it for you to make the best
decisions you could? (3)How important was it fouyo make the decision you wanted to make
without outside interference? (4) How important wiger you to recognize which option was
the best for furthering the organization's goalSy low important was it to you to score well on
this test? (6)How concerned were you with how #@sions you made reflect on the kind of
person you are? (7) How important was it for yowltoyour best while making these decisions?
These questions were designed to measure diffesem¢&) how important the decisions were in
each condition, (2) how important the decisionsengrrelation to the strength of participants'

leadership identity, (3) how important these questiwere between conditions in relation to
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pretest strength of leadership identity, and (4y mportant organizational goals were relative
to personal goals. Participants moved a slidefstrwas initially centered on “4” to answer
each question. These measures were summed andedéoaform a scale of “Importance of the
Decisions.”

Self-report of Positive and Negative Emotions anmbions Scale©riginally two
scales, positive feelings and negative feelingseweapted from the “POSEMOT scale” (Lucas
and Lovaglia 1998) with the addition of two quesi@about participants level of engagement
and level of uncertainty and presented as eleverastc differential scales asking participants
about how they felt while making the series ofdgcisions.

Positive emotions were measured with four semaliffierential scales. Participants were
asked to respond to the following questions preskemdividually:(1) How happy did you feel
while making decisions during today’s study? (2\wHatisfied did you feel while making
decisions during today’s study? (3) How excitedyaid feel while making decisions during
today’s study? (4) How engaged did you feel whiding decisions during today’s study?

Seven semantic differential scales collected daganding negative emotions.
Participants were asked to respond to the followjngstions presented individual({t) How
frustrated did you feel while making decisions dgrioday’s study? (2) How anxious did you
feel while making decisions during today study?H8yv angry did you feel while making
decisions during today’s study? (4) How regretfial yiou feel while making decisions during
today’s study? (5)How disappointed did you feellgvinaking decisions during today’s study?
(6) How resentful did you feel while making decisiduring today’s study? (7) How uncertain
did you feel while making decisions during todastisdy? Participants moved a slide-bar that
was initially centered on “4” to answer each questiA high rating indicated that the participant
experienced more positive feelings (Not frustratest,angry, not regretful, etc.) and a lower
rating indicated that the participant experiencedamegative feelings (Very frustrated, very

angry, very regretful, etc.). Three questions réig@anxiety, frustration, and uncertaintyere
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then averaged to construct thestress ScaleThe answers to these questions were reverse

coded, so that higher scores corresponded to neyatine feelings.

Control Variables

Leadership Identity StrengtRor the leadership identity measure participartesdra
themselves on thirty terms using a slide-bar tocaie on a 1 to 7 scale, where 1 indicated the
term “does not describe you at all” and 7 indicateziterm “describes you very well”. The
actual scale for leadership identity consisteceafftom the thirty items averaged. These ten
items together were determined by results in Sfuttyform a valid indicator of strength of a
person’s leadership identity. These ten terms Wwasy, certain, unshakable, self-assured,
decisive, mature, independent, assertive, virtushisys good judgment.

General Feelings of Powerlessness Schlles measure was adapted from scales
developed by Nesler et al. (1999). The scales wegmally developed to measure personal
feelings of power, based on what these authorsreef¢o as “global social power.” Our
“feelings of personal power” measure was derivedifscales included in the “global social
power” measure which also included several subsdseed on French and Raven’s (1959)
bases of power. These subscales had both statymwamd elements and the questions selected
and adapted for this measure were more closeltetbta Weber’'s (1922) definition of power as
the ability to realize one’s own will or gain on@wn interest against the resistance of others
([1922] 1946: 180). The scales measured the paaiits’ perceptions that they had a personal
capacity to act in accord with their own will, tvetability to cause others to act in accord with
their will. While these measures can, in some dedre interpreted in ways that may conflate
answers with self-perceptions of status, the szsil@ whole is meant only as a measure of
personal feelings about one’s own power to actautltonstraint. The questions for this scale
were taken from three subscales originally. Theseewhe (1) global power (2) resistance and
control and (3) compliance subscales. The perderlhgs of power scale was made up of the

following questions to reflect a person’s geneeasise of their opportunities to act in line with
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their own will or to cause others to bend to thait: (1) How likely are others to get what they
want from you? (2) How likely are you to get what yvant from other people? (3)How easily
convinced are you to work harder at work on schmolects when urged to by others? (4)How
likely are your opinions of co-workers or classnsatie be affected by the views of others? (5)
How likely are you to get the credit you deservete work that you do? (6) How much do you
worry about how other people think of you? (7) Hikely are you to change your mind when
others disagree with you? (8) How likely are yo@atb in accord with the wishes of others even
when they conflict with your own?

The pretest for participant’s general feelings @ivpr was included as both a control
measure and to address a possible alternativerata for why people’s sense of power was
affected in the experiment. The measure could detprmine support for or undermine the
theoretical explanation for suggesting that deaisiptions feel more valuable when the self-
concept is threatened. In conjunction with expentrB this control measure may help isolate
and support explanations in the theory about whaes the observed effects. The general power
pretest indicates how powerful participants peregithemselves to be at the beginning of the
study by indicating how much control they believledy had over experiences in their lives.

These measures were captured using a slide-bax semdpoint scale where 1 = not likely
10 = likely or 1 is worried and 10 = not worriedv@ questions, numbé€R) “How likely are you
to get what you want from other peopletid numbe(5)” How likely are you to get the credit
you deserve for the work that you doére reverse coded and then all items were averfaged
each participant. A higher score indicates a pefsels generally less powerful and able to enact
their own will and a lower score indicates a perfaais generally more powerful and able to

enact their own will.

Raven Advanced Matrices Decision Task Prefids. Raven’s Advanced Progressive
Matrices Test (Raven, Raven, and Court 2004) wasldped as a cross-cultural intelligence test

made up of sixty progressively more difficult mplé choice problems. A selection of the first
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ten problems from the Raven Advanced Matrices GognAbility test was included in the
pretests for this study because performance o ghiedblems can indicate a participant’s level
of engagement in the study. Ample time (6 minutes 40 seconds) was provided to finish this
portion of the study. College students should Hetle trouble getting a score of 5 or above, and
so scores lower than 5 serve as a proxy for engageom the part of participants. Level of
engagement is important because (1) low engagepnevities an alternative explanation for not
accessing useful information (2) indicates partiotps predisposed to treat the following
decision questions as a trivial task (3) serves @antrol of participants whose lack of
engagement leaves them unlikely to be affectedheyrtanipulation or provide useful data. The
guestions also serve as measures of cognitivayasand will serve to determine a baseline for
each participant’s galvanic skin response readilugsg decision-making in later analyses.
Comparisons of biometric readings from this initesk and the post-manipulation decision task
can serve to determine the relative arousal ofgyaants between conditions and the strength of
their leadership identities.

The design of these problems as the recognitigeoimetric patterns rather than story
problems is useful here because geometric patsgensnlikely to evoke feelings associated with
other socially related meanings that might be foungord problems. Feelings that occur while
making these decisions can be assumed to resuittfre level of difficulty of problems. In later
analysis not yet conducted the galvanic skin resppmeasured while answering these problems
can serve as a baseline measure for each inditsdeaponse while making decisions. The
average response while answering could be useshtpare galvanic skin response readings
taken while participants are selecting an optiamfiaking each of the organizational leadership
decisions. Planned analysis includes between atiinvaach condition assessments of
differences in response from baseline readingespect to the strength of the leadership identity
measure for Experiment A. Additionally, the sanmst teould be applied in experiment B, as well
as efforts to detect changes in galvanic skin nespavhen participants access various types of

useful information to make decisions and when theyot.
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Product GroupThe product choice measure was developed in litle wesi et al.

(2011) however the variety of products was cut dénem four products to two because the
original measure as outlined found no differendsvben products. However, we controlled for
product group and found differences in reportedgpemce for number of choices in respect to
product.Product Groupwas coded as a dummy variable for analysis wherev&s chips
choices and “1” was water choices.

Year in SchoolYear in school was a demographic variable colleptaal to participants
entering the study room. Participants were reatdudieer summer and the beginning of the fall
semester. Participants in summer tended to be atdwa&nced students than participants in the
fall, and some of the students during summer sesgeye from a local community college. This
variable allows control for experience that migtieet certainty in decisions, feelings of power,
or leadership identity. It was coded as a 5-leveinal variable where 1 = Freshman, 2 =
Sophomore, 3 = Junior, 4 = Senior, and 5 = Gradbatdent.

High School Grade Point Averagk.demographics questionnaire asked participants to
report their high school grade point average. Grauet average was used as a control in later

regression analyses, as it may reflect a partitipability to make decisions.

Procedures Study 2 Experiment A

Recruiting

Male undergraduates were recruited during sumnssicges from The University of
lowa and Kirkwood Community College to participatea study measuring basic physiological
responses to leadership decisions. The recruitzgmals (see Appendix B) included multiple
mass emails, campus bulletin board ads, sighagepramted cards with study information
handed out to students in the local college comtyuiihe materials indicated participants
should be male undergraduate college students pdiesEnglish as a first language. The
language stipulation was included for two reaséirst, the study uses a pretest asking

participants to recognize meanings of English woB#xond, the decision problems use subtle
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differences in language that are predicted to beerikely overlooked in one condition than
another. Third, processing language is likely ftedwhen using a second language, enhancing
or minimizing effects in unpredicted ways. A mortogeneous sample should minimize the
introduction of extraneous variables likely to admite uncontrolled variance in measures.

All recruiting material directed potential partiaipts to a scheduling website and the
study titled “Leadership Decisions.” The schedulvmgpsite specified that male undergraduate
participants could choose from a series of conaastidies offering different levels of
compensation, ranging from course credit to $20rfdrmation about the study titled
“Leadership Decisions” explained eligibility regeiments. It noted that all participants could
elect to be compensated with $20 in the form ofsa\gift card and the study sessions would
take one hour. It explained that the study consisfmarticipants making various types of
decisions while researchers monitored and recadtudphysiological responses with non-
invasive equipment. The website and the consentrdent given to participants before the study
informed them they could leave the study at anytpaiter they arrived and would still receive
compensation. Participants were able to schedyl®pan one-hour time slot between the hours
of 10 AM and 6 PM on weekdays, up to two weeksdwaace. A reminder email was sent out
each night to the next day’s participants with cliens to the lab and brief instructions on where

to wait prior to beginning the study (see Apperilx

Pre-study Preparatory Procedures
Prior to participants arriving in the lab a pairefearch assistants worked together to set
up the study. Research assistants flipped a cassmgn participants to Condition 1, “More
Important Decisions” or Condition 2 “Less Import@cisions.” The researchers set up the
laboratory research notebook, prepared materialhéstudy and calibrated the galvanic skin
response equipment. This included opening “Chadditivare that recorded and charted
galvanic skin response readings. The computerarstirdy room was set up with a log-in screen

displaying the condition. The research assistdmas tleaned metal lead pads that would be



89

attached to participants’ fingers to measure gatvskin response. A full and detailed
explanation of the pre-study procedures can bedamthe experimental protocol (see Appendix

B).

Waiting Room Procedures and Consent Process

When participants arrived in the lab waiting rodrayt were greeted by a research
assistant in a white lab coat holding a clipbo®alticipants were told that researchers were
interested in learning more about how people madgstbns by measuring physiological
responses during decision making tasks. Particspaate then told their galvanic skin response
would be measured while they made decisions artchtiree of the equipment used was invasive.
They were informed they would have an electrorecllattached to their hand. Participants were
then given the chance to opt out of the study #éfldeceive compensation. All who showed up
agreed to participate.

The research assistant gave each person a waikegad@nd a demographics
guestionnaire (see Appendix B) which asked forrthear in school, academic major, gender,
mother’s and father’s highest completed educaterl| family income, ethnic background, age,
and high school G.P.A. The questionnaire also gedithree additional questions about their
previous experiences as members of organizatidreseladditional questions were to serve as a
later check on our leadership identity measurey Mmere asked (1) if they had any courses or
specialized training on organizations or leaderghiprganizations, (2) to briefly list formal
organizations and extracurricular actives in whtaky participated at the university and the
various roles they held and (3) to list the formaanizations and extracurricular actives they
were involved in prior to college and to list thestes in those organizations as well. The
guestions were designed to gather information ath@uparticipant’s history and experiences in
roles within formal organizations without primingnticipants to think only of leader or group
member roles. This was achieved by having partitghst both types of roles. Demographic

qguestions were included as control variables firlanalyses.
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After presenting the participant with a clipboaahtaining the consent form,
demographic survey items, and a pen, the reseamlddhe participants they would have a few
minutes to read over the items and complete thetmunmaire. The researcher then left the
waiting room to check the set up in the study roéiter five to seven minutes the research
assistant checked to see if the participants appdarhave finished the questionnaire.

When the researchers retuned to the waiting amaabain asked the participants if they
were interested in participating in the study afeading the release form and asked if each
participant had completed the questionnaire. Ifpg@eicipant answered yes to both questions
they were asked if they had any questions priond@ing on to the study room. The researcher

then led the participant to the study room.

In Study Equipment Setup and Participant Instrunctio

Once in the study room participants were shown @/keset personal items, asked to
take out their cell phone and shut it off, and wialen given a seat at a table in front of a large
computer screen. One screen pointed towards thieipant and a smaller screen was directed
away from their sight. The smaller screen was h#ddy cables to the biometric measuring
equipment located on a cart next to the table wtiexgarticipant sat. The researcher then asked
the participant to set aside their cell phone lerduration of the study. The research assistant
explained that the tone from a cell phone calkat message during the study could cause them
to give a false reading on the biometric equipme&he researcher then asked the participant to
put their hand and forearm in a padded cradle ertable in front of them. Velcro straps were
then used to secure their arm in the cradle.

Participants were told the arm cradle would helpinel them not to move the hand with
the electronic leads during the study to help a&sswre accurate readings. As the researcher
attached electronic leads to the participant’sHaftd index and ring fingers they explained that
the leads would indicate the participant’s galvaakim response, a mild change in conductivity,

associated with certain types of neurological evsnth as when a decision is made. The
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researcher explained that galvanic skin responge&@nmon measure used in experiments on
decision making that would allow researchers teebeinderstand how they made their
decisions.

The researcher then asks the participant to walewiney checked and calibrated the
Chart 5 software to ensure the equipment receiwadings. Full instructions on setting up the
galvanic skin response equipment are includederetperimental protocol (Appendix B). After
calibrating the software, the researcher thenuettd the participant not to touch the second

monitor during the rest of the study.

Lead ID Pretest Explanation and Instruction

The researcher directed the participant’s attertbdhe large computer monitor and
brought up a page that included a list of thirtyregin three columns, each with a slide-bar
underneath. The slide bars each had the numbarsudgh 7 clearly visible underneath and the
slide set in the center with a value of 4. The neambappeared above the slide. At the top of the
page was a brief set of instructions (see AppeAdtgure 2).

The researcher then explained to the participaetWwuld also first like to learn a little a
little more about you, everyone is different, ahis will help us understand you a little better”
pointing to the onscreen measure. The researctassexplained that the measure would allow
each person to describe themselves to researcheasifig themselves on a number of personal
descriptors. Participants were told this wouldwltbem to get comfortable and assure more
accurate readings on the galvanic skin responspregut.

The researcher explained that after the participiecked on the “submit” Icon at the
bottom of the survey they would see a “log-in sofeghere they would start the equipment test.
When the participant clicked on the “submit” icaumton their ratings for each word were
automatically saved to an excel file on the compatel the page with the ratings disappeared

leaving a log-in screen visible on the large manito
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Log-on and Matrices Pretest Instructions
After showing the participant the thirty term suneereen, the researcher used the mouse
to move the survey screen aside and display th&nlsgreen. The research assistant said, “This
screen will come up after you finish the surveyl.yalu will need to do is to click on the “log-on
Icon” to receive instructions for the initial eqmpent test (see Appendix A Figure 1). A video
will start onscreen with instructions on how to qiete the puzzles, followed by a few survey

guestions.”

Matrices Pretest Explanation and Instructions

The researcher made explicit that it was importiaat the participants do their best to get
the correct solutions to each problem in the sehiggg this process. The researcher explained
that the participant would have plenty of time ¢dve all of the puzzles and reiterated that
responses would be used to get a baseline galskimcesponse reading, noting that everybody
is a little different. The researcher explained thgs little task would involve viewing a serief o
simple black and white shapes, determining a mysgattern in a sequence, and selecting the
shape that would complete the pattern. Participaste instructed that they would have a set of
eight possible options to choose from and shouktséehe best option by pointing to it with
their mouse and clicking on their answer.

The researcher then explained that after finiskivegpuzzles participants would see a
series of simple survey questions that would prevesearchers with information about the
participant’s experiences with other people. Tleeaecher then explained that a video with
instructions would also play prior to the beginnofghe task to explain how to complete the
task and the survey questions. The researched #is&garticipants again to do their best to get
the correct answers in order to “ensure we aretalieake sense of the rest of the data from the
study” and then asked them to do their best to ansive survey questions candidly, adding that

each participant should provide their first impress.
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Next the researcher asked each participant if laelyany questions. The researcher
answered any questions then explained that theydweave the room while the participant
completed the survey noting that they would be nooimg the participant’s galvanic skin
response readings from the control room. The ppaint was reminded that they could press the
black call button to summon a researcher if theyday problems or needed anything. Then the
researcher explained that after the participantfimshed all the puzzles and saw the screen
telling them to wait they should use the black baliton to summon the research assistant.

Finally, the researcher again asked the particippanéy had any questions and reminded
the participant to do their best to get the corasmswers on the set of puzzles. The researcher
then closed the door to the study room and entiedontrol room where they were able to see
a screen that mirrored what the participant sawheir screen. Another screen mirrored the

screen with Chart 5 software running.

Pretest and Data Capture

While the researcher watched the participant’sesteand cursor movements, they
monitored the galvanic skin response readings wiatécipants completed the thirty descriptors
Lead ID measure. The Lead ID measures and screerdiegs were saved on an external hard
drive. Upon clicking the submit Icon for the leasl@p identity descriptors measure, participants
immediately saw a log-in screen for the ten itentrioas pretest and survey questionnaires.
Occasional errors in set up occurred at this péantexample miss-entered log-on passwords,
and the researcher would be called to the roonméyarticipant at this point via use of the black

call button.

Pretest Onscreen Instructions and Data Capture
Logging on to access the pretest puzzles loggédctipants into the website developed
for this study. The website captured data on ttssvars provided for each question indicating

icons the participant selected and applying timengis to their mouse clicks.
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After logging on (see Appendix A, Figure 1), pagants saw a screen labeled
“Equipment Calibration and Pre-Test Instructionaddb” (see Appendix A Figure 3). Across
the top of the screen was the title “Center fordexahip Testing and Assessment” and “The
University of lowa” with an official-looking colokéseal. The marquee remained in place at the
top of the screen and visible throughout the régtestudy. Below the marquee a title said
“‘EQUIPMENT CALIBRATION AND PRE-TEST INSTRUCTIONAL VDEQO?” in capital bold

letters followed by instructions for the matricestt

Pretest Puzzle Problems

On the screen the participants saw the first irstrees of ten puzzles they would
complete provided as an example. Participants heaadce-over explaining how to solve the
puzzle. The ten puzzles were the first ten problgom the (see Appendix A, Figure 4) Ravens
Progressive Advanced Matrices cognitive ability {8aven, Raven, and Court 2004). The video
included cursor animations that highlighted thesouin yellow and darkened the background,
and produced expanding ringlets and a pinging staimttlicate clicking of the mouse on
various objects. The video next provided directiondow to use the slide-bar to answer each of
the survey questions that followed the matrices(s=e Appendix A, Figure 3)

The first ten problems from the Raven Progressiagriges test were selected for use
here because they were unlikely to evoke strongiemérom the participants. The problems
include a three by three series of shapes eachga@dmetric designs that form a systematically
changing pattern (see Appendix A, Figure 4). Tis¢ $aape in the series, at the bottom right of
the nine item series, is blank. Below the seriesgslection of eight possible options for
completing the series. The test was designed &sassasoning ability and general intelligence
while limiting cultural bias inherent in languaggince the example puzzle was also the same
puzzle the participants would see and solve fies&dgo had an indicator of how closely

participants paid attention to the instructionaeo. Including the first problem in the
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instructional video may also have formed an ine@ntor participants to pay closer attention to
the later instructional video which gave instruodor completing the six decision task.

After the video ended participants clicked on theoteed” Icon at the bottom of the
screen to start the move forward to the next webpagl begin the matrices problems pretest.
This activated a second time stamp and provideéasare of how long participants spent on the
first instructions page for possible use in latailgsis. Upon selecting a solution from the set of
eight possible solutions the screen, the answelagg®ed in the website database with the
unique session identification number and time s&dnghile the screen automatically advanced
to the next puzzle in the series. This occurredafioten puzzles until the participant reached the

screen providing brief instructions for answeringgaies of survey question.

General Power Feelings Pretest “Experiences witle@t Survey

After finishing the matrices pretest the particifzaim Study 2 Experiment A, answered
an eight item survey designed to measure theiopatsense of control and feelings of social
power in interactions with others. The scale waspéetl from the “personal sense of power
scale” derived from Nesler and colleagues (199¢nl& Measuring Global Power” based on
French and Raven’s (1959) definition of social poa&the potential of an agent to influence a
target. While French and Raven’s (1959) five typesocial power confound the social
psychological understanding of power and statuesibasures selected for this instrument are
meant as indicators of a participant's generalesehpersonal power in their interactions with
others.

After finishing the survey items, participants satgd the researcher using the black
button on the call box. The researcher enteredati and asked the participant if they had any
guestions. If biometric equipment had shown sonoblpms the research assistant would make

adjustments. The researcher would then say. “Olangeeady to begin today’s study.”
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Experimental Manipulation Screens for Conditions

The next screen participants viewed was the experiah manipulation for Study 2
Experiment A. If the computer had been set up toCandition 1, more important decisions, the
participant saw a screen with the same seal dedastthey had seen earlier, reading, “Center for
Leadership Testing and Assessment” This seal #ede¢mained visible on all pages throughout
the entire study and in both conditions. HoweverGondition 1 an additional title underneath
read, “Natural Leadership Intelligence Test: MeBelow this title was a description in text
explaining this portion of the study, and belowtth@ection was titled “Test Instructions:
Natural Leadership Intelligence Test” (See ApperAlixigure 8).

In Condition 1, voiceover instructions explainedttburing the study the participant
would be taking the “Early Career Advancement Natueadership Intelligence Test.” The
participant was informed the test was developadentify individual strengths and weaknesses
in leadership and that this was the same testlgdr universities and Fortune 500 companies
use to assess leadership aptitude in job candidBibe text and voiceover explained that the
participant’s score on the test indicated theiniitiial aptitude for leadership. The description
ended in red text and a voice that informed thé@pant that their performance on the test
would not affect their pay for the study, but thb lvas a certified testing center. They were
informed that if they were satisfied with their fsmance on the test they could have it reported
on their University transcripts for future employé¢o see.

This description was designed specifically to ativa participant’s leadership identity
by putting them in the hypothetical role as leddethe duration of the decision task. It also
provided a potential evaluation of the quality ledit performance in a leadership role.

In Condition 2 the participant saw the same offigilboking seal and title as they had
seen earlier. However, for this condition an addiil title underneath read “Question Quality
Evaluation.” Below this title was a description &iping the study (See Figure 9). The
introduction explained that researchers needetiglgeof undergraduates in order to evaluate

guestions written by new graduate student instracithe description made clear that the
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participants themselves were not being evaluateth@n performance but that it was essential
they try to get the correct answer so that theuatadn of the graduate student was accurate. The
description ended in red text and a voiceovertthidtparticipants their performance on the test
would not affect their pay for the study, but ttiet results of these evaluations of the graduate
student’s performance could be reported on theugitadstudent’s University transcripts for
future employers to see.

The instructions for both conditions similarly debe the layout of the decision
problems, the goals of the decisions, and howagnaiss through each decision problem. The
final instruction on the page and the audio voieer@rompted the participant to click on the
proceed icon located on at the bottom of the padregin the decision task and allow

researchers to begin gathering biometric data.

Six Decisions Task

Clicking on a “proceed” icon started the six demmstask and recorded the first time
stamp of the task. Participants in both conditises identical text on the screen laying out their
first decision problem. All six problems were sthte three parts: the situation, the problem, and
the decision. When the participant finished readiregproblem they clicked on the proceed
button at the bottom of the screen and anothermuenigne stamp was recorded. Together these
two time stamps provide a read time, how long ttigipant spent looking at and reading the
problem before they proceeded to the possibleisokitOn the next page the participants saw
the title for the problem in bold capital font adoelow a brief description of the decision,
reminding the participants of the specified godbécachieved by solving the problem correctly.
Just below this the three decision options wetedisThe decision options were randomized in
their order of appearance for each participanairhgroblem to minimize variance in choices
due to ordering effects.

Each of the three options had a brief title in barhdl larger font indicating the basic idea

for that option. Below the title, a sentence or téscribed a course of action that could be taken
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to solve the problem. Next to each option was alrulzon that could be clicked to designate
the option they chose to solve the problem. Thiécated the decision they made. Once this
bubble icon was selected a slide-bar appeared kklwolution. The participant moved the
indicator left to indicate less certainty and righindicate more certainty. When the participant
clicked on the ‘proceed’ button at the bottom @& solution page, their answer for the problem,
their degree of certainty, and a time stamp wererdced. Time stamps were also recorded when
the participant selected a bubble icon and whey theked on the slide or release the slide for
the certainty measure. The process was repeateticialéy through the six decision problems
until the participant selected ‘proceed’ after sodutions page for the sixth decision problem.
The next screen included the titles “Feelings Syiread “Post Study Questionnaire”
followed by instructions. The instructions said gfBre we begin we would like to know a little
bit more about how you felt while answering the gjigss about leadership. Use the slide-bar to
select a number between 1 and 10 in response hobeigt statement For example:” Below this
read “1 =Not at all Likely&—-> Extremely Likely =10.” Underneath the participastav a
proceed icon and a time stamp was recorded wheasitselected. The survey included eleven
guestions, four about positive feelings, happys$iatl, excited and engaged, and seven about
negative emotions, frustrated, anxious, angry,etfgl disappointed, resentful and uncertain.
Each emotion was rated from one to ten on semdiiterential scales using anchoring
terms on either end. Times stamps were recordegiid time the partisan clicked the mouse to
move the slide-bar indicator and answers to eaelstoqpn as well as time stamps were recorded
when the participant clicked on the proceed icath@tbottom of the page. After the final
emotions question participants saw another tittiastructions page similar to the one for the

emotions survey with the title “Impressions of T&&ecisions.”

Importance of Decisions Survey
Following the emotions survey the participants satitle page similar to the page

preceding the emotions survey. The title read, fespions of These Decisions” and the
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description “Post Study Questionnaire” The diratsiovere identical to those for the emotions
survey. The questions ask participants to ratersquestions to indicate the importance of the
decisions in the prior six decisions task. Thidesedso served as an additional manipulation

check.

General Power Feelings Posttest “Experiences wiitieiG”
Survey

Following directly after the importance of the d®#ans survey the participants again saw
a title page similar to the page preceding the emstand importance surveys. The title read
“Experiences with Others” and the description “Peistdy Questionnaire” The survey was
identical to the pre-test “Experiences with Otheusvey” and the directions were identical to
those for the emotions survey. The questions agsed a one to seven scale to answer the
guestions. This scale also served as an additinaalpulation check. This served as a check on
the stability of the measure of general feelingparsonal power (Lammers et al. 2009). After
this third and final survey participants reachgzhge that explained they should take the
galvanic skin response leads off their fingers @mdove their left arm from the cradle so they

could type responses using the keyboard.

Opportunity to Explain Decisions

Instructions on the same screen telling particpamtremove the biometric leads attached
to their hands explained “At this point we ask youwevisit three decisions you made...”
Randomly three of the options the participant setkavere presented to the participants asking
them to “please explain why they chose this ansv@mly three were selected for participants to
address in order to keep the total study time ufifgminutes. The initial instructions page told
the participants that this would allow them to expltheir answers and asked them why they
chose the solution they did. The box provided g tinformation appeared small in order to

limit the response to a brief paragraph; howeverethvas no actual limit on how much the
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participant could type into the provided space. iHs¢ructions asked the participants why the
solution they choose was the best one for the amgaon.

These answers will be used in latter analysisgbgeedictions about how likely the
participant is to make self-references while angwgethe questions, speak in the first person,
and describe decisions as if they were personaliyvant. At the end of this section participants
saw a screen that thanked them for their parti@patold them the study was complete,
provided a session ID number, and asked them ttyrlé researcher that they had finished the

study.

Exit Interview and Debriefing Study 2, Experiment A

Exit interviews began with the researcher entetivegroom, thanking the participant for
being in the study and asking them to move to kettards the center of the study room where
they sat adjacent to the researcher. The resediotaght a logbook, a receipt for the participant
to sign, and a twenty dollar gift card containe@gmenvelope with instructions on its use. The
researcher then proceeded to compensate the panii¢see Protocol). While the participant
was filling out a receipt for compensation, theeggsher inquired conversationally “where are
you headed next?” This was in fact the first quesin the exit interview meant to determine if
the participant was in a hurry for an appointmantlass that may have caused them to rush
through the study. The researcher then asked tieipant if they had a few minutes to answers
some questions that would help researchers bettiarstand their perspective before explaining
the purposes of the study in detail. All particifsaagreed to answer the exit interview questions.

The answers to these and all following questionewecorded in brief notes in the study
logbook by a researcher. Next the researcher agkestions to determine if the participant had
been confused or had any technical issues or donfadout study instructions. The researcher
then asked the participant if they remembered Whdtbeen explained to them and if they could

recall what this study was about. Next they wekeedsf they remembered what researchers
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were interested in learning. These questions weeaded as between-condition manipulation
checks.

Next the researcher asked the participant if tedystirer about any of their decisions and
if they could they recall for the researcher wihat question was about. This was intended to
determine which decision felt most important to plagticipant. The researcher then asked how
important it was for the participant to get thereot answer. This was intended to determine
how important the decision felt.

Next participants were asked how excited they vad@ut participating in the study, if
they found the study interesting, and if they wduddae volunteered to participate in the study
just for the sake of contributing to science andwdedge. These questions were intended to
indicate how many the participants’ ratings of ittm@ortance of the study were related to initial
interest in the topic of leadership and their gahmterest in participating in studies.

After this the researcher debriefed the participexplained the two conditions, and told
the participant that researchers were interestéshiming more about how people use
information to make important decisions. Finallg tiesearcher thanked the participant for being
in the study and asked them to keep what theyédemtéd during the debriefing confidential.

Participants were then shown out of the lab.

Planned Analysis Study 2, Experiment A

Study 2 experiment A tested three specific hypabkgesach with sub-hypotheses. The
theory proposes that people will have strongeiirigelabout decisions that threatened the
maintenance of their self-concept. Stronger fesliwgl cause decisions to feel more important
to decision makers. When making decisions withngjeo feelings, participants will value their
options more and so feel more powerful.

Hypotheses 1 predicts participants making more ntapod decisions will report stronger
feelings after making the decisions than participanaking less important decisions. This

hypothesis will be tested using three sub-hypothése 1b, and 1c.
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Hypotheses 1 a-c predict participants that indiseitenger feelings about the six-decision
task will rate the decisions they made as more mapt The strength of emotions were
measured by self-reports on a scale from 1 to #evii@lways indicated more positive feelings
and 1 always indicated more negative feelings.dofaanalysis will be conducted the
participants answers to the eleven questions &rmigte if these questions about positive and
negative emotions represent different dimensiorenudtions. The importance of the decisions
was measured using five items from the seven quressindicating importance of the decisions.
Only five are included because two questions weckided as measures to capture emotions
expected as a result of the use of informationithetcluded in study 2 Experiment B and not
here in Study 2 Experiment A.

Hypothesis 1a-1c will be tested in two OLS regmssi Condition will be entered as a
dummy variable predicting self-reported feelingd anportance scale scores. Analyses may be
done on both conditions separately, removing tmelitimn dummy variable. This could assess
whether leadership identity affected strength pbréed feelings and decision task importance
more in condition 1, where the threat to leadergaptity is greater, than in condition 2, where
the threat to leadership identity is minimized. ganp for Hypothesis 1 would provide evidence
for the theoretical positive relationship betwelea strength of feelings and perceptions of
decision importance. Support for Hypothesis 1a @auwiggest support for the theoretical
assumption that greater threats to identity raaudtronger feelings. Support for hypothesis la
and 1b would provide evidence for the theory byshg the same set of decisions generates
stronger feelings when it includes a credible assest of the performance of a valued identity.
Hypotheses 1c would provide support for the thecakproposition that emotions lead people to
determine that the decisions are more important.

Hypotheses 2: Participants making more importaoistEns and experiencing stronger
feelings will report greater certainty in their d@ons than participants making less important

decisions. This hypothesis will be tested using $wb hypotheses 2a and 2b.
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Hypothesis 2a predicts that participants in Cooditl, with a credible threat to
leadership identity, will report higher averagetagrty about the options they choose in the six
decision task than participants in condition 2. blyyesis 2b predicts that participants with
higher leadership identity scores will report lova@erage certainty about the options they
choose in the six decision task in Condition 1,rmftin Condition 2.

OLS regression will also be used to test Hypoth@se2b. Using Overall Certainty as a
dependent measure, Condition will be entered asrardy variable, with Condition 1 = 0 and
Condition 2 = 1. Strength of leadership identityl we entered as a continuous variable ranging
from 1 to 7. Separate analyses will then be coratbioh each condition to determine if
leadership identity strength affects feelings afaiaty more in Condition 1 than in Condition 2.
Hypothesis 2 will be supported if a significant ffméent for Condition indicates that
participants in Condition 2 reported lower certgiimt their decisions than participants in
Condition 1. Participants in Condition 1 face tlsgbility of having their identity disconfirmed
by their score on the Leadership Intelligence &est have the opportunity to reduce a greater
threat so should feel more certain after they ltla@ded and reduced that threat. Participants in
Condition 2 do not face an identity threat andisautd feel less uncertainty and so feel less of a
change in their degree of certainty after havinglenidne decision. Support for Hypothesis 2b
would be reflected by a significant coefficient faradership Identity in an OLS regression of
Overall Certainty on Leadership Identity in Conaiitil, and a non-significant relationship
between Leadership Identity and Overall CertaintZondition 2.

Hypotheses 3a-3c predict participants making mogmrtant decisions will prefer fewer
choices in a subsequent decision task than patitspnaking less important decisions. This
hypothesis will be tested using three sub hypoth8ae3b and 3c.

Hypotheses 3a predicts that participants in Camdliti, immediately after making
decisions that are more threatening to the mainmnaf their leadership identity will prefer to
select from an offering of fewer products, 3 rattiem 15, when compared to participants in

Condition 2 when controlling for general feelinggersonal power and strength of leadership
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identity. Hypothesis 3b predicts that participant® score higher of the leadership identity
measure will prefer to select from an offering adnenproducts, 15 rather than 3, regardless of
condition when controlling general feelings of meral power. Hypothesis 3c predicts
participants whose score on the general feelinggwfer pretest indicate they have greater
feelings of personal power will prefer to selecnfran offering of fewer products, 3 rather than
15, regardless of condition when controlling foe #trength of their leadership identity.

Support for Hypotheses 3a-3c would provide eviddacéhe theoretical proposition that
participants view decision options as more valualdien they face a threat to identity. Decisions
are situations in which uncertainty is reduced lakimg a choice. If a decision situation presents
a threat to a person’s self-concept, then opti@t®ine a more valuable resource for reducing
that uncertainty relative to decision options whaeats to the self-concept are minimized.
While participants in Condition 1 are expected avdngreater uncertainty relative to participants
in Condition 2, wielding more valuable options foaking decisions, likely makes participants
in Condition 1 feel more powerful than participam<Condition 2. This would be supported if
OLS regression finds a significant positive coeéint for Condition indicating that participants
in Condition 2 indicate they prefer to choose fritra offering of more products more than
participants in Condition 1. Further, people witadlership identities should feel less powerful in
both conditions due to the leadership context efgtestions creating uncertainty over the
correctness of choices in the task. This wouldlt@sa significant and positive coefficient
indicatingpeople with a leadership preferred to choose fitgroffering of more options.

Finally, the general feelings of personal powetessaores reported by participants prior to the
study will be entered as a control variable. Ttagable is continuous and ranges from 1-10. The
high end of the scale represents feelings of lomega personal power. Therefore, a positive and
significant coefficient would indicatiat people who reported lower general personakpo
showed their preference for the larger productroféemore than people with higher general
personal power. Support for this hypothesis remtsse validation of the behavioral measure of

feelings of power represented by the product chizisk.
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Taken together, these tests will show whether tlsesepport for propositions relating (1)
feelings to importance of decisions, (2) relatidgritity threat to certainty about decisions, (3)
relating threats to identity to behaviors and (#icating feelings related to power. Testing these
hypotheses can provide support for theoretical mesms that may affect decision makers

when faced with useful information for making imfzont decisions.
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CHAPTER 6: RESULTS OF STUDY 2, EXPERIMENT A

Introduction

Results presented here tested hypotheses predistihgarticipants making more
important decisions will report stronger feelingsgater certainty in decisions, and will prefer
fewer choices than participants making less immbdacisions. Experimental sessions were run
in the summer of 2013 with undergraduate men frdarge Midwestern university. Participants
were randomly assigned to participate in the “Naltueadership Test” (Condition 1) or the
“Evaluation of Graduate Student Questions” (Condit2). For each participant, pre-test and
post-test ratings of personal power, pre-test gatof leadership identity, post-test ratings of
positive and negative emotions, post-test ratifige@importance of the decision task, and
certainty of each decision were collected. Pardiotp may chose solutions for the same set of six
leadership and organizational problems in eachitiondData were analyzed for predicted
differences in the strength of emotions, importaoicéhe task, participant certainty regarding
decisions, behavior related to feelings of soctal@r by condition, participant leadership
identity, and pre-test feelings of personal poweior to presenting hypothesis tests, sample
characteristics are discussed and analyses oélieility and validity of scale measures are
presented.

Participants

Fifty participants took part in Study 2, ExperiméntParticipants who scored lower than
5 on the Raven Advanced Progressive Matrices test excluded from analysis, due to lack of
engagement and based on post-experiment interviawther, four participants were excluded
from analyses, three for lack of data, two of thdse to equipment failure and another not fluent
enough in English to complete the study. One pgpdit was excluded after an exit interview
revealed extensive prior knowledge of this study pArticipants were male in this initial test of
hypotheses. The choice to recruit college men wadendue to the cultural link between

leadership and men in the U.S. (Ridgeway 2001) J@adiership and college students (Alicke
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and Govorun 2005). Prior evidence indicates thatttwrds of college students think of
themselves as leaders so this sample was expediednore likely to have participants with a
salient leadership identity. Given that men’s idergtion with leadership may be culturally
determined, initially non-U.S. citizenship was istigated for effects on dependent measures.
Participants were also required to be native amitiEnglish speakers to control for possible
cross-cultural differences in the meanings of ctiaréstics included in the Leadership Identity
test. No significant effects of being a non-U.$izen were found, so all participants were
included in analyses so long as they were detedrimée engaged in the study. A more
homogeneous sample is preferable for experimeantdta when hypotheses tests are designed
to gather evidence related to theoretical predistig<alkhoff et al. 2014; Calder, Phillips and
Tybout 1981).

Of the forty-six participants included in analysagies ranged in age from 18 to 46 with
two participants in their thirties, two in theirrfees, and the rest ranging from eighteen to
twenty-three. Over half (52.2%) of this sample ¢stesl of college seniors, nearly a quarter
(23.9%) were juniors, a tenth (10.9%) sophomornestter tenth graduate students (10.9%), and
only 2.2% were first year students. The large propo of the sample that consisted of advanced
students is likely a result of collecting data osemmer sessions. Eighty percent of the sample
indicted race as European American, ten percemtafrAmerican, eight percent Latino
American, and two percent Asian American. In tlisple sixty-five percent of the participants
were reported to have a father with a college degrewhich twenty eight percent had a father
with a graduate or professional degree. About elg@excent of the participants’ fathers had an
associate degree or some college, twenty two pehegha high school diploma, and two percent
less than a high school diploma. Sixty-five peragrthe participants’ mothers were reported to
have a college degree with thirteen percent ofdfadso holding professional degrees. About
twenty-two percent of the participants’ mothers hadassociate degree or some college, eleven

percent had a high school diploma, and two peresstthan a high school diploma.
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Factor Analyses and Reliability Tests of Questiamileasures

Four variables consist of scales developed to nmedka (1) strength of participant’s
leadership identity (2) strength of positive andateve emotions (3) feelings of personal power
(4) and the importance of the leadership and orgdioinal decisions. Three scales were adapted
from previous research. The leadership identitysueadeveloped in Study 1 is used here to
indicate the strength of individual participangstlership identity. Principal components factor
analysis was used to assess how well these adagstatiaintained the validity from previous
measures. The principal components factor analyili;ndicate how well each of the scales
achieved overall consistency between scale itedsarnncrease confidence in the validly of the

measures. Cronbach’s alpha was computed to detetimreliability of scale items.

Lead ID Scale

ThelLead IDscale devolved in study 1 was used to measurstttegth of participant’s
self-conceptions of their leader like abilities.ig bcale consisted of ten items; each measured on
a scale from one to seven with one indicating #ecdptor was less like them and seven
indicating it was more like them. The scale was iaistered as a pretest prior to experimental
manipulation. The ten items consistedM#dture, Unshakable, Self-Assured, Certain,
Independent, Decisive, Assertive, Virtuous, Bugpd3ludgment.

Principal components factor analysis was run uSiagistical Packages for the Social
Sciences software. We expect leadership to ba-giniensional. Study 1 suggests the
following dimensions of leadership: (1) abilityrely on oneself for superior insight to
determine the best course of action for the gr@y@ipility to focus on the bigger picture by
keepings group goals as the priority and (3) gbibtmanage conflicting interests. It seems
likely these concepts could load onto three or feaetors and will be commonly co-occurring
skill sets.

Given the likely correlation between factors wittiveLead IDscale identified in Study

1, direct oblimin rotation procedures were used principal components factor analysis. This



109

yielded three factors with eigenvalues greater tha@f. The first factor (e = 3.063) accounted
for 30.63% of total variance explained. The secd@awtbr (e = 1.54) accounted for 15.38% of
variance. The third factor (e = 1.234) accountedlth34% of variance. Together, these three
factors account for 58.36% of variance in measurhs.first factor consists of the measures for
Decisive, Good Judgment, IndependantjMature This factor appears to map onto the first
dimension identified above, ability to rely on oaké$or superior insight to determine the
group’s best course of action. The second factosists of measures féssertive, Virtuous, and
Busy This factor appears to reflect the third dimensaentified above, ability to manage
conflicting interests. The third factor consistsreasures ofJnshakable, Self-Assureahd
Certain, which appears to reflect the second dimensiaitityato focus on the bigger picture by
keeping group goals as the priority. While inclglthree different components the aspects of
the measure seem consistent in working togethefliect differing underlying dimensions of
leadership. Taken together the items in the scal@eceptably reliable with Cronbach’s alpha =
.701. This supports the view of that people peré&adership as consisting of this group of co-

occurring and perhaps mutually reinforcing skilisse

Strength of Emotions

The adapted POSEMOT scale (Lucas and Lovaglia li8e&)des the original nine
items,happy, frustrated, angry, regretful, satisfied,agipointed, resentful, and excitadd an
addition two items directly related to theoretigglredictable itemajncertainandengaged.
These eleven items were on a one to ten scale wherendicates strong negative feelings and
ten indicates strong positive feelings.

A principal components factor analysis was run gStatistical Packages for the Social
Sciences software. The strength of emotions seflkects multiple dimensions of emotion and
includes both positive and negative emotions as asgbrimary and secondary emotions
(Kemper 1987). Therefore multiple components &@yito be identified by factor analysis.

While the theory would allow for the predictionsggecific types of feelings, in Study 2,
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Experiment A the focus is on the prediction of sgger overall feelings in Condition 1 as
compared to Condition 2 and expected differencegmion and behavior that follow from
difference in feelings. Because of the coding alesttems to assure that the high end represents
more positive emotions and the low to represenemegative emotions we split the measure
into three scales with seven items, one with the fmsitive emotions, and two with differing
types of negative emotion&nxious, uncertain, and frustratedere combined into distress

scale andinhappy, resentful, and disappoint®dre combined into Bissatisfiedscale. The four
positive emotions were combined into a positive g#oms scaleRegretfulwas excluded from

the scales because it did not load onto a comnuarfavith other measures. When included in
any of the other scaleegretfulreduced the reliability of those scales.

The three items in the distress scale loaded amgéedactor (e = 1.951) accounting for
65.02% of the total variance explained. A Cronbacetpha of .728 was calculated for the three
items distress scale indicating the scale is ridialhe three items in the dissatisfied scale ldade
onto a single factor (e = 2.218) accounting fo©2% of total variance explained. A Cronbach’s
alpha of .817 was calculated for the three itenth@bissatisfiedscale indicating the scale is
reliable. The four items in the positive emotionals loaded onto a single factor (e = 2.133)
accounting for 53.31% of total variance explainkdronbach’s alpha of .697 was calculated

for the four items positive emotions scale indicgtihe scale is moderately reliable.

Importance of These Decisions Scale
A five item importance scale was constructed inclgdhe impressions of these
decisions measures. Two items were excluded bethegevere constructed to measure effects
only expected in experiment B and future experimemtbe that asks participants about making
decisions without interference and another thas #s&m how the decision reflects on them as
persons. The five items included asked participdti)sHow concerned were you about what
might happen to the organization because of yocisaas? (2) How important was it for you to

make the best decisions you could? (3) How impor&s it for you to recognize which option
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was best for furthering the organization’s goat§How important was it for you to score well
on this test? (5) How important was it for you ybur best while making these decisions? The
five item scale for Experiment A load on a singletbr (e = 2.926) accounting for 58.53 % of
total variance. A Cronbach’s alpha of .763 wasulated for the five item importance of these

decisions scale indicating the scale is reliable.

Descriptive Statistics for Measures Used in Hyps#lsel ests

Assessing some key control variables suggest éimalom assignment to condition
effectively controlled for differences between ciioths onLevel of Engagememistimated
using the Raven Matrices pretest problems, thagtineof leadership identity, and feelings of
personal power reported prior to experimental malaipon. The Raven test was designed as a
measure of cognitive ability, and is treated athaedow as a control variable in the regression
testing hypothesis 2 regarding certainty of pgwaiais in the decisions they made. Higher scores
indicate greater cognitive ability. However, onigt10 easiest problems from the Raven test
were used and 6 minutes and 40 seconds were pdofadearticipants to complete test items. In
addition the answer to the first problem was gite@participants. The test was made
intentionally easier in order to use participagigdvanic skin responses during the matrices test
as a baseline measure for non-threatening deagigations. Participants who failed to get the
first problem correct, or who were observed goingkjy through the 10 Raven test problems
and getting more than 5 incorrect were deemed “‘gaged” based on criteria laid out prior to
the study. Exit interviews were used to determihetiver these participants were indeed less
engaged.

There were no significant differences between doos on pre-test self-reported
decisiveness or certainty. These two measures wetaled in thd_ead ID pretest measure
although the means for participants in Conditiomete slightly lower than in Condition 2 for
both. This is important because these are latéwded in the independent measure for strength

of leadership identity used in predictions of bedweondition differences in certainty of
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decisions. Pretest differences in self-descriptmfindecisiveness could be expected to impact
how people made and perceived the decision tagpemtient of the manipulation. In fact the
means on these variables in the pretest are glitgiviler, opposite of theoretical predictions, so

if anything, imply a more conservative test of tethhypotheses. The high degree of
homogeneity between samples in each condition priaranipulation suggests that theory-based
inferences about differences in dependent variaakesnore likely to result from theoretically
important elements. These elements are affectetiffeyences in experimental treatment of

participants between conditions. Descriptive stiagsare included in Table 5.

Table 6. Means (St. Dev.) for Dependent Varialdktady 2, Experiment A.

Product
Certainty Importance Lead Powe_rless Choice Pos. Neg M
ID Feelings Emot. Emot. Test
Task
Cond
1 4.51 7.84 4.88 4.89 7.29 6.72 6.82 8.71
(.424) (1.46) (.801) (.731) (3.25) (2.06) (1.87) (1.60)
N=24 N=24 N=24 N=24 N=24 N=24 N=24 N=24
gond 4.27 744 489 502 864 624 562 868
(.373) (1.65) (.856) (.819) (2.36) (1.61) (1.86) (1.25)

N =22 N=21 N=21 N=22 N=22 N=21 N=21 N=22

The mean of theead IDmeasure is 4.88 (s.d. = .818), with a range of &#@dm a
minimum score of 3.00 to the maximum of 6.44 ores point scale. The midrange score for
theLead IDmeasure here is calculated to be 4.72 pointsmasss of the normal frequency of
above midpoint scores on leadership identity ia gopulation made using data from Study 1
would predict a midrangeead IDscore closer to 4.6 with about two thirds of tample scoring
above the midpoint. Here about two thirds scoreval?b6 points. However, only about fifty
three percent scored above the midpoint for theptarBetween-condition differences in

outcome measures are predicted to depend on #radtibn betweehead IDand level of threat
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to the participant’s identity. Many participants@ondition 2 had higher than averdgesad ID
Scores Any weakness in the manipulation that allows ¢hgarticipants’ identities to be
threatened would weaken between-condition diffegsramn outcome variables. The questions
used in both conditions include leadership scesara this could be expected to produce some
degree of threat to identity in both conditionseTtaim that participants cannot be evaluated in
Condition 2 is not salient in the minds of partaops while making the decisions. If the threat is
not salient enough in Condition 1 or the lack oé#t isn’t salient enough in Condition 2,
between condition differences in feelings, impoctaof the decision task, and behavior expected
to result from feelings generated by identity thmaay be difficult to detect with simple
between-condition comparison.

Comparisons of scores between condition indicdtatigarticipants in Condition 1
reported that the task was more important (M = 7584 = 1.46) than participants in Condition 2
(M =7.44, s.d. = 1.65). This suggests that theimdation of identity threat, and thus reported
importance, may have been successful, but therelifée in reported importance is very small.
Participants in Condition 1 reported they were naised and experienced less distress than
participants in Condition 2 although were more ais$ied in Condition 1. Higher scores on the
positive emotions scale is in Condition 1 (M = §.82l. =1.06) than in Condition 2 (M = 6.24,
s.d. = 1.61) in line with predictions of HypothesisNote that higher scores on the positive
emotions scale indicate participants reported beinge excited, more engaged, more satisfied
and happier. Lower scores bDistressafter making threatening decisions is in line with
predictions that people making important decismiismake them quickly in order to feel
better. Appearing to support this interpretatiometspent by participants reading the problems
in Condition 1 (M= 106.45 sec, s.d. = 20.60) was lhan in Condition 2 (M = 115.87 sec, s.d. =
23.28). Participants in Condition 1 reported lessréss (M = 6.82, s.d. = 1.87) than patrticipants
in Condition 2 (M =5.62, s.d. = 1.86) also in Iwé&h Hypothesis 1. Note that higher scores on

the distress scale indicate less frustration, aypx&nd uncertainty. Participants reported in
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Condition 1 that they were more dissatisfied (M.497 s.d. =2.75) than in Condition 2 (M =
7.87,s.d. = 2.24).

Reported overall certainty that the decision opsielected was the correct option was
greater in Condition 1(M = 4.51, s.d. = .424) thaxCondition 2 (M = 4.27, s.d. =.373), in line
with Hypothesis 2. In the product selection prefieeeparticipants decide how much they would
prefer to have a larger or smaller selection ofi@®for products, chip flavors or bottled waters.
This is measured as a continuous variable wheraldsslute preference for the 3 product choice
group and 10 = absolute preference for the 15 mtochoice group. The measure assumes
people will report a lower rating to indicate thagfer fewer options to more options. In line
with Hypothesis 3, participants in Condition 1 weredicted to indicate they favored fewer
choices immediately after finishing the decisiosktaelative to participants in Condition 2. The
ratings of preference for product selection sizéuimn 5) was lower in Condition 1 (M = 7.29,
s.d. = 3.25) than in Condition 2 (M = 8.64, s.®2.36).

Overall these differences suggest trends in thextion of the hypotheses, while some of
these differences appear weak. To test the stginifie of these differences Ordinary Least

Squares Regressions were calculated controllinthemwretically relevant variables.

Hypothesis Test Results

Tests of Hypotheses la-1c: Emotions and Importah@asks

Hypotheses 1a predicts that participants that atdistronger feelings about the six
decision task will rate the decisions they madmagse important. Ordinary least squares
regressions of the importance scale scores ortliegpositive emotions scale, and next on the
distress scale, indicated significant correlatibesveen self-report of emotions and the reported
importance of the six decisions (See Table 6). &con the four item positive emotions scale
were significantly and positively related to regalfive item importance of the six decisions (b
=.462, S.E. =.160, p = .006, two-tailed). Scameshe three item distress scale were

significantly and positively correlated with repsdtimportance of the six decisions (b = .238,
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S.E. =.116, p = .046, two-tailed). There was wmidicant relationship between scores on the
three itemDissatisfactiorscale and ratings on the itédmportance of the Decisiorszale. This
supports the assumption that strong feelings axecested with decisions that feel more
important to decision makers. We might expect gjeorieelings in general in Condition 1 as
compared to Condition 2. There is no reason fdowexpect participants would report being
angry, disappointed, or resentful after makingrtdercisions without any interference. This may
be different in experiment B where accessing usafakrmation could change their decisions.

This indicates support for Hypothesis 1a.

Table 7. OLS Regression of Importance Scale Saordzelings Scale Measures
Study 2. Experiment A.

Importance of Decision Task

Positive AB2** .
Emotion Scale (.160)

. -.238*
Distress Scale - (.116)
Intercept 46517 5782

(1.061) (:593)
R 162 .089
df 44 44

Note***p < .001, ** p < .01, *p < .05, two-tailed

Hypothesis 1b predicts that participants in Conoditl will report stronger feelings about
the six decisions made than participants in Comaiiti2. Among the three emotions scales used
to measure positive emotior3istress, and Dissatisfactioonly theDistressscale scores were
significantly different by conditions (See Table Participants in Condition 1 rated themselves
as significantly less uncertain, anxious, and faistl after the six decisions, when compared to
participants in Condition 2 (b =1.20, S.E. = .5p&; .037, two-tailed). Strength of the feelings

of distress in Condition 1 are expected to decrease after making the six decisions in
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Condition 1 relative to Condition 2. Strength ogliegs of positive emotions in Condition 1
were expected to be significantly higher than im@itton 2 however no significant difference

was detected (b = - 481, S.E. =.401, p = .237)s Tridicates partial support for Hypothesis 1b.

Table 8. OLS Regression of Feelings Scale Ratinga@ependent Measures
Study 2. Experiment A.

Positive Emotion Scale Distress Scale

Condition

0 = Condition 1 -.481 1.200*

1 = Condition 2 (.401) (.558)
Intercept 6.719%** 4.181***

(.274) (.381)

R .032 .097
df 44 44

Note:***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05, two-tailed

Hypothesis 1c predicts that participants in Cooditl will report the six decisions they
made were more important on a five item scale graaticipants in Condition 2. While
differences between conditions on the five itemeslraportance of Decisionseasure were in
the predicted direction differences were not sigaiit (b = -.404, S.E. =.464, p = .389).
Hypotheses 1c did not receive support using theléeeport measures of importance. There are
a couple of possibilities for this weak differermween conditions. With stronger feelings
between conditions and stronger feelings indicativgdecisions were more important it is
possible that the manipulation between conditioas t@o weak or the measure of difference in
importance was inadequate. The decisions in batditons should be regarded as non-trivial,
however it seems that with the nature of the decssinvolving leadership, it is essential that
participants in Condition 2 know that they cannetevaluated on their leadership ability by how

they answered the questions. Exit interviews fatigipants in Condition 2 included participants
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who asked for their score on the leadership testlwrs who failed post study the manipulation

check. No participants in Condition 1 failed thespstudy manipulation check.

Tests of Hypotheses 2a and 2b: Threats to IdeatityCertainty

Hypothesis 2a predicts that participants in Cooditl will rate themselves as more
certain about their decisions than participantSamdition 2. Controlling foLead IDscore,
High School G.P.A., Matrices Test score for cogmitability, and year in school the OLS
regression coefficient faConditionindicates that participants in Condition 1 rateelnhselves as
significantly more certain about that the decisoptions they choose were correct than
participants in Condition 2 (b =-.320, S.E. = .15 .004, two-tailed). Lead ID was included
because participants with higher leadership idestare likely to experience identity threats
differently than participants with lower leadersidentities (See Table 8). The student identity
may also play a role in how participants in commfitR perceived the setting, and so High School
G.P.A. and year in School were included as contiar in school was also included because
such a large proportion of the sample was madd apliege seniors and graduate students. It is
reasonable to assume that the threat to leadadsnpty is more salient for participants with
more salient student identities. This is suppobtgd significant coefficient for High School
G.P.A. indicating that students with higher perfamoe in high school reported being less
certain overall (b =-.346, S.E. = .127, p = .0dp-tailed), implying a greater threat to their
leadership identity across conditions when cornitrglfor the significant effect of thelread 1D
score (b =-.149, S.E. =.068, p = .034, two-tailét)pothesis 2a receives support with
participants in Condition 1 reporting grea®@verall Certaintythan participants in Condition 2.

Hypotheses 2b predicts that participants in Coowlifi will rate themselves as less
certain about decisions as the participant’s sttenfjleadership identity, measuredlbsad ID,
increases. We found a nearly significant main effeccLead IDin the regression testing
hypothesis 2a (b =-.140, S.E. = .068, p = .034;taled). This suggests that thead 1D

measure is predicting lower certainty overall relggss of condition. The theory predicts that,
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assuming a perfect between condition manipulatipagjcipants with a more salient leadership

identity should experience a threat to that idgrditly in Condition 1 and not in Condition 2.

Table 9. OLS Regression of Overall Certainty ofdexahip Decisions
on Condition and Control Variables, Study 2, Expemt A (N = 45).

Overall Certainty

Condition
0 = Condition 1 -.320**
1 = Condition 2 (.105)
Leadership Identity Scale -.149*
Avg. (.068)
High School GPA -.346**
(.127)
Year in School -.100
(.059)
Matrices Test Score -.045
(.040)
Intercept 4.380***
(.686)
R 397
df 44

Note:***p < .001, **p = .01, two-tailed, *p = .05, twoatled

Interpretation of regression for hypothesis la alorakes it difficult to determine if the
threat to leadership identity affects the decisiaker’s reported certainty between conditions.
To determine if the effect is present in Conditioand not in Condition 2 or present in both,
independently separate OLS regressions were ctddular each condition as well. The OLS
regression oOverall CertaintyonLead IDlimited to participants in Condition 1 indicatduhat
these participants rated themselves as less caghaad IDscores increased (b =-.218, S.E. =

103, p = .045 two-tailed). OLS regressiorOderall CertaintyonLead IDlimited to
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participants in Condition 2 indicated no significaffect ofLead IDon Overall Certainty(b = -
.042, S.E. =.101, p = .685). This provides supfmrhypothesis 2b indicting that participants’
self-ratings of certainty about decisions when mgkhose decisions could threaten the

maintenance of their self-concept.

Tests of Hypotheses 3a-3c: Threats to Identitylifrgeof Power,
and Preferences for Number of Product Options.

Hypothesis 3a predicts that participants in Cooditl will demonstrate a preference for
a smaller selection of product choices than padicis in Condition 2 immediately following the
six decision task. Hypothesis 3b predicts thatiggents with a highetead IDwill demonstrate
a preference for a larger selection of product @mwimmediately following the six decision
task. Hypothesis 3c predicts that participants pbrt higher ratings of personal power prior to
experimental manipulation will show a preferenced@maller selection of product choices
immediately following the six decision task. Prefece for the product group with fewer options
was regressed dbondition Lead ID, and a pre-test measure of participants’ genesdings of
personal power (Table 9). This regression contdibe the type of product in the selection,
potato chip flavors or bottled watefShips or Watewas entered as a dummy variable with 0 =
chips and 1 = water.

Hypothesis 3a was confirmed. Participants in Caowlit preferred a smaller selection of
product options to choose from than participantSamdition 2 (b = 1.427, S.E. = .693, p = .046
two-tailed). Hypotheses 3b was confirmed. As pgrdiot'sLead IDscore increased their
preference for a larger selection of product oitinchoose from also increased (b = 1.141, S.E.
=.426, p = .011 two-tailed). Hypothesis 3c waspsufed. The participants who rated
themselves as more powerful on a pre-test meastineio general feelings of personal power (
the lower the score on this measure the more paltggowerful they felt) were more likely to
prefer the smaller number of product options toléinger number of product options (b = 1.944,

S.E. =.486, p = .000 two-tailed). The finding fompothesis 3c that participants, who rated
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themselves higher on the scale items measuringgkesonal feelings of freedom to act without
interference, or personal power, were significanityre likely to prefer fewer options. This
lends some support to the validity of the produnciice measure. Support for Hypothesis 3a
suggests that participants in Condition 1 felt mmoe/erful after completing the six leadership

decision task than participants in Condition 2 irdragely following the six decision task.

Table 10. OLS Regression of Independent VariabteBroduct Choices Preference
Study 2. Experiment A.

Product Choices Preference

Condition
0 = Condition 1 1.427*
1 = Condition 2 (.693)
Pretest Global Power Scale 1.944%x
Score (.486)
Leadership Qualities Avg. 1.141*
Score (.426)
Product (ISroup 1 688
0 = Chips (.726)
1 = Water
Intercept -5.604
(3.520)
R 441
df 44

Note:***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05, two-tailed

Hypothesis 3c predicts that participants that repighher ratings of personal power prior
to experimental manipulation will show a preferefarea smaller selection of product choices
immediately following the six decision task. Prefece for the product group with fewer options
was regressed dbondition Lead ID, and a pre-test measure of participants’ genegdings of

personal power (Table 9). This regression contidite the type of product in the selection,
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potato chip flavors or bottled watefShips or Watemwas entered as a dummy variable with 0 =
chips and 1 = water.

Hypothesis 3a was confirmed. Participants in Comlil preferred a smaller selection of
product options to choose from than participantSamdition 2 (b = 1.427, S.E. = .693, p = .046
two-tailed). Hypotheses 3b was confirmed. As pgrdiot'sLead IDscore increased their
preference for a larger selection of product oitnchoose from also increased (b = 1.141, S.E.
=.426, p = .011 two-tailed). Hypothesis 3c waspsufed. The participants who rated
themselves as more powerful on a pre-test meastineio general feelings of personal power (
the lower the score on this measure the more paltggowerful they felt) were more likely to
prefer the smaller number of product options toléinger number of product options (b = 1.944,
S.E. = .486, p = .000 two-tailed). The finding fypothesis 3c that participants, who rated
themselves higher on the scale items measuringgkesonal feelings of freedom to act without
interference, or personal power, were significanityre likely to prefer fewer options. This
lends some support to the validity of the produnciice measure. Support for Hypothesis 3a
suggests that participants in Condition 1 felt mmoeverful after completing the six leadership

decision task than participants in Condition 2.

Study 2, Experiment A Discussion

These findings support the theoretical propositi@t decision options that are useful for
maintaining an existing identity or gaining a brlyasbcially valued identity, are more valuable
to decision makers and so lead them to feel moneedal when able to control their options.

The findings support Hypothesis 3b. Options likele useful for the maintenance of a decision
maker’s self-concept are likely more valued, beedhs threat of a greater loss is facing these
participants when they select an option for eadstten. We could expect to only see this effect
occurring in Condition 1 with a perfect manipulatieesolving any threat that selecting the
wrong option could disconfirm an important identyselecting correctly could confer a

socially valued identity for participants. Howevtre nature of the decision task and the possible
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weak manipulation leaves some uncertainty. Hypethéssted in Study 2, Experiment B regard
the value of options, the maintenance of opticthsniity threat, and effects of identity-
disconfirming information on this outcome measdigese adjustments are made in Study 2,

Experiment B, which is detailed below.
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CHAPTER 7: STUDY 2, EXPERIMENT B METHODS

Introduction to Study 2 Experiment B

Experiment B is a replication of Experiment A wilte addition of useful information
about the decision options available to the panaicts prior to making their decisions. In
addition, the experimental manipulation was strieagéed between conditions after results and
exit interviews from Study 2, Experiment A reveathdt some participants had missed the
onscreen experimental manipulation either by igmpthe instructions or skipping past them.
For Experiment B the between-condition manipulati@s removed from the instructions screen

and presented by a researcher who then asked falpomvanipulation check questions.

Experiment B Design

Experiment B is identical in procedures and pretesExperiment A. As in Experiment
A there were two conditions, Condition 1, more impot decisions and Condition 2, less
important decisions. Participants completed theespratest measures including (1) strength of
leadership identity, (2) the Raven Advanced Magri€est of cognitive ability and as a measure
of engagement in the study, and (3) feelings ofqeal power. These instruments were given
prior to the manipulation and organizational leatigyr decisions task.

The decision task for Experiment B contains arredtenformation screen prior to
participants proceeding to the final decisions eard his screen includes the same decisions
options for each decision used in Experiment A,dultts seven information icons that, when
selected, open a pop-up window containing usefotimation for determining the best decision
option for achieving the decision’s instrumentaalgdime stamps record when icons are
selected and when closed to provide measures @intloeint of time in seconds that participants
spent looking at useful information. Data is alstiected on how many times an information

icon was opened, the answers provided for eaclsideciand all pre- and post-test measures.
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The post-test measures in Experiment B are idditidhose in Experiment A, including
(1) a scale to measure the importance of the aess(2) scales to measure participant’s
emotions after the decisions, and (3) personairfgelof power. After completing surveys,
participants were asked to provide a brief pardgeplaining their reasoning for three
randomly chosen answers they chose during theidedesk. After completing the study, a

researcher conducted an exit interview with maipoih checks and debriefed participants.

Variation in Design Element of Information for Exprent B for

Conditions 1 and 2

The change in the experimental manipulation isudised above in the Chapter 5. In
experiment B for both Condition 1 and Conditiorh2 bpportunity to access useful information
about decision options was added. The video instmg also included an additional tutorial
explaining how to access and use additional inféiongor making better decisions (See
Appendix A, Figures 10 and 11) and described theetkypes of information available. For each
decision in the six decision task, the problem fedlswed by a page presenting three options for
solving the problem. These options are the santieose provided in Experiment A (see
Appendix A, Figure 13). However, in Experiment Bith were seven information icons on each
page (see Appendix A, Figure 13) and participaatst proceed past this page to indicate their
final decision and their degree of certainty in tiption they chose. For each set of options there
were icons indicating one piece of general helpfidrmation as well as “pro” and “con”
information for each of the three options. The &ddal information icon was located to the far
left of the three options. The “pro” and “con” iwere found underneath the option to which
they referred (See Appendix A, Figure 13).

When participants clicked on an information icotinge stamp was recorded in a
separate database. Time stamps indicated the taxacthe icon was selected to the hundredth of

a second. Clicking on an information icon openedralow covering the area where the three
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options appear (See Appendix A Figure 14 — 16). @dréicipant could choose to click a small
“X" in the top corner of the pop-up window to clasand another time stamp would record the
time. The amount of time between any two such eveas later calculated by subtracting the
earlier time form the latter. The options wereigiesd to be of varied levels of attractiveness
with the least satisfying being the correct optiafter completing the six decision task the

participants completed post-study measures iddritidhose in Experiment A.

Conditions for Study 2 Experiment B

Conditions in Study 2, Experiment B similarly vahg importance of the organizational
leadership decisions task between conditions bggihg the definition of the situation for the
decision task. In Experiment B changes were madeetprotocol to strengthen the manipulation
of decision task importance.

Within Experiment A there are two conditions, Cdrmai 1, “Important Decisions” and
Condition 2, “Less Important Decisions”. Within Eeqament B these two conditions are
mirrored, with the same kind of manipulation inteddo make the decision task feel less
important in Condition 2 than in Condition 1. Thetlween condition manipulation in both
Experiments A and B were originally designed tadsntical with the exception that experiment
B added the opportunity to access useful infornmatielpful for making better decisions. This
design was to allow for concurrently running bottp&riments A and B. This would have
allowed direct comparisons between decisions madernidentical conditions with and without
the opportunity for participants to access useftdrimation.

However, the two studies were run consecutively@rahges were made to the
experimental protocol to strengthen the maniputaitioExperiment B. In Experiment B, the
manipulation instructions were delivered first bgeaearcher in person, allowing the researcher
to follow up with manipulation check questions Hrperiment A, participants heard a recording

of the instructions while they were reinforced bytton the screen. In Experiment B the



126

participant saw an instructional video in placeh# audio in Experiment A. Audio instructions
were the same and the video demonstrated how tpleterthe six decision problems and use
the additional useful information to get the cotraeswer. With of the exception of the
strengthened manipulation, additional instructiondéo, and availability of additional
information in Experiment B, all else remained itlead between the two studies.

In both Experiments A and B, two conditions variled importance of the six decision
task by defining the situation differently. Bothnehitions included the possibility for gain or loss
in respect to some aspect of the participant'scmiicept. However, Condition 1 includes a
threat to the maintenance of the decision makeitfscencept with an evaluation of their
performance in a highly valued social role, lealdigrsThe content of the decision task itself is
identical between conditions, and includes a degibeing made by a person who has a
leadership role. Assuming participants’ leaderstigmtity is equally distributed across
conditions by random assignment participants it lsoinditions are expected to feel it is
important to make the best possible decision. Hewegyarticipants in Condition 1 face a real
likelihood of disconfirming a leadership identitfparticipants experience a threat to the
maintenance of their leadership identity, this pared threat likely varies with the strength of
that identity. Assuming that a significant majordtfyparticipants across conditions believe they
would make a good leader, we can expect differebedseen conditions when controlling for

the strength of the participant’s leadership idgnti

Condition 1 Experiment B
In Condition 1, important decisions, participargad text on screen and heard recorded
audio describing the decision task. A cover stoml@ned that researchers were interested in
learning more about participants’ physiologicab@sses to different kinds of decisions. The
introduction to the task explained that the pgsaait would be taking a leadership ability test

while researchers measured their physiologicalaesgs through electrical leads attached to
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their left hand. The manipulation included the dgdion of the types of decisions participants in
each condition were given. In order to increaseptireeived validity of the leadership test, the
instructions described the decision task as thelyEzareer Advancement Natural Leadership
Intelligence Test for Men,” and explained the tgas in use by universities and Fortune 500
companies to gauge leadership aptitude in prosgectb candidates. Additionally, the
introduction told participants that if they wereistied with their score on the test they could
request that the scores be posted on their officialersity transcript. Because the six decisions
task was described as a test and an indicatoadélship aptitude and intelligence, participants
were led to believe that their performance miglavakthem to claim the highly-valued role of
leader. In this way participants could gain or losthe verification of leadership identity
respective of their own self-conceptions.

Instructions also stated the goal in these decsias to select the best option for the
organization. The description included an explamathat the task would include a challenge to
their leadership that had to be resolved to sdiegoroblem. Instructions again emphasized that

the goal was to select the option that was bestdtving the organizations’ problems.

Condition 2 Experiment B

Changes to the experimental protocol were alsaegpd instructions given in Condition
2. A research assistant provided instructions nisgreand a video explained how to use
information to make the decisions. As in Conditignnstructions explained that researchers
were interested in participants’ physiological @sges. However, the importance of the
decisions was reduced relative to Condition 1 lbigrming participants they would be answering
series of questions written by graduate studemtsidipants were told they would be helping
researchers evaluate new graduate students’ ebildidevelop fair, relevant, and sufficiently
difficult questions from using an organization’sttmok. As in Condition 2 of Experiment A,

instructions explained that the questions wereartett of participants’ abilities and would only
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help evaluate whether the instructor wrote goodstioes. All other procedures from Condition
2 of Experiment A were included in Condition 2 offeriment B.

Instructions in both conditions state the goalhafse decisions is to select the best option
for the organization. As in Experiment A, the dgstoon of each decision explained the problem
for the organization and a decision that needdmktmade to solve the problem, again

emphasizing that the goal was to select the begirofor solving the organizations’ problems.

Independent Variables Experiment B

Identity Threat in Decision SituationBhe importance of decisions was altered between
conditions by increasing the level of threat to plaeticipant’s leadership identity. In Condition 1
the threat to the participant’s leadership identigs increased by defining the six decision task
as a standardized test of leadership aptitude.t@rekentity threat in Condition 1 was predicted
to make the decisions feel more important relativ€ondition 2. In Condition 2, threats to
participants’ identities were reduced by makingdeeisions an assessment of graduate students’
guestion writing abilities. In analyses the coratitis entered as a dummy variable where 0 =

Condition 1 and 1 = Condition 2.

Dependent Variables

Preference for Number of Product Choices After Biecis.Immediately after
completing the six decision task in both conditipasticipants received instructions telling them
to use a slide-bar to indicate much they woulderad select from an assortment of three
varieties of a product or an assortment of fiftearieties of the same product (see Appendix A,
Figures 18 and 19). The type of product was rang@alected by the online interface to be
either potato chip varieties or brands of watere Pproducts were pictured, but labels were
blacked out so brands of water and flavors of chipee obscured. The slide-bar indicated a
number between one on the far left and ten onahdadht, with one unit increments in-between.

The instructions explained that 1 indicates theplyi prefer choosing from the three product
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assortment and 10 indicates they highly preferctielg from the fifteen product assortment.
Hypothesis 3 predicts that participants will prefechoose from fewer products after making
more important decisions than when they make lag®itant decisions.

This measure is adapted from prior research by &ted. (2011). They found that
participants who were primed by writing about sitoras where they had control over others
preferred a smaller assortment of products to ahérasn than participants who were primed by
writing about situations where others had contk@rahem. Inesi et al. (2011) predicted that
priming feelings of power by writing about havingvger over others would result in a desire for
fewer choices in a subsequent product selectidienemece task. That research also suggested
that feeling less powerful in a prior situationeomhere participants write about others having
power over them, would result in a desire for nadreices in a subsequent product selection
preference task. Inesi et al. (2011) proposedfédading less powerful meant feeling as if options
were constrained and so these feelings would leaglp to prefer more options in a subsequent
situation. Feeling more powerful means feelingf aptions were unconstrained and so,
participants were expected to prefer fewer optiding theory presented here suggests that the
same options for a decision can become more vauwalén their exclusion threatens the
maintenance of a more valued aspect of the selfequin Therefore decision makers who made
more important decisions should feel more poweaftdr controlling a more valuable resource.
Further, if information has the potential to exaudore valuable options for maintaining
important aspects of the self-concept, the inforomas more likely to be avoided. Being able to
control more valued options is predicted to cauméig@pants to feel more powerful. Accessing
information could restrict access to valued optioasessary for maintaining the self-concept
and achieving the decisions instrumental goals,sipdedicted to make the decision maker feel
less powerful. This disruptive information is pretdid to leave a decision maker feeling less
powerful after making more important decisiongatessing useful information indicating that

identity confirming options are incorrect.
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Average Certainty about Decisions Madertainty was measured after the participant
selected an option for each decision and beforamgan to the next decision. A slide-bar
appeared underneath an option after it was seleatédinchored the slide-bar on the far left,
indicating low certainty and a 7 indicated hightagrty on the far right. The indicator started
centered with a “4” visible underneath. The indicatcould be clicked and dragged to indicate
degree of certainty on the slide-bar (See AppeAdikigure 17). The degree of certainty and the
option selected was recorded as the participaatt=sl the proceed icon at the bottom of each
decision’s options page. The certainty scoreshHersix decisions were averaged to produce a
measure of overall decision certainty. For thidesdaigher scores, closer to seven, indicate
greater average certainty about the six decisiomser scores, closer to 1, indicated lower
overall certainty.

The theory proposes that decisions feel more impbrhen they pose a greater threat to
the maintenance of the self-concept because thsicleenaker has more to lose if they choose
wrongly. Feeling a greater threat to the self-cphgenerates greater uncertainty prior to a
decision and generates greater value for opticetsahl maintain their self-concept. The theory
also proposes that making a decision reduces amagrand causes a decision maker to feel
better. Greater threats to the decision maketfsceacept will increase the value of options that
the decision maker believes will maintain the selficept. If threats to the self-concept create
greater uncertainty for participants whose leadprsientity is at stake, participants are likely to
feel more certain after choosing options they eliwill maintain that identity.

If some options are in fact more valued than otbersause they can either confirm or
confer a new socially valued identity on the personndermine it for those who already held
the identity, then we could expect to €&eerall Certaintyincrease with lower threat and
increase with greater threats to identity. Higleader identity would generate greater
uncertainty. The act of deciding in a way that rnteiims a leader identity under threat should

consequently generate greater certainty. The gréatat to the person’s identity, the greater the



131

value of options that maintain that identity and thore certain the person should be after
choosing that option.

Information Icons Accessedhis variable was a continuous measure. Each time a
participant clicked on an “additional,” “pro” or 6@” icon, the C4 control center registered
which icon was opened, and in which order (See AgpeA Figure 13 -16). The number of
icons opened ranged from 0 (none opened) to 4@k opened).

Average Time in Seconds Participants Spent Lodkirdseful Information and Critical
Information.Each time a participant clicked on an icon, a ppmindow was opened and a time
stamp was recorded by the C4 control center (EXjertWhen the participant clicked again to
close the window, another time stamp (Event 2) igasrded. The time for Event 1 was
subtracted from the time for Event 2 to producettital time an individual window was open.
The total time in seconds that participants spaoitihng at windows for each decision was added
and averaged across all six decision situations.

Further, events were recorded for each individcahitype (pro, con, or additional).
When an event was recorded that corresponded faftivenation specifically designed to direct
the participant to the correct answer, the diffeesim time stamps for that window were coded
as “time looking at critical information.” This iafmation is necessary for analysis of the
differential impact of critical information relatvto other types of information on reported
emotions and product preference ratings.

Time to Answer Decision Problems OverAlltime stamp at the beginning of the first
problem and the final time stamp indicating thetipgrant had completed the six decision
problems were used to calculate the total ovara# participants spent making the decisions.
This variable was a continuous variable, calculatesbconds.

Self-Reported Importance of the Decisions and Itgpae ScaleParticipants answered
seven questions about the importance of the desisia scales ranging from 1 to 10, where one
indicted either “not important” or “not concernealid ten indicted “concerned” or “important”

(see Appendix A, Figure 21). Items included: Kibw concerned were you about what might
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happened to the organization because of your dew$i(2) How important was it for you to
make the best decisions you could? (3)How impomeastit for you to make the decision you
wanted to make without outside interference? (4vktaportant was it for you to recognize
which option was the best for furthering the orgations goals? (5) How important was it to
you to score well on this test? (6)How concerneckweu with how the decisions you made
reflect on the kind of person you are? (7) How intgoat was it for you to do your best while
making these decisions?

These questions were designed to measure diffes@m¢&) how important the decisions
were in each condition, (2) how important the decis were in relation to the strength of
participants leadership identity, (3) how importdrgse questions were between conditions in
relation to pretest strength of leadership idenatyd (4) how important organizational goals
were relative to personal goals. Participants mavslide-bar that was initially centered on “4”
to answer each question. These measures were suamdeveraged to form a scale of
“Importance of the Decisions.”

Self-report of Positive and Negative Emotions anmbions Scale©riginally two
scales, positive feelings and negative feelingsewaeapted from the “POSEMOT scale” (Lucas
and Lovaglia 1998) with the addition of two quesi@about participants level of engagement
and level of uncertainty and presented as eleverastc differential scales asking participants
about how they felt while making the series ofdgcisions (See Appendix A, Figure 20).

Positive emotions were measured with four semaliffierential scales. Participants were
asked to respond to the following questions preskmdividually:(1) How happy did you feel
while making decisions during today’s study? (2\wHatisfied did you feel while making
decisions during today’s study? (3) How excitedyaid feel while making decisions during
today’s study? (4) How engaged did you feel whiding decisions during today’s study?

Seven semantic differential scales collected deganding negative emotions.
Participants were asked to respond to the followjngstions presented individual({t) How

frustrated did you feel while making decisions dgrioday’s study? (2) How anxious did you
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feel while making decisions during today study?H8)v angry did you feel while making
decisions during today’s study? (4) How regretfual yiou feel while making decisions during
today’s study? (5)How disappointed did you feellevinaking decisions during today’s study?
(6) How resentful did you feel while making decisiduring today’s study? (7) How uncertain
did you feel while making decisions during todastisdy? Participants moved a slide-bar that
was initially centered on “4” to answer each questiA high rating indicated that the participant
experienced more positive feelings (Not frustratest,angry, not regretful, etc.) and a lower
rating indicated that the participant experiencedtamegative feelings (Very frustrated, very
angry, very regretful, etc.). Three questions réig@yanxiety, frustration, and uncertaintyere
then averaged to construct thestress ScaleThe answers to these questions were reverse

coded, so that higher scores corresponded to neyatine feelings.

Control Variables

Leadership Identity Strength measufer the leadership identity measure participants
rated themselves on thirty terms using a slidetbandicate on a 1 to 7 scale, where 1 indicated
the term “does not describe you at all” and 7 iathd the term “describes you very well”. The
actual scale for leadership identity consisteceafftom the thirty items averaged (see Appendix
A, Figure 2). These ten items together were detethby results in study 1 to form a valid
indicator of strength of a person’s leadership iignThese ten terms welrisy, certain,
unshakable, self-assured, decisive, mature, indg@nassertive, virtuous, shows good
judgment.

General Feelings of Powerlessness Schltes measure was adapted from scales
developed by Nesler et al. (1999). The scales wegmally developed to measure personal
feelings of power, based on what these authorsreef¢o as “global social power.” Our
“feelings of personal power” measure was derivedhfscales included in the “global social

power” measure which included several subscalestbais French and Raven’s (1959) bases of
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power. These subscales had both status and posveerls and the questions selected and
adapted for this measure were more closely relat®deber’'s (1922) definition of power as the
ability to realize one’s own will or gain one’s owrterest against the resistance of others
([1922] 1946: 180). The scales measured the paaiits’ perceptions that they had a personal
capacity to act in accord with their own will oethbility to cause others to act in accord with
their will. While these measures can, in some dedre interpreted in ways that may conflate
answers with self-perceptions of status, the szsil@ whole is meant only as a measure of
personal feelings about one’s own power to actautltonstraint (see Appendix A, Figure 5 and
6). The questions for this scale were taken froreelsubscales originally. These were the (1)
global power (2) resistance and control and (3)m@nce subscales. The personal feelings of
power scale was made up of the following questtoneflect a person’s general sense of their
opportunities to act in line with their own will tw cause others to bend to their will) How

likely are others to get what they want from yo2)?How likely are you to get what you want
from other people? (3)How easily convinced are tokaharder at work on school projects when
urged to by others? (4)How likely are your opiniaiso-workers or classmates to be affected
by the views of others? (5) How likely are youebthe credit you deserve for the work that you
do? (6) How much do you worry about how other pedipink of you? (7) How likely are you to
change your mind when others disagree with you™(8y likely are you to act in accord with
the wishes of others even when they conflict vathr pwn?

The pretest for participant’s general feelings @ivpr was included as both a control
measure and to address a possible alternativeraatya for why people’s sense of power was
affected in the experiment. The measure could detprmine support for or undermine
theoretical explanation for suggesting that deaisiptions feel more valuable when the self-
concept is threatened. In conjunction with expentrB this control measure may help isolate
and support explanations in the theory about whaes the observed effects. The general power
pretest indicates how powerful participants peregithemselves to be at the beginning of the

study by indicating how much control they believlkdy had over experiences in their lives.
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These measures were captured using a slide-ba semdpoint scale where 1 = not likely
10 = likely or 1 is worried and 10 = not worriedv@ questions, numbégR) “How likely are you
to get what you want from other peopletid numbe(5)” How likely are you to get the credit
you deserve for the work that you doére reverse coded and then all items were averfaged
each participant. A higher score indicates a pefsels generally less powerful and able to enact
their own will and a lower score indicates a perfaais generally more powerful and able to

enact their own will.

Raven Advanced Matrices Decision Task Prefids. Raven’s Advanced Progressive
Matrices Test (Raven, Raven, and Court 2004) wasldped as a cross-cultural intelligence test
made up of sixty progressively more difficult mplé choice problems. A selection of the first
ten problems from the Raven Advanced Matrices GognAbility test was included in the
pretests for this study because performance o fieblems can indicate a participant’s level
of engagement in the study. Ample time (6 minute$ 40 seconds) was provided to finish this
portion of the study. College students should Hatle trouble getting a score of 5 or above, and
so scores lower than 5 serve as a proxy for engagieom the part of participants. Level of
engagement is important because (1) low engagegmewides an alternative explanation for not
accessing useful information (2) indicates partioips predisposed to treat the following
decision questions as a trivial task (3) serves @antrol of participants whose lack of
engagement leaves them unlikely to be affectedhbyrtanipulation or provide useful data. The
guestions also serve as measures of cognitiveyahild will serve to determine a baseline for
each participant’s galvanic skin response readilugsg decision-making in later analyses.
Comparisons of biometric readings from this initedk and the post-manipulation decision task
can serve to determine the relative arousal ofgiaaints between conditions and by the strength
of their leadership identities.

The design of these problems as the recognitigeoimetric patterns rather than story

problems is useful here because geometric patéeengnlikely to evoke feelings associated with
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other socially related meanings that might be foumnaord problems (See Appendix A, Figure 3
and 4). Feelings that occur while making thesesil@ts can be assumed to result from the level
of difficulty of problems. In later analysis notty@nducted the galvanic skin responses
measured while answering these problems can seradaseline measure for each individuals
galvanic skin response while making decisions &ederage response while answering could
be used to compared to with galvanic skin respoes@ings taken while participants are
selecting an option for making each of the orgaronal leadership decisions. Planned analysis
includes between and within each condition assestsnoé differences in response from baseline
readings in respect to the strength of the leaderdbntity measure for experiment A.
Additionally the same test would be applied in expent B as well as efforts to detect changes
in galvanic skin response when participants aceaseus types of useful information to make

decisions in experiment B and when they do not.

Average Read Time for Problenfk®r each decision, a “problem” screen containiniy on
the problem to be solved, the decision to be mawleé the goal of the decision was presented to
participants. A proceed button on the screen padhis one recorded a time-stamp indicating
the participant began reading the problem. A buttotthe bottom of the problem screen was
also marked proceed. When participants clickechanltutton to proceed to view their options
for solving the problem, another time stamp wasmeed to indicate the participant proceeded to
the options. The time difference between the “pedd® options” event and the “began reading
problem” event was calculated for each of the sgislon problems. Amounts of time (in
seconds) reading problems were added and averagesbdhe six decision problems. This
controls for the reading speed of participants pstantial covariate impacting how much

information they might have been willing to accpasr to making the decision.

Product Group.The product choice measure was developed in litle wesi et al.

(2011) however the variety of products was cut dénem four products to two because the
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original measure as outlined found no differendsvben products. However, we controlled for
product group and found differences in reportedgpemce for number of choices in respect to
product (see Appendix A Figure 18 and 1oduct Groupwvas coded as a dummy variable for

analysis where “0” was chips choices and “1” wasawahoices.

Year in SchoolYear in school was a demographic variable colleptéat to participants
entering the study room. Participants were readuiteer summer and the beginning of fall
semester. Participants in summer tended to be atwa&nced students than participants in the
fall, and some of the students during summer sesgave from a local community college. This
variable allows control for experience that migtieet certainty in decisions, feelings of power,
or leadership identity. It was coded as a 5-levdirmal variable where 1 = Freshman, 2 =

Sophomore, 3 = Junior, 4 = Senior, and 5 = Gradgatdent.

High School Grade Point Averagk.demographics questionnaire asked participants to
report their high school grade point average. Gpauet average was used as a control in later

regression analyses, as it may reflect a partitipability to make decisions.

Procedures for Experiment B

Initial Pretest Procedures
Procedures for experiment B remained identicartz@dures for experiment A up to the
manipulation with the exception of setting the ingpage to study B. Condition was randomly
assigned by coin flip prior to set up. Participam&se given the additional instruction to push the
black call button to summon the researcher aftestiing the Lead ID measure, the matrices
pretests, and the following personal power suriRed text in bold was added to the page that
appear immediately after completing personal pasmevey instructing the participant to “please

stop here, push the black call button and waitHerresearcher to return.
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New Between Conditions Manipulation

When the researcher returned to the study roognfitst asked the participant if they
had any problems, told them that the pretests atelicthe biometric equipment was working,
and explained they would now begin the main patstiudy. The researcher then explained that
they would be reading directly from a script tolasshat everyone heard exactly the same
instructions and would be asking a couple follonquestions to make sure the instructions were
clear. They then told the participant if they weat able to answer the questions they would
read the script over again for them and ask a setiore. The follow up questions were in fact a
manipulation check and the script varied accordgiingondition (See Appendix B). The follow
up questions asked the participant to (1) expldiatwwhe researcher were interested in learning
about in today’s study (2) what were the reseaschgerested in measuring (3) and what would
they be doing for the main part of the study.

In Condition 1, the participant needed to be ablartswered the follow questions with
some variant of (1) researchers were trying to owera leadership test (2) researchers are
interested in biometric readings of participantslevthey answer various types of leadership
guestions (3) they would be taking a leadershifiag# test. In Condition 2, the participant need
to answer with some variant of (1) researchersreeested in evaluating the quality of
guestions produced by graduate students for anenlass on complex organizations (2)
researchers are interested in biometric readingjsegparticipant while they answer questions
written by various students (3) they will be answgiguestions written by graduate students for
an online course in organizations and leadershitlais was not a test. Using information
gleaned from exit interviews in experiment A, thetruction for Condition 2 emphasized that
the participant was not taking a test and thereldvba no way to determine a score or measure
their performance. Despite these instructions spangcipants in Condition 2 answered that they
would be taking a leadership test. If this answas @iven the instructions were reread and the
guestions asked again. No participant needed #trigtions read more than twice in either

condition. The instructions for participants in @dion 1 included the caveat that if they were
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interested in knowing how they scored on the lestiprtext after the study they could ask the
researcher for a unique code and web addresscthay use to log onto a website later in
private and check out their performance.

The participant was instructed to click on the pext button and follow the onscreen
instructions as soon as the researcher lest thm.rdbe text and audio description of the
instructions they had just been given and additiorsdructions on how to answer the decision
problems using the helpful information availabl@isTincluded a short onscreen film of a
sample question being answered with text that destithey type of information they would see

by clicking on various information icons (see ApgenA, Figures 10 and 11).

Post Tests Procedures

After the participant completed the three six dieeis task, the product preference task,
the posttests for feelings about the decisionspimapce of the decisions, and a posttest measure
of personal power they saw a screen with red teattinstructed them to remove the biometric
leads attached to their fingers with Velcro andaimove their arm form padded cradle so they
could use the keyboard to explain a few of thegvaars. Answers from three of the six questions
were randomly selected by the computer programappeared one at a time with a text box
below (see Appendix A, Figure 24). The questiomréar decision X you answered Y” and the
option selected by the participant was shown orstiheen with the instructions “please explain
why you choose this answer.”

After the participant finished explaining the thiseswers they reached the final screen
for the study with a message that said “Thank Jfdwe study is now complete. Your session key
is DLS xxx. Please wait for C.P. Kelley” (see ApdenA, Figure 25) Participants then signaled

the researcher by pressing the black call button.

Exit Interview Procedures



140

When the researcher entered the study room, thggndey saying “thank you for being
in the study, | need you to fill out a brief form we can pay you and get you on your way,
where are you headed after this?” This first qoestvas in fact part of the exit interview and
was meant as a check to determine of the partitipgshbeen motivated to finish the study more
quickly because they had an appointment or classeigmtely following the hour their session
was scheduled.

The researcher asked the participant to move ovaisecond table in the room where
they had put their phone and book bag prior torb@gg the study and sat down across from the
participant. Next the researcher handed the ppatitia clipboard with a pay voucher attached, a
pen, and an envelope with a twenty dollar visa esncdosed. The researcher then asked “do you
mind if | ask you a few questions about the stuefpte | debrief you on the study, you have
already been paid so you are not obligated to anamyghing. It will just help us out if you don’t
mind.” All participants agreed to answer questi®se Appendix B). The researcher would also
note in the log book at this time or if anytimeidgror after the interview the participant asked
for the website address and code to view theiresgdrom Condition 1, and if any participant
from either condition asked how well they had doneahe test. If the participant asked about
their performance and was in Condition 1 it wasedas a successful manipulation check. If a
participant in Condition 2 asked about their paerfance on the test it was noted as problematic
manipulation in the log book however no particiganere dropped from the study. Later checks
indicated that participants with very high scoraglee leadership identity strength measure were
more likely to ask about their performance in bathditions.

The researcher then asked participants if theyangdgroblems or difficulties with the
study and if so to describe the problem. A few nwgred some technical issues but none had
guestions about the study content. Next they wekedato explain what the study was about and
what the researchers were measuring. This was gutation check. The researcher completed
the series of exit interview questions thank theigigant again for being in the study and for

being willing to answer questions afterwards tglait. Finally the researcher debriefed the
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participants telling them that the study had twoditons, describing the two, and that what the
study was designed to determine was how peopleingathation to make decisions that were
more or less important to the participants. Theassher asked the participant to keep the details
of the study confidential until the following senesso other had a chance to participate. The
researcher explained it was Ok to tell friends thagt been in a study where they made decisions
in the sociology lab and to tell others whethenat they felt it was a worthwhile experience.
The researcher then showed the participant battletavaiting room so they could leave the lab.
Of all the data collected during this study, datagalvanic skin responses, order of
information, use, timing of many events, and calttahs on exit interview data will be analyzed
later for use in future research. The results rejplonere reflect only the hypotheses presented

above as an investigation of the theory.

Planned Analyses

Hypothesis 4 predicts that participants making niomgortant decisions will make
decisions more quickly than participants making llesportant decisions. Hypothesis 4 will be
tested with OLS regressions Bbtal Answer Timen Condition, Lead ID Score, Total Reading
Time,and whether participants were born in the UnitedeSt Decision time is likely to be
impacted by whether a participant’s leadershiptithers threatened, so accounting tarad ID
Scorewill allow comparisons between conditions as \aslfor analysis of the effectslo¢ad ID
on total time a participant took to answer questidrhe total reading time could reflect
participant differences in reading ability rathiean differences in their response to the
experimental manipulation. Therefore, controlling feading time is necessary to investigate the
effects ofConditionandLead ID Scoreon the time spent by participants solving the [@ols.
Finally, given that reading time may also be a#ddby whether participants grew up reading
English, and s®orn in the U.Swas used as a control variable. Further, it caprbdicted that
participants experiencing threats to identity #&ely to make decisions more quickly than those

that are not. Therefore, extended Hypothesis 4beillested with separate regressioniseaid
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ID ScoreonTotal Answer Timén each condition. If participants in Conditiowith higher

Lead ID Scoresnake decisions more quickly than participants \Wther Lead ID Scoresand

this relationship is not seen in Condition 2, fhigvides support to the claim that identity threats
are affecting how quickly people with strong leat@p identities made their decisions.

Hypothesis 5 predicts that participants making nioygortant decisions will look at less
useful information than participants making lespamtant decisions. Further, participants with
stronger leadership identities should be more thresl by information, and so look at less
information in Condition 1 than participants witleaker leadership identities. Access to
information was measured in two ways: (1) How masgful information icons participants
opened, and (2) the number of icons that wouldtgbem directly to the correct solution,
hereafter referred to as critical information. Ode§ressions dihformation Icons Openeand
Total Critical Information Icons Openexh Lead ID ScorendConditionwill be conducted.

Hypothesis 6 predicts that participants making niongortant decisions (Condition 1)
will feel more certain after those decisions thartipipants making less important decisions
(Condition 2). If participants feel positive ematgowhen they can reduce uncertainty through
decision-making, then these positive feelings sthbel greater when the decision is more
important. Further, these positive feelings shomtticate to participants they reached the correct
solution more when the decisions are more impar&min Experiment A, certainty was
measured on a 7-point slide-bar where 1 = veryi@iceand 7 = very certai@verall Certainty
will be regressed o@onditionandAverage Total Critical Informatiofiime(in seconds), as
critical information was expected to cast doubsome options relative to others.

Hypothesis 7 predicts that participants will reggironger feelings when making more
important decisions. A related prediction can belendat looking at critical information will
result in participants reporting less positive iflags when making more important decisions.
Both of these predictions are tested. The posfaeéngs and distress scale developed for Study
2, Experiment A will be entered into OLS regressiémotions scales will be regressed on a

dummy variable foCondition the continuous variablBotal Critical Information Accessednd
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Raven Test Scorélypothesis 7 will be supported if participantandition 1, more important
decisions, report stronger positive and weaker tnegéeelings than participants in Condition 2,
less important decisions. Further, if critical inf@tion reduces the viability of options useful for
the maintenance of the decision-maker’s self-cota¢ken looking at more critical information
should be related to less positive emotions.

Hypothesis 8 will be tested by analyzing the effeatritical information and leadership
identity on how many products participants prefémeechoose from in a subsequent decision
task. The key difference between Experiment A axgeEment B is that participants in
Experiment B have the opportunity to access usefatmation to make their decisions. If
information represents a loss of control over densto decision makers, then participants who
look at more critical and useful information shotédl less powerful and prefer more products
than participants who look at less critical infotioa.

Further, participants with stronger leadership idiexs should find critical and useful
information more threatening to the maintenancteir self-concept. This is the case
particularly if the decision options that are meatued for maintaining the self-concept could be
excluded from consideration by not accessing aattadiinformation. If this threat makes
participants with stronger leadership identitiesd fess powerful, this is likely to impact their
preference for the number of choices presentedsubaequent decision task, as demonstrated in
Experiment A. An OLS regression will investigateetier participants’ who look at more
critical information and who have stronger leadgrstientities preferred to choose from fewer
products than participants with weaker leaderdihgmiities, and whether this effect was

observed by condition.
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CHAPTER 8: STUDY 2, EXPERIMENT B RESULTS

Introduction

Results presented here tested the following priedist (1) Participants making more
important decisions will make those decision marekl]y than participants making less
important decisions, (2) Participants making manpartant decisions and who have higher
leadership ID scores will access less useful in&giom for making important decisions than
participants making more important decisions wheeHawer leadership ID scores, (3)
Participants making more important decisions wallbore certain of their decisions than
participants making less important decisions, @j}iBipants who access more useful
information for making more important decisionslwéport less certainty than participants who
access less useful information for making more ingra decisions, (5) Participants who access
more useful information will report less positiva@tions than participants who access less
useful information, and (6) Participants who lookrere critical information while making
decisions will prefer more products than particigamho look at less critical information, due to
the ability of information to exclude from consid&on choices that are consistent with the
participant’s self-concept. Further, participantthvgtronger leadership identities in Condition 1,
more important decisions, should prefer choosinghfan assortment of more products than
participants with weaker leadership identities.

Experimental sessions for Study 2, Experiment Beveenducted in the Fall Semester of
2013. Participants were undergraduate men at a Midwestern university. As in Study 2,
Experiment A, participants were randomly assigroepdrticipate in the “Natural Leadership
Test” (Condition 1) or the “Evaluation of Gradu&tident Questions” (Condition 2) (see
Appendix A Figure 8a and 8b as well as AppendixNd@asures and procedures for Experiment
B were the same as in Experiment A, though asradlin Chapter 7 the instructions given to

participants were altered to strengthen the thoelgadership identity between conditions.
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Participants

One-hundred and two participants were recruitedesgreriment B. As in Experiment A,
all participants were men. Fifty-seven percerthefsample fell between the ages of 17 and 19.
Hence, the sample for Experiment B contains amiffeage distribution than the sample
recruited for Experiment A, which consisted of mpneiors, seniors, and graduate students. The
majority (85.1%) of participants were European Aicear and born in the United States (92.1%).
Ten percent of the sample reported their race asalf American. Forty-two percent of
participants were freshmen, 17% were sophomorés,\#&re juniors, 15% were seniors, and
1% (one participant) was a graduate student. Twiicgents were excluded for equipment
failure and for receiving different instructionsathother participants. Four participants were
excluded for Raven Matrices test scores lower tharhis yielded ninety-six participant sessions

for analysis.

Descriptive Statistics for Measures Used in Hyps#isel ests

Descriptive statistics in Table 10 show that pgrtiats who are making more important
decisions (Condition 1) open more information ic@ds= 19.22, s.d. = 12.65) than participants
making less important decisions (Condition 2, M5:1B0, s.d. = 9.141). Participants in
Condition 1 also spend more time on average looatngseful information (M = 12.75, s.d. =
13.59) than participants in Condition 2 (M = 9.65%]. = 7.85). As in Experiment A, participants
making more important decisions also preferrechtmose from a smaller assortment of products
(M =7.14, s.d. = 3.12) than participants makirgslenportant decisions (M = 7.60, s.d. =
3.167). Participants making more important deaisialso took longer overall to complete the
decisions than participants making less importaetsions. However, participants making more
important decisions spent less time in secondsrerage looking at critical information (M =
41.57, s.d. = 52.16) than participants making ilegsrtant decisions (M = 48.47, s.d. = 99.51).
These participants in Condition 1 also spent liess teading the problems (M = 108.65, s.d. =

22.14) than participants making less importantslens in Condition 2 (M = 111.68, s.d. =
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20.06). Hypothesis tests will be used to deterrfifteadership identity affects these differences
between conditions, with those reporting a higkadership identity more likely to avoid
information in Condition 1, prefer fewer producsd less likely to access useful information for
making their decisions.

As a manipulation check, conditions were comparethe seven item importance of
decisions measure using a directional independanpkes t-test. Results show that participants
in Condition 1, more important conditions, reportkd decisions were more important than

participants in Condition 2, less important deaisi¢t = 1.817¢.f.= 87, p = .037, one-tailed).

Table 11. Means (Standard Deviations) for Depentanbles
Conditions 1 and 2, Experiment B.

Average Avg.Read Post-Test Post-Test Timeto Raven

Time Spent  Time for Positive Negative Answer Test
on Critical Problems Feelings  Feelings . Score
Information (in Scale Scale (in q
Icons, in Seconds) seconds)
Seconds
Condition 1 41.57 108.65 6.87 4.32 817.70 8.63
(52.16) (22.14) (1.45) (1.94) (349.59) (1.35)
N = 46 N = 46 N =49 N =49 N = 46 N =49
Condition 2 48.47 111.68 6.27 4.85 723.06 8.57
(99.51) (20.056) (1.45) (1.66) (221.18) (1.47)
N =44 N = 47 N = 47 N = 47 N = 47 N = 47

Hypothesis Test Results

Hypothesis 4: Time Taken to Make Decisions
Hypothesis 4 predicts that participants making mioygortant decisions will make
decisions more quickly than participants making iesportant decisions. Based on descriptive

statistics, it appears that participants in Cooditl, more important decisions, actually took
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longer to make decisions than participants in Coorali2, less important decisions. However, it
IS necessary to investigate the impact of idemtityhow quickly participants answered. Decision
time is likely to be impacted by whether or not gaticipant’s leadership identity was
threatened by the decision. If identity threat nsatkee decisions important for some participants,
while the opportunity for gaining a valued identimyakes the decisions important for others,
these two groups may differ in how long they takentake the decisions. Total answer time is
also a function of how long it took participantsréad the problems and come to a solution, and
this may be impacted by the participant’'s comman8nglish. Condition(0 = Condition 2, 1 =
Condition 1),Lead ID scoretotal reading timeand whether the participant wasrn in the

United State¢l = born in the U.S., 0 = born outside the Uv)e entered into an OLS

regression predicting the total time participantskito finish the decision task.

Table 12. OLS Regression of Average Answer Timénoependent Variables
Study 2. Experiment B.

Average Time to Answer Scenarios (in seconds)

Leadership Identity Avg. Score -107.31**
(40.134)
Condition 118.93*
(57.883)
Avg. Read Time for Problems (in 3.140*
Seconds) (1.379)
Born Outside U.S. -172.89
(117.69)
Intercept 895.40***
(249.031)
R 165
df 91

Notes:***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 (two-tailed)
Results show a significant impact©@énditionon the total time participants took to make
all decisions (b =118.93, S.E. = 57.883, p = .@d8;tailed) though the result is in the opposite

direction to that predicted by Hypothesis 4 (sebl@41). However, the coefficient faead 1D
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Score(b =-107.31, S.E. = 40.13, p = .009, two-tailedyws that participants with higher
leadership identity scores took less time to cotegdiee decision task than participants with
lower leadership identity scores. When regressemasonducted b@ondition the coefficient

for Lead ID Scores significant in Condition 1 (b =-175.17, S.E58.26, p = .004, two-tailed)
but not in Condition 2 (b =-6.202, S.E. = 50.50F .903). This suggests that participants in
Condition 1 whose identities were threatened byd#n@sion indeed made their decisions more
quickly. Therefore, hypothesis 1 is partially sugpd, in that participants whose identities are

threatened make their decisions more quickly.

Hypothesis 5: Identity and Accessing Useful Infotioma

Hypothesis 5 predicts that participants with higleadership identity scores will access
less useful information than participants with leweadership identity scores. Access to
information was measured in two ways: (1) How masgful information icons participants
opened, and (2) number of icons that would poiettho the correct solution, hereafter referred
to as critical information.

OLS regressions dhformation Icons OpeneandTotal Critical Information Icons
OpenedonLead ID ScoreandConditionwere conducted (see Table 12). Raven test scages w
used as an indicator of cognitive ability. If panpiants with greater cognitive ability are less
likely to let feelings affect their behavior duridgcisions, then high&aven test scorese
likely to be correlated with a greater number dbrmation icons opened. The results show that
participants with highetead ID Score®pened significantly fewer information icons dgrithe
study (b =-4.257, S.E. = 1.54, p = .007, two-tHilhan participants with lowéread ID scores
Conditionwas a significant predictor of the number of imf@tion icons opened, though the
coefficient indicates participants opened morenmiation icons in Condition 1, more important
decisions (b = 4.634, S.E. = 2.209, p = .039, tated). However, Hypothesis 5 receives some
support in that participants theorized to be tleeatl by useful information, those with higher

Lead ID Scoresopened significantly fewer pieces of informattban participants with a lower
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Lead ID Score Further, the significant impact béad ID Scoren Condition 1 (b =-6.018, S.E.
=2.32, p =.013, two-tailed) is weaker in Conditd (b = -2.099, S.E. = 1.947, p = .287, two-

tailed), as might be expected given decisions indimn 2 were less important.

Table 13. OLS Regressions of Information Varialwed.ead ID Score
Study 2, Experiment B.

Useful Information

Total Critical Information Icons Opened
Icons Opened

Leadership Identity -4.257** -.606**
Score (1.535) (.216)
Condition 677*
0=Cond 2 (4262?63 (.311)
1=Cond1
Intercept 35.580*** 4.937***
(9.459) (1.059)
R 109 113
df 94 94

Note: **p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05, two-tailed

The total amount of critical information particigaooked at was also regressed_ead
ID ScoreandCondition These findings are similar to those fotal information icons opened
Participants with a highdread ID Scordooked at significantly less critical informatid = -
.606, S.E. =.216, p = .006, two-tailed) than pgvénts with a lower leadership identity score.
Participants in Condition 3 on average looked atenwoitical information icons (b = .677, S.E. =
311, p =.032, two-tailed). Again, the effecti@fad ID scoreonamount of critical information
is significant in Condition 1 (b =-.770, S.E. 323 p = .025, two-tailed) and not significant in
Condition 2 (b =-.404, S.E. = .270, p = .141, timded). This provides further support to

Hypothesis 5.
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Hypothesis 6: Certainty of Participants Making Mord_ess
Important Decisions

Hypothesis 6 predicts that participants making mimqgortant decisions (Condition 1)
will feel more certain after those decisions thartipipants making less important decisions
(Condition 2). If participants feel positivelyy reducing uncertainty through decision-making,
then these positive feelings should be greater vinewlecision is more important. Further, these
positive feelings should indicate to participamsyt reached the correct solution more when the
decisions are more important. As in Experimentektainty was measured on a 7-point slide-bar
where 1 = very uncertain and 7 = very cert@wuerall Certaintywas regressed ddonditionand
Average Total Critical Informatiofiime(in seconds), as critical information was expedted
cast doubt on some options relative to others.

Results indicate that participants who made mopomant decisions in Condition 1
reported significantly greater certainty (b = .38 = .145, p = .025, two-tailed) than in
Condition 2 (see Table 13). Further, while nohgigant, the coefficient foAverage Total
Critical Information Timgb =-.013, S.E. = .007, p = .051, two-tailed) sates that participants
who spent a longer time looking at critical infoiima were indeed less certain about their
decisions. Separate regressions were run to igagstthe impact ohverage Total Critical
Information Timeon Certaintyin each condition. A significant relationship wasnd between
CertaintyandAverage Total Critical Information Tima Condition 1 (b =-.020, S.E. =.008, p
=.014, two-tailed), but not in Condition 2 (b 42 S.E. =.012, p = .309, two-tailed).

Hypothesis 7: Important Decisions, Accessing Caltic
Information, and Reported Feelings
Hypothesis 7 predicts that participants will repgironger feelings when making more
important decisions. A related prediction can belendat looking at critical information will
result in participants reporting less positive ifl@gs when making more important decisions.

Both of these predictions are tested in this sactibhe positive feelings scale developed for
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Study 2, Experiment A was regressed on a dummyblgriforCondition the continuous
variableTotal Critical Information AccessedndRaven Test Scor&his analysis shows that
participants in Condition 1 reported more positeelings (b = .652, S.E. =.293, p =.028, two-
tailed) than participants in Condition 2. This sopp Hypothesis 7. Further, a negative and
significant relationship is found betweg&ntal Critical Information AccesseahdPositive
Feelings(b = -.216, S.E. =.094, p = .025, two-tailed)tgants making more important
decisions felt more positively after the study, mported less positive feelings for every piece

of critical information they accessed.

Table 14. OLS Regression of Certainty on Condiiod Average Time
Looking at Critical Information, Study 2, Experintdh

Overall Certainty

ndition
COO(i C?ondition 2 ('313;?)
1 = Condition 1 '
Avg. Total Critical Info Time -.013
(in seconds) (.007)
Intercept 5.678***
(.123)
R .079
df 99

Notes:***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 (two-tailed)

Hypothesis 8: Information Use, Leadership Idenatyd Product
Preference
Hypothesis 8 predicts that participants who acoem® useful or critical information for
making an important decision will prefer to choésen a larger assortment of products than
participants who access less useful or criticadnmiation. The key difference between
Experiment A and Experiment B is that participantExperiment B have the opportunity to

access useful information to make their decisitinaformation represents a loss of control over
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decisions to decision makers, then participanth stitonger leadership identities should find the
information more threatening to the maintenancteir self-concept. This is the case
particularly if the decision options that are meatued for maintaining the self-concept could be
excluded from consideration by accessing additioxfalmation. If this threat makes
participants with stronger leadership identitiesd fess powerful, this is likely to impact their
preference for the number of choices presentedsubaequent decision task, as demonstrated in
Experiment A.

The number of products preferred was regressetlepdrticipants’ access of useful
information. In a model regressing the number ofdpcts preferred o8ondition, Product
Group (Chips or WatergndAverage Time Spent Looking at Critical Informatitmere are no
significant effects of these variables Broduct Choice Preferencklowever, in regressions on
each condition separatelyerage Time Spent Looking at Critical Informatsgnificantly
predicted the number of products from which pgoaais preferred to choose, but only in
Condition 1, more important decisions (b = .07&.S- .034, p = .049, two-tailed). This means
that for every 15 seconds participants spent vigwritical information in Condition 1, their
preference rating for more products went up byiatp®his provides support for Hypothesis 8.

Further, given the ways in with the Product Chdtceference measure have been used in
past research, it makes sense to isolate the ffétnoking at information in the last decisions
scenario on product choice preference ratiRgsduct Choice Preferencgas regressed dread
ID Score, Condition, Product Group (Chips or WatandTotal information icons openddr
each of the decision scenarios. Of particular@stis the effect of looking at information in
Scenario F, “Request for Time Off.” The coeffidiéor Total Info Used in Decision “Request
for Time Off,”was positive and significant (b = .529, S.E. #4241 = .015, two-tailed). This

provides additional support for Hypothesis 8.
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Table 15. OLS Regression of Product Choice Preteren the Amount
of Useful Information Accessed, with Controls, St Experiment B.

Product Choice Preference

Condition
0 = Condition 2 (5(152)
1 = Condition 1 '
Lead ID Score 481
(.506)
Amount of Info Used, “Bradford Arena” -.101
(.196)
Amount of Info Used, “Investment Group” -.236
(.231)
Amount of Info Used, “Promotion Choice” .087
(.236)
Amount of Info Used, “Employee Complaint” -.306
(.214)
Amount of Info Used, “New Assistant Director” .015
(.251)
Amount of Info Used, “Request Time Off” .529*
(.214)
Product Group ( Chips or Water) 1.076
(.776)
Intercept 4.820
(2.802)
R 135
df 94

Notes:***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 (two-tailed)

An OLS regression was also conducted regressinguhwer of products participants
preferred on participatead ID ScoreandCondition Against predictions, there was no
significant impact of.ead ID ScoreonProduct Choice Preferenc@articipants with higher
leadership identity scores preferred more choicessubsequent task than participants with a

lower leadership identity score but this differemaes not significant (b =.736, S.E. = .446, p =
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.051, one-tailed). However, this weak effect appéatbe driven by participants in Condition 2,
less important decisions. Participants with stromgadership identities in Condition 2 preferred
to choose from more products than participants wigaker leadership identities (b = 1.070, S.E.
=.664, p = .114, two-tailed). No significant impat Lead IDonProduct Choice Preference
was found in Condition 1, though the effect ishe same direction as in Condition 2 (b = .464,
S.E. =.607, p = .448, two-tailed). Participantgwatronger leadership identity scores preferred
to choose from fewer options in both conditiond,these relationships were not statistically

significant.

Exit Interview Responses

The exit interview for Experiment B included a nwuenlbf additional questions. The
initial questions served as a manipulation cheatesgribed in the design section. Several
additional questions assessed elements of theimgm@rrelated to the use of helpful information
during the six decision task.

After the initial manipulation check questions tleeearcher next asked participants if,
after reading the leadership scenarios, there amyescenarios they felt more surely about than
others, and if so to give an example. This questias intended to determine which question
each participant might have felt was most importktdst commonly indicated were the (1)
Employee request for Time Off, (2) Handling Compéaits, and (3) Bradford Arena Problem.

The researcher then explained they were goingk@ asuple questions that might sound
redundant, like they were asking the same thingsetvand requested the participant to listen
carefully so they would recognize the differencke Tesearcher asked “How important was it to
you that you give the answer you felt was the riging to do in each case? In a sense, how
much did you want to be “right” while answering tipgestions? Can you tell me on a scale from
1 to 10?” This was intended as an additional meastinow important the decisions were to the
participant. Next the researcher asked “How impantzas it to you to give the correct answer

according to the experts who designed the testd/@amalso tell me on a scale from 1 to 10 how
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important was it for you to give the answer theeripwould say was right?” This question was
intended to assess how important it was to theggaaiht to maintain their leadership identity
regardless of the additional helpful informatioeyttaccessed. Not all participants responded to
all questions and there was variation in the priadiem of the exit interviews.

Participant responses to these questions provgighhinto participant motivations
during the decision task. Participants in Conditilalended to give a higher response rating for
giving the answers they felt were correct, andweeloresponse rating for giving the answer the
experts would say was right. Participants in Coadi2 more frequently rated the two responses
as equal or nearly equal. The only participants vated getting the correct answer according to
experts as more important than getting to answerthey wanted were in Condition 2. In
Condition 2 just over half of the respondents iatkd it was more important to answer the way
they felt was right, about one third indicted ttrety wanted to get the correct answer and the
reminder rated both responses equally.

At this point some participants gave spontaneopta@ations of their answers to these

two questions. The participant in Condition 2, g@sg&d number 137 gave this response:

“If I thought | knew the right answer | would lo@k the additional
information to see if | understood the situationd &men all the other
stuff.”

The participant in session 110 (Condition 1) offetleis statement:

“Mostly | focused on the cons between the twoifos) | was on the
fence about, | peeked at the cons first then loddesk over the pros for
the better answers. Mostly pros were stuff | alydatew”

Next the researcher asked “on a scale from 1 tphd® important was it for you to do
well, score well, or get a good report on the tasrall and why?” This question was an
additional manipulation check and was intendedetaged in both conditions to compare with
leadership identity scores in later analyses.

The next three questions dealt with how informati@s used asking, “Did you open any
of the helpful information icons, the pro, con, adtlitional information buttons?” While the

researcher would immediately know if the participaas being forthright, having just watched
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the participant’s behavior during the study onri@nitor screen in the control room, there was
some concern that participants in Condition 1, txadership ability test,” might have
considered looking at additional information, clegor working against their score. This would
have produced a spurious finding of differencemfarmation use between conditions. It was
believed that if this were the case, at this pparticipants might claim they had not used the
information nor would under-report how much infotma they accessed. In Condition 1 no
participant reported that they felt they should use the information or that they felt using the
information could negatively impact their score.

The researcher followed up this question by askigicipants who looked at
information, “...did you use it for making your deiciss?” A common response was similar to

that given by the participant in session id nunmdes (Condition 1):

“Yes. | looked at the information on three...two pBnd two cons for the
ones | liked”

The participant in session id number 092 (Condifipsaid:

“Only on the ones | felt strongly about | didn’tead it all and took most
of it onto consideration.”

Next the researcher asked “was the informationlgoked at helpful for making better
decisions? Can you explain how it was helpful fou¥” All of the participants who looked at
information said it was helpful. Some typical respes were like those of the participant in

session 097 (Condition 2):

“Yes, it gave me a different perspective...Maybe ar of them...Don
the ad man and the email...| felt pretty stronglywlibe correct answer
already though.”

The participant in session 099 reported:

“Yes, | tried to look at all the pros and cons...hasing the all the
information is more important than having just sarhé”

In Condition 1, session 100, the participant ansdaién the following way:

“Some of it ...l read the pros and cons...some was rsinagghtforward
than others...it seemed it could go one way or therot. so | only had to
read the pros or the con for most.”
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Another common response to this question is exdieglby the participant in Condition 1,
session 110, suggesting why they did not looklaifahe useful information before making

their decision:

“Yes, | usually did look, | used it on the first@rthe pros told me stuff |
already know but the other two options... | might&éakipped once | was
sure of the answer ...l didn’t want to get talked otut.”

Most participants explained in differing degreeslefail how the information gave them
insights they had not considered and how they tidaht to be confused by the information
once they had decided.

Next the participants were asked “did you ever geayour mind about an option after
reading helpful information?” This was followed with a request for an example if the
participant answered yes. Participants that ansiwsre gave an example. Several participants in
each condition gave examples of changing answes@nsidering additional information.
Future analyses will include comparison of thisichavith the strength of leadership identity.

Participants later in the study were asked if tudpwed any particular strategy when
looking at the information. The most common strategvided was to look at the con
information and then the pro information for theiops they felt were probably correct, one or
two at most, and ignore altogether information alibe option they felt was not right. Mention
of the use of the additional information icon waset

At this point the researcher asked participantseémiiou decided not to look at helpful
information, why was that? All but one participdwaid skipped at least some useful information.
Most respondents replied similarly to this quessaging “I don’t know why | didn’t, | should
have.” Another common response was “I didn’t wangét confused”, or “I knew the answer
already....”

Next participants were similarly asked “Why didpdu look at all of the helpful
information?” Only the participant in Conditionsgssion 097 answered that he felt it would
take too long. No other participants indicated thaly considered time an issue when explaining

why they didn’t look at information. The majority participants indicated they were unable to
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answer the question or gave some indication thag wet sure why they had ignored some
information. Several participants noted that theyewold they had plenty of time to finish so
wouldn’t have mattered if they had looked.

The researcher followed up those questions askangcpants “what do you think would
have happened if you had looked at all the helpfokmation for all of the possible choices?”
Three regular responses given in order of frequéygyarticipants in Condition 1 were (1) “I
don’t know” and “I should have,” (2) “I might hawwhanged my answer and could probably have
done better on the test,” and (3) “it would notéahanged my answer.” Participants in
Condition 2 gave three similar responses: (1) fi’'tdknow,” (2) “I looked at most of it” and (3)
“it would not have changed anything.”

Participants were the asked “How excited were yoparticipate in today’s study?”
followed by “Did you find it interesting?” to indate the participant’s level of engagement.
Finally, the researcher asked, “Would you have maeared to participate in this study, just for
the sake of contributing to science and knowledgee®” to use in conjunction with theiead
ID Scoreto determine if participants had signed up becatisieeir leadership identity and the
study title, “Leadership Decisions.” Many partiaipg noted they were initially excited to be in a
study about leadership. All but two participantgarted that the study was interesting.
Approximately 20% of participants reported they Wbliave participated just for the sake of

contributing to science and knowledge alone.

Discussion: Study 2, Experiment B

Overall, support was found for hypotheses develdped the theory. Participants
making more important decisions made decisions moiekly, particularly when the
importance of decisions was likely driven by a #tr® their self-concept. These participants
also considered less information, particularlyicaitinformation, to make their decisions.
However, participants with weaker leadership idegtj who had the opportunity to gain a

socially-valued identity by doing well on the leastap test, took longer to make their decisions
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and considered more useful information while da@noglt is also important to note that
participants with higher leadership identity scqoesferred more product choices in a
subsequent task, as opposed to participants witheker leadership identity.

The impact of information was also in line with dhetical propositions. Consideration of
critical information was associated with reducedaiaty in the decisions and less positive
emotions after the decision. Participants withreger leadership identities were likely more
threatened by looking at useful information thartipgpants with weaker leadership identities,
and this likely affected how they reacted to tHenmation available and which they accessed.
A discussion of how Experiment A and B results supghe theory and a discussion of the
factors affecting the importance of decisions fecidion makers follows in the next chapter.

While exit interviews were not analyzed statislicéihe responses related to use of
information, manipulation checks, and checks orrispa causes, were supportive of the
theoretical assumptions and propositions suggestatgarticipants that avoided information to
make decisions did so in order to avoid answering way that would be inconsistent with their
identity. Participants generally indicated thabimhation that was ignored or avoided was
avoided because it would be identity inconsistgnielting the participant know they had been

wrong or indicating an option they would not chowses possibly a better decision.
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CHAPTER 9: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Theory Summary

Strong feelings generated by the uncertainty insil@t making situations over
verification of important aspects of the self-cquiceake some decisions feel more important
than others. The identity-relevance of a decisitraton therefore is likely to affect the
perceived importance of the decision when the reasnice of an identity could be threatened by
how the decision is made. The level of perceivedatto the identity in a decision situation can
change how essential is feels to decide on anitgleainfirming action quickly, reduce
threatening feelings, and make the decision inyativat makes the decision maker feel better
without interference. The uncertainty people fekén making a decision that could allow them
to gain a valued identity, or to lose an existidegntity, is likely to affect how people value the
options and information available to them for makatecisions. When the value of options
useful for maintaining the self-concept increasesss proposed to happen when a highly-valued
identity is threatened, people are motivated tacauseful information for making the decisions
in favor of selecting an option that makes thenh lbet¢ter quickly. This is because the
information could constrain the ability of the d@on maker to control options that are valuable
for maintaining the self-concept. As a result, dex1 makers feel more powerful making
decisions that include options that confirm a hygddlient identity. When faced with information
that could limit the decision maker’s ability toadse options that verify an identity under threat,
they are likely to feel less powerful while makitinge decision. The motivation to maintain
valued identities and reduce threatening feelingsifdecisions is likely to lead people to avoid
useful information making important decisions tbaitild be vital for making optimal decisions.

This theory was supported by developing a meadueadership identity that was used
to tests hypotheses in two experiments, A and Belwtasked participants with making a set of
organizational decisions. These experiments eatidad two conditions varying the

importance of decisions made by participants byragddr minimizing a credible threat to the
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maintenance of a leadership identity. Conditiomtre important decisions, informed
participants that their performance on the decitask would indicate their “Natural Leadership
Ability.” Condition 2, less important decisionsaw/presented as a “Question Quality
Evaluation” that assessed the ability of graduatdents to write good quiz questions. Condition
1 therefore included a potential for participami®ither gain or lose a valued identity relative to
the strength of their existing self-conception &saaler. This made the decisions likely to feel
more important in Condition 1 relative to Conditidn Experiment A investigated whether
participants making more important decisions (Ctodil) would report stronger feelings,
greater certainty, and prefer fewer choices intessguent decision task than participants making
less important decisions (Condition 2). Experinmbvestigated whether participants making
more important decisions would be more likely avas@ful information for making decisions,
feel less certain, report stronger negative emptaod actually prefanorechoices after looking
at information useful for making decisions. Hypegbs generally received support from

analyses, detailed below.

Support for the Theory

Study 2, Experiments A and B provided general sudpo hypotheses developed from
the theory. First, participants in both experimepfsorted stronger feelings when making
decisions in Condition 1, more important decisidhan in Condition 2, less important
decisions. This supports Proposition 1; makingsiens that include an evaluation of the
performance of a valued identity produced strotigelings than making the same decisions
when the performance of the identity was not sulifgevaluation. Further, the certainty
participants expressed regarding their optionsal&sin line with hypotheses. Participants
making more important decisions reported they weoee certain of their decisions than
participants making less important decisions. Bhiggests support for the assumptions that
decision makers will feel less certain prior to mgkmore important decisions and so feel more

certain once the decision is made. It also sugdleatsiecision makers place more value on
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decision options that maintain their self-concepewmaking more important decisions.
Additionally, analyses for Hypotheses 3 and 8 fotlvad participants’ feelings of power were
likely affected by (1) the value of options theytwlled when making decisions and (2) how
much information the participant was exposed t¢ ¢bald constrain their options when making
a decision. This led participants making more intgrardecisions to prefer fewer options when
they could freely choose an option they prefernedi ta prefer more options when they
considered useful information. This supports treopsition that information likely constrained
their options just prior to making their decisidinappears that information indeed affects a
participant’s feelings of power when making morg@artant decisions and does not when the

same decisions are less important and do not gweheir identity.

Additional analysis showed that accessing morermédion significantly increased a
participant’s likelihood of making the decision emetly in Condition 1 (b =.022, S.E. =.012, p
=.0371 one-tailed) but not in Condition 2 (b = .086E. = .023, p = .404 one-tailed). Further, the
pretest measures of feelings of personal powee se&tudy 2, Experiment A was a significant
predictor of the product preference measure (l8329,.S.E. = .500, p =.001) across conditions.
This shows that the post-test product preferencesare is a valid reflection of the participant’s
feelings of power after making the six decisioratieipants whose scores indicated they felt
less personally powerful preferred the productctEe with more choice options. However,
pretest feelings of personal power did not prepiticipants’ likelihood of accessing useful
information to make decisions in either ConditiarStudy 2, Experiment B. For Study 2,
Experiment B, when additional information was im®d, the effect of pretest feelings of
personal power is not found (b = -120, S.E. = .188,.709). This supports the supposition that

the product preference measure is indicative optrécipant’s feelings of power and suggests
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feelings of power changed as a result of the aviéithaor use of additional information from
Study 2, Experiment A to Study 2, Experiment B.

Particularly important for the theory developedehesas the finding that participants who
have access to useful information for making morgartant decisions, and who are
experiencing a threat to their leadership identitgte more likely to avoid useful information
when they made their decisions. Additionally, theaker a participant’s leadership identity, the
more information they used when making more impurtkecisions. These effects were not
significant when the same decisions were less itaporBecause about two thirds of all
participants were assumed to see themselves axseak could predict significant differences
between conditions on how likely participants weraccess useful information. Participants in
Condition 2 did use information to make their demis, while participants in Condition 1 used
more or less information relative to the strendttheir leadership identity. We might have
expected no significant difference between cond#im information used due to this pattern of
information use across conditions.

However, because most people have a leadershiptijeve could expect a larger
proportion, about two thirds, to use less inform@atio make decisions in Study 2B Condition 1.
With a perfect manipulation we could expect leadigrgdentity to have no relationship to
amount of information used in Study 2, Experimen€Bndition 2. There appears to be a
similar, though non-significant relationship betwdeadership identity and information use in
Study 2, Experiment B, Condition 2. Further, wheogle made more important decisions, they
made those decisions quickly, increasing the kicgd that useful information would be
avoided. That this effect was observed for paréints withstrongerleadership identities

suggests that people who see themselves as |dalerswo motives when making decisions:
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(2) to verify their self-concept by choosing idéytonsistent options, and (2) to choose an
option that achieves the instrumental goal of ttgmoization or group. Threats to more salient
identities are likely to inflate the value of opt®that are identity-consistent relative to idgntit
inconsistent options that might be better for aghig an instrumental goal. Further, the strong
feelings attached to this difference in value appeanake decision makers more certain that

their preferred option is correct.

Limitations and Future Analyses

The theory proposes that participants experiensiranger feelings will define decisions
as more important, and that the opportunity to gasalued identity or disconfirm an existing
identity will create strong feelings in the decrsimaker. However, feelings analyzed are only
self-report measures of how the participantdéier making decisions. It is possible that the
strength and direction of feelings experienced &yigpants in Conditions 1 and 2, while
significantly different according to self-report aseires, may have been responses to elements of
the experimental situation other than the deciprmblems. During the experiment, galvanic
skin response data were collected during eachopatuidy procedures. Further, a baseline set of
galvanic skin response readings was collected g@ineutral decision task. These data will
allow for more precise tests of Hypotheses 1 areb@rding feelings experienced by participants
at each point, even allowing for identificationspiecific questions to which participants had
particularly strong somatic responses.

Further, the questions themselves, regarding lshgemay have weakened the
manipulation of importance between condition injaantion with recruiting procedures that
emphasized leadership as part of the experimensd participants with strong leadership
identities in Condition 2, less important decisiomay have experienced some level of threat.
This could have affected their perception of thieigaf options in Experiment A as well as their

tendency to use or avoid information in Experim@nThis had the potential to weaken
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between-condition differences. However, given thatsignificant impact dfead ID Scoren
the amount of information accessed and the ceytaindecision makers only in Condition 1, this
may not have been an issue.

Finally, while support for Hypothesis 8 suggest hiccessing useful information may
reduce how powerful participants felt, the abitibyavoid or access information was given over
to the decision maker. This may have weakenedftbet®f exposure to information on feelings
of power in decision makers, and thus had littfeafon participant product choice preference.
As seen, leadership identity did not significamtigdict product choice preference, as had been
predicted for participants making more importantisiens (Condition 1). A future experiment
could compel participants to view information priormaking decisions or not, and investigate
how being compelled to view useful information afeparticipant feelings and product choice
preferences when making more or less importansae. Further, if leadership scenarios were
to be used again, pre-tests could screen for gaatits with strong leadership identities to isolate

between-condition differences in measures whepaaticipants see themselves as leaders.

Conclusion

The research presented here suggests that theesqesr of General Broderick, detailed
in the Introduction, are not uncommon. The impar&aaf his decision, whether or not to leave
his command center and relay the information thatiévees in New Orleans would hold, may
have made it difficult for him to consider all dietinformation available. This suggests that
people in positions of authority, whose sociallyel roles are likely to be important parts of
their self-concepts, run the risk of overlookingsanply failing to cognitively process the
information that would allow them to make bettecidmns that affect the fates of many.

Findings from Study 2, Experiments A and B suggfest not everyone will fail to
account for information. Those who don’t view thedees similarly to traditional leaders and
whose identities as leaders are weaker, may be Ikehg to use information that helps them

make better decisions that take account of theibesests of a group or organization. Allowing
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those under a leader to be involved in decisionintgkvhile potentially time-consuming, may
be a viable strategy for avoiding the kind of imf@tion blindness likely to occur when
situations threaten the maintenance of the leadbzigity.

However, the self-concept is a complex of idergit®ome more salient and some less.
Anyone who is faced with a decision that is perfigriareatening is likely to be subject to the
same inability to consider new information whilelkimg related decisions. This means that
information avoidance isn't just of concern to argations, but for individuals facing every day
and life-altering decisions. For example, peopldangerous relationships or who take part in
risky behaviors such as drug use or crime, maynable to process information that could
preserve their own lives, due to the inability togess information that is inconsistent with their
(perhaps unrealistic) self-concepts.

The theory presented here and the research thabpgait suggests that decision making
is both a cognitive and emotional process thaedstrongly to our self-views. The position a
person holds in society may inflate the value ofaie options over others when making
decisions while a person who occupies anotheripasitay devalue the same options. This
becomes a bigger problem as the stakes of theioeanrease, both for the individual and the
organizations and groups to which they belong. phiblem can be confounded by the ways
existing social structure changes the value indiaig attach to options and so change how they
perceive those options. This could have signifiggmbsitive or negative consequences for their
lives. In this way the construction of the self-cept and its effect on decision making may

reinforce or exaggerate existing structural ineidyaler time.



167

APPENDIX A. FIGURES

Figure A 1. Log-in Screen C4 Experimental Contreh@r
(Study 2 both Experiment A and B)
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Figure A 2. Leadership Identity Descriptor MeasBoeeen
(Study 2 both Experiment A and B)
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Figure A 3 Initial Matrices Pretest Instruction Screen
(Study 2, Experiments A and B).

rE‘ wid-201301-isdecision.wddonline- Start.cfm - Google Chrome (&l e
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Figure A 4. Matrices Pretest Problem Example
(Study 2 both Experiment A & B).
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Figure A 5Pretest Feelings of Personal Power Instructions
“Experiences With Others Survey” (Study 2 both Expent A & B)

G wdd-201301-isdecision.wddanline-net stage- wddonline.net/C: cfm - Google Chrome &l |53

« c #f & =

CENTER FOR TEACHING AND ASSESSMENT J
Experiences with others
Pre Study Questionairre
Before we begin we would like to learn a little more about how you interact with others. Use the slidebar to select a number
between 1 and 10 in responses to each brief statement. For Example;
1 = Not at all Likely <> Extremely Likely = 10

Figure A 6.Pretest Feelings Personal Power Example
“Experiences with Others Survey” (Study 2 both Bxpent A & B)
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Figure A 7. Pretest End Screen “Stop Wait Screen”
Prior to Experimental Manipulation (Study 2 bothpgrment A & B)

r‘E‘ wdd-: decisionwddonline- nline.net/t End.cfm - Google Chrome S
= [ 1 wdd-201301-isdecision.wddonline-net stage wddonline.net. 4=
CENTER FOR TEACHING AND ASSESSMENT
STOP and WAIT!
Pretests Finished
Press the RED BUTTON
Please wait for the research assistant to return.
Be ready to pay close attention to the task explanation and task
instructions on the following page
Figure A 8. Instruction Screen, Intuitive “Leadapshest”
Study 2 Experiment A (Condition 1) Experimental Maration
€ wdd-201301-isdecisi cfm - Google Chrome. o [@R
<« C A [ wdd-201301-isdecision.wddonline-netstage.wddonline.net/ProblemsSta m a =

CENTER FOR TEACHING AND ASSESSMENT ]

Sociology Research Laboratory

Intuitive LeadershipiTest |

Test Instructions: Intuitive Leadership Intelligence

Instructions: Each of these scenarios is based on a recent case study. In each of the scenarios an organization faces a problem and a leader faces a
challenge to their leadership ability. Each includes a description of the situation, the problem the leader faces, and the decision the leader must make. The
leader will need to resolve the challenge to solve the organization's problem. First you will see the scenarios. then the three solutions the leader can consider
and ICONs that include additional information for solving the problem. Click PROCEED to move on to the next page, Indicate your solution by choosing one
of the three available options the leader can consider. While each option has merit, one is better for solving the organization's problem. You decide which

option is best for the organization and indicate how certain you are of your decision before proceeding to the nest leadership scenario. After you have
finished this part of the test you will have the chance to briefly explain why you made cach decision.

Proceed

Start Over | Log Viewer | Session ID = 573 | Condition Number = 1 | Time = 04:49:16 PM




Figure A 9. Instruction Screen, “New Instructor Exdion”
Study 2 Experiement A (Condtion 2) Experimental idutation.
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wdd-201301-isdecisi i i .cfm - Google Chrome
€ C # [)wdd-201301-isdecisionwddonline-netstagewddonline.net/Pro

Sociology Research Laboratory

NewInstructorEvaluation |

Task Instructions: Question Quality Evaluation

Instructions: Al of the scenarios are written by instructors drawing on chapters in an Organizations textbook. Each question uses the same format,
outlining a sifuation, the problem for the organization, and a decision. The new instructors are required to write new coutsework based on case studics
where an organization 1) faces a problem that must be solved by a leader who 2) faces a challenge to their leadership. First you wil sce the scenarios,
then the three solutions the leader can consider and ICONS that include additional information for solving the problem. To indicate the correct answer
click PROCEED to move on o the next page, and choose the best solution from the three available options. While cach option has merit, one is better
for solving the organization's problem. Indicate which option is best for the organization and how certain you are of your decision before procceding to
the nest scenario. After you have finished this part of the test you will have the chance to bricfly explain how you made cach decision.

Proceed

Start Over | Log Viewer | Session ID = 574 | Condition Number = 2 | Time = 04:52:51 PM

Figure A 10. Instructions Screen, “Leadership Test”
Study 2 Experiment B (Condition 1) Experimental Narmation
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Figure A 11. Instructions Screen, “New Instructeakiations”
Study 2 Experiment B (Condition 2) Experimental Narmation
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Figure A 12. Initial Presentation of Decision Pexbl Example
(Study 2 both Experiment A & B)
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Figure A 13. Decision Options Example
“Useful Information Icons” Screen Example, Studi@eriment B only
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wdd-201301-isdecision.wddonline- i ions.cfm - Google Chrome

€ C # [)wdd-201301-isdecisionwddonline-netstagewddonline.net/Pro

Problem #1

BRADFORD ARENA PROBLEM

Below are the three options for what the CEO could do. Consider the three options. All have merit but one is better
than the others. When you are finished, click "Proceed” to move forward to the next page.

Resolve the problem quickly by directing Jenkins to go wait in the office...

To resolve the problem quickly, the CEO should calmly direct jenkins to go wait in his office where he can speak with
him privately after the meeting.

PRO CON

Address Jenkins's behavior directly and immediately...

The CEO should call out Jenkins's behavior directly by using a clear even tone, saying "knock it off", putting a quick end

Additional Information | 4 ¢ Gisruptive behavior and demonstrating who is in charge and that the situation is now under control.

PRO CON

The CEO should ignore Jenkins's behavior and focus...

The CEO should concentrate on keeping everyone in the meeting focused on the problem, noting all the group
members' contributions while working with them to develop an effective solution.

PRO CON

Proceed

Start Over | Log Viewer | Session ID = 571 | Condition Number = 3 | Time = 04:41:00 PM

Figure A 14. Decision Options Useful Informatiomhs Screen
“Additional Information” Icon Open, Study 2 Experemt B Only
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The CEO should concentrate on keeping everyone in the meeting focused on the problem, noting all the group
members' contributions while working with them to develop an effective solution.
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Proceed
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Figure A 15. Decision Options Useful Informatioohs Screen Example

“Pro Information” Icon Open, Study 2 Experiment

1

175

)

wdd-201301-isdecision.wdd:

€ C # [)wdd-201301-isdecisionwddonline-netstagewddonline.net/Pro

g i ions.cfm - Google Chrome:

ACHING AND ASSESSMENT

Problem #1

BRADFORD ARENA PROBLEM l

Below are the three options for what
than the others. When you are finishe

Resolve the problem

To resolve the problen
him privately after the

Address Jenkins's bel

The CEO should call ot
to the disruptive behay

The CEO should igno

The CEO should concel
members’ contribution

Additional Information

This is a demonstration of power to
everyone by the CEQ. The team will make
swifter progress to a solution. Taking
charge swiftly and decisively ensures that
the CEO maintains full control over this
and future meetings. The

CEOQ's leadership is less likely to be
directly challenged, and it is unlikely the
CEO will need to deal with this type of
problem again. By talking to the
employee privately, the CEO will be able
to resolve the issues that caused the
behavior to ensure it does not happen
again, establishing the CEO firmly as the
leader.

PRO

Proceed

ns. All have merit but one is better
ext page.

wait in his office where he can speak with

a
tS]
z

ne, saying "knock it off", putting a quick end
+ situation is now under control.

fal
S
z

in the problem, noting all the group

7 slution.

CON

Start Over | Log Viewer | Session ID = 571 | Condition Number = 3 | Time = 04:41:00 PM

Figure A 16. Decision Options Useful Informatioohs Screen Example

“Con Information” Icon Open, Study 2 Experiment
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provoke the CEO. It will likely cause
Jenkins to resent the CEO, possibly
moving Jenkins from ally to adversary
while at best causing Jenkins to withdraw
from contributing. It may damage their
professional relationship. This action is
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Figure A 17. Decision Option Selection Screen apd&nty Measure Example
(Study 2 both Experiment A & B)
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fm - Google Chrome
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€ C # [)wdd-201301-isdecisionwddonline-netstagewddonline.net/Pro

Problem #1

BRADFORD ARENA PROBLEM

Below are the three options for what the CEO could do. Consider the three options. All have merit but one is better
than the others. When you are finished, click "Proceed” to move forward to the next page.

Resolve the problem quickly by directing Jen!
To resolve the problem quickly, the CEO should calmly direct Jenkins to go wait in his office where he can speak with him privately after

the meeting.
Address Jenkins's behavior directly and immediately...

The CEO should call out Jenkins's behavior directly by using a clear even tone, saying "knock it off", putting a quick end to the disruptive
behavior and demonstrating who is in charge and that the situation is now under control.

The CEO should ignore Jenkins's behavior and focus...

The CEO should concentrate on keeping everyone in the meeting focused on the problem, noting all the group members' contributions
*  while working with them to develop an effective solution.
Uncertain

Certain
4

Proceed
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Figure A 18. Product Selection Prefernce Screentéwaptions”
(Study 2 both Experiment A & B)
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The task is complete. Thank you.
Now please use the slide bar to indicate how much you would prefer choosing from either the 15 product assortment similar to the one
pictured here or from a 3 product assortment similar to the one also pictured here.
"1" indicates you highly prefer choosing from the 3 product assortment

*10" indicates you highly prefer choosing from the 15 product assortment

15 (20 02)
Bottled

3 (20 02)
I waters Waters

Proceed

Start Over | Log Viewer | Session ID = 576 | Condition Number = 1 | Time = 06:50:54 PM
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Figure A 19. Product Selection Prefernce Screeng€@ptions”
(Study 2 both Experiment A & B)
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CENTER FOR TEACHING AND ASSESSMENT

The task is complete. Thank you.
Now please use the slide bar to indicate how much you would prefer choosing from either the 15 product assortment similar to the one
pictured here or from a 3 product assortment similar to the one also pictured here.
"1" indicates you highly prefer choosing from the 3 product assortment

10" indicates you highly prefer choosing from the 15 product assortment

3 Choices
(1202 bags)

15 Choices
(1202 bags)

Proceed
Start Over | Log Viewer | Session ID = 575 | Condition Number = 3 | Time = 06:46:46 PM

Figure A 20. Posttest Emotions Measure “Feelingy& Instructions Screen
(Study 2 both Experiment A & B)
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Feelings Survey

Post Study Questionairre

Before we begin we would like to learn a little more about how you felt while answering the questions about leadership. Use the
slidebar to select a number between 1 and 10 in responses to each brief statement. For Example:

1 = Not at all Likely < Extremely Likely = 10

Proceed
Start Over | Log Viewer | Session ID = 575 | Condition Number = 3 | Time = 06:46:50 PM
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Figure A 21. Posttests Importance of the DecisMeasure

FR

“Impressions of These Decisions Survey” Instrudi@creen (Study 2 both Experiment A & B)
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Impressions of These Decisions

Post Study Questionairre

We would like to learn how you felt about the decisions you made during today’s study. Please do your best to answer the
following questions. Use the slidebar to select a number between 1 and 10 in responses to each brief statement. For Example

1 = Not at all Likely < Extremely Likely = 10

Proceed
Start Over | Log Viewer | Session ID = 571 | Condition Number = 3 | Time = 04:45:45 PM

Figure A 22. Posttest Feelings of Personal Pow&ruations
“Experiences With Others Survey” (Study 2 both Expent A & B).

a

wdd-201301-isdecision.wddonli
wdd-201301-isdecision.wddonline-netstage.wddonline.net,

SurveysStart.cfm - Google Chrome

o
@)
&3

CENTER FOR TEACHING AND ASSESSMENT

Experiences with Others Retest

Post Study Questionnaire

Again we would like to ask you some of the same questions you answered before the main part of today's study. Use
the slidebar to select a number between 1 and 10 in response to each brief statement. For Example:

1 = Not at all Likely < Extremely Likely = 10

Proceed
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Figure A 23. Instructions for Explanation of Respes Instructions
(Study 2 both Experiment A and B)
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Stop here.

You can now remove your arm from the cradle and take the

biometric leads from your fingers. Unstrap the leads from your
hand now.

At this point we ask you to revisit three decisions you made.
Here you have the opportunity to explain each answer. Tell
us why you decided the solution you chose was the best for
solving the organization's problem. Please, type your answers in
the text box provided, after clicking the "Proceed" button.

P
Start Over | Log Viewer | Session ID = 571 | Condition Number = 3 | Time = 04:46:37 PM
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Figure A 24. Responses Explanation Screen Example
(Study 2 both Experiment A & B)
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For problem number 3 you answered:

Tell marketing director to promote both...
The boss should write back to the marketing director and tell him to promote both employees despite the concerns expressed to him.

Please explain why you chose this answer:

P
Start Over | Log Viewer | Session ID = 571 | Condition Number = 3 | Time = 04:46:51 PM
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Figure A 25. A Final Screen Prior to Exit Interview
(Study 2 both Experiment A & B)

©

€ c f wdd-201301-isdecisionwddon!

wdd-201301-isdecisi

fm - Google Chrome

i
=
m (&3

Thank you. The study is now complete. Your session key is Thesis tests . Please wait for Testy.
Start Over | Log Viewer | Session ID = 0 | Condition Number = 0 | Time = 04:47:04 PM
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APPENDIX B. INSTRUMENTS FOR STUDY 1

Recruitment Script

Hello,lam ___ and | am a researcher in the Oepant of Sociology at the University
of lowa. | would like to invite you to participabe a research study we are conducting on traits
people associate with different members of groifye will pass a questionnaire to each of you.
Please do not put any identifying information oesh questionnaires. Your professor will not
know if you participated and we do not seek to idgiyou for this study. The top of the
guestionnaire simply asks for some information &lyou. The rest of the questionnaire will ask
you to think of a type of person you might meeaigroup. Then you will be asked to rate a
number of traits to indicate how important havihgde traits are for the person you read about.
If you wish to participate, read over the direci@nd fill out the questionnaires. You may leave
blank any question if you do not know an answeyaur do not wish to answer the question.
Also keep in mind that your first impressions dre most important to us. If you do not wish to
participate, please leave all materials blank amnd in the sheets as researchers come around the

room to collect them. This study will take approgitely 15 minutes.
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Instrument 1

Think about what most people feel are desirablenolesirable qualities in an EXCELLENT
GROUP MEMBER. Then read each term below and consioe desirable you think most
people feel that trait is for an EXCELLENT GROUP MBER.

Then rate each quality on a scale from 1 to 7 where

1= Not at all Desirable 4= Neither Dalsle nor Undesirable 7= Highly Desleab
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

_____Unpredictable ____ Clear
_____ Truthful ___ Relaxed
____ Restrained ____ Devout
_____ Speculative _____Uncertain
___ Alert _____Cooperative
_____ Opinionated ______Ambiguous
_____ Coolness _____ Group-motivated
___ Ecstatic _____ Optimistic
_____Encouraging _____Indifferent
_____Insecure ____Respectful
____ Dedicated _____Strong personality
_____Trustworthy _____Adoring
___ Fearless _____ Secretive
_____Willing to take Risks _____ Competent
_____Sensitive to Other’s ____ Hesitant
___ Forcetful __Fit
__ Lively ____ Straightforward
___ Peaceful ____Funny
____Enduring ____ Feelings

Just Courageous
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_____ Complimentary _____Masculine
____Energetic _____Insightful
___ Powerful __ Jealous
____ Committed _ Quiet

____ Empathetic ____ Gentle
____ Persistent _____Self-righteous
_____Hard working ____ Proud
_____Motivated ___ Frank
_____Uncorrupt _____ Prepared
_____Moving ____ Grateful
_____Demanding _____Inefficient
____ Flexible ___Humble
_____Adaptable _____Questioning
_____ Obijective _____Interested
___Encouraging ____ Patient
_____Respectable ____Tall
_____Acts as a leader _____Systematic
_____ Competitive _____ Content
_____Conventional ____ Likable
____Admiring ____ Self-reliant
_____Engaged _____Reassuring
____ Reflective ____ Gullible
_____lLeadership Ability ____ Direct
____Inspiring _____Stern
____Vital _____Strong
_____Eager to Soothe hurt _____Initiative

Soft-spoken Detail-oriented



Busy
Imaginative
Young
Willingness

Listener

Spirited

Elite

Focused

Animated

Selfless

Appreciative
Compassionate
Commanding
Occupied

Theatrical

Serious

Solemn

Plain spoken
Diligent

Excited

Friendly

Defends own beliefs

No harsh language

Influential

1= Not at all Desirable

1

2

3

4

____ Cheertful
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High Standards

Helpful

Sober

Tactful

_____ Mindful
____Honest
___Ambitious
____Passionate

_____ Consistent

Loves children

Earnest

Tender

Poised

Plain looking
Physical

Decisive

Polite

Thoughtful

Loyal

Fair-minded

Hands-on

4= Neither Dale nor Undesirable

5

6

7= Highly Deslmb
7



DO THIS PAGE FIRST, THEN TURN OVER TO COMPLETE
Sex: Male Female

Age:
Year in school:
Major:

High School Grade Point Average:

Career Goal:

(Circle one)

Instrument 2
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On a scale from 1 to 10, circle the number to iatfichow like or unlike you each of these charasties or
statements are, wheteindicates the word or statements are NOT at alike you and10 indicates the
word or statements are VERY much like you

Decisive

Busy

Certain
Aggressive
Cold

Dominant
Ambiguous
Caution
Competitive
Acts as a Leader
Detail-oriented
Assertive
Agreeable
Accommodating
Cooperative
Athletic
Cunning
Peaceful
Hopeful
Independent
Fanatic
Inefficient
Persistent
Forceful
Humorous
Indifferent
Excitable

Perky
Group-Motivated

Not at all Like Me
1 2

1 2
1 2
1 2

L
NN DN

I Ll =
NN

[N S
N oo NN

A
N

[EnY
N

P R P
NN NN ON

Neither Like Or Unlike Me

3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 5
3 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5

6

6
6
6
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Vemuch Like Me
9 10
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9 10
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10
10
10
10
10
9 10
10
10
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10
10
10
10
10
10
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10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
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©
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Flexible 1 2 3 4 5 6
Dutiful 1 2 3 4 5 6
Modest 1 2 3 4 5 6
Hesitant 1 2 3 4 5 6
Mature 1 2 3 4 5 6
Vigorous 1 2 3 4 5 6
Shy 1 2 3 4 5 6
Spirited 1 2 3 4 5 6
Respectful 1 2 3 4 5 6
Unpredictable 1 2 3 4 5 6
Willful 1 2 3 4 5 6
Secretive 1 2 3 4 5 6
Skeptical 1 2 3 4 5 6
Uncorrupted 1 2 3 4 5 6
Reliable 1 2 3 4 5 6
Virtuous 1 2 3 4 5 6
Self-Assured 1 2 3 4 5 6
Restrained 1 2 3 4 5 6
Plain-Spoken 1 2 3 4 5 6
Unshakable 1 2 3 4 5 6
Serious 1 2 3 4 5 6
Good Judgment 1 2 3 4 5 6

~ ~
\1\1\1\1\1\1\1\1\1\, N ~N YN YN NN NN ~

~

®

o]
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©® o o o ™
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©

1. If there is a difference of opinion in my groupppée often look to me to resolve it.

Not at all Like Me Neither Like Or Unlike Me

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
2. |l am good at getting people to work together.
Not at all Like Me Neither Like Or Unlike Me
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

3. | can look past immediate problems for the groug laglp people see the big picture.
Very much Like Me

Not at all Like Me Neither Like Or Unlike Me
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

4. [l usually can keep in mind the group’s goals whiteking through group tasks.
Very much Like Me

Not at all Like Me Neither Like Or Unlike Me

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
5. | feel comfortable giving other people advice airéation.

Not at all Like Me Neither Like Or Unlike Me

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
6. | am comfortable being the leader when | work wvaithers.

Not at all Like Me Neither Like Or Unlike Me
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

9

9

9

9

10

10

10

10
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10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

Very much Like Me

Very much Like Me

Very much Like Me

10

Very much Like Me

10



187

APPENDIX C. MATERIALS FOR STUDY 2, EXPERIMENT A AND
EXPERIMENT B

Recruitment Email Text

Undergraduate Men interested in helping researahatsiate Intuitive
Leadership Decisions are invited to participateegearch being conducted now for either
paid compensation or sociology class extra crediié sociology department's Center
for the Study of Group Processes, located in thetWang of Seashore Hall. This
research investigates how different forms of taffesct how people think and feel. If
interested, please log onto the Sona Systems samgeebsite at uiowa-soc.sona-
systems.com to create a user ID and sign up favaiable timeslot in the “Intuitive
Leadership” study, Christopher P. Kelley, Princijmalestigator. Principal investigator
email address: christopher-p-kelley@uiowa;deluone: 319-335-2512.




Demographic Information Questionnaire
First, please answer a few questions about yourgatfrcling the best answer or filling
in the blank. This study is anonymous. PleasB@3d include your name or student ID
number.

1. Year in School: Fresh Soph Junior Senior Grad

2. Academic Major (for example, mathematics)

3. Gender: Male Female

4. What is the highest educational degree attaiygebur father?

Less than high school High school = AA4-year BAor BS  Masters, Law, MD
or PhD

What is the highest educational degree attdiyegbur mother?

Less than high school High school = AA4-year BA or BS Masters, Law, MD
or PhD

5. What was the approximate family income for tbagehold you lived in during your
last year in high school? For example, if you liveith your mother and step-father and
they both worked, what was their combined inconfel2ase guess if you are not sure)

6. Ethnic Background (Please check as many cae=yas necessary to describe your
heritage, or, if you prefer, write it in the spgwevided):

African American (Black) Asian American____

European American (White) Hispanic
Native American (American Indian) Pacifiaisder
Born outside the United States (Country)

Other

7. Age:
8. High School Grade Point Average (GPA, 4.0 = &ell as you can remember:

9. Have you had any courses or specialized traimmgrganizations or leadership in
organization. Please list any that apply or write fidr not applicable. (Sports, jobs,
clubs).

188
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10. Briefly list the formal organizations and extiaricular actives have you been
involved in since you arrived at the Universitylofva and what significant roles have
you played in them if any? List any or write NA.

11. Briefly list the formal organizations and exti@ricular actives you were involved in
prior to attending University of lowa and what sfgrant roles have you played in them?
List any or write NA. (Sports, jobs, clubs)
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Experimental Protocol Flip-book

DLS Study Protocol v 1.4

Basic information:

Sessions for this study are scheduled through Sona Systems and require at least 2 research assistants in
order to run. The study involves setting the participant up in the study room (W14C) and then carefully
recording his/her actions in the back lab room (W14F).

Remember:

The participant must take the study seriously and believe what you tell them (the description
varies depending on the condition)

The participant must remain ignorant of the actual nature of the study (until the debriefing)

The participant must not know that he/she is being watched

These sessions are the most important thing we do in lab and all research assistants are required to learn
how to configure the equipment and run the experiment.

Documents for setup:

Prepare the following items in the back hallway, W14F:

Data clipboard

Consent clipboard

N

Prepare a consent clipboard with the
followingitems in this order, starting at the DLS consent
bottom: letter

0 demographics survey (found in the
blue folder labeled with your DLS
number)

O DLS consent letter

o A pen
Flip a coin to produce your condition number. If you get
heads, run condition number ils, run
condition number #4.
Prepare a

0 Data

Data packet



e Prepare a manipulation clipboard with:

(0]

0 Debriefing statement (face down)
0 Exit interview questions
o]

table)
0 Pay envelope (with visa gift card)
0 Christopher’s business card

Manipulation
clipboard

Condition-

specific

manipulation

Equipment for setup:

Configure the following equipment in
not already been prepared:

Voucher (grey sheet found in file box on the right side of
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Prepare an exit clipboard with the following items in this order, starting at the bottom:

Exit clipboard

/

Business

card

Dav Fnualana

Condition-specific manipulation script (grab the right one for your condition number)

script

the study room, W14C, if it has

e Open
Google S = 1 E=E=
Chrome MNew Tab x \
and click C fi o w| » B
the e
b k |[C] C4 Control Center ‘ (] Other bookmarks
OOKma i
[} Click this for the study login page
rk fOIder | Surveys, C4 Creative Content Control Center chiistopherpatrickkelley@gmail.com
MC4 |1 Conference Manager
Control [ wdd-201301-isdecision.wddonline-net.stage wddenline.net/Fi...
Center”
0 Inthedrop ‘
PR = | 5 |
down menu, [ wdd 201301 -isdecisionu: x|
click the first &« C f [ wdd-201301-isdecisionwddonline-netstagewddonlinenet/indexcimiclea @ ¢ »| = |
. A
link, called Log In i
Study Name: | Questions C1C2C3CCSC6C7C8 [
el H H Session Key: DLsogs Cs
CIICk thls for Condition Number: |4 [«]
RA Login Name: cgpeterson
the study RA Password: feseene
login page.” Uoelt) Geesed) |
Start Over | Log Viewer | Session ID = 0 | Condition Number = 0 | Time = 05.51:50 PM
0  You will be

takento a

gray screen asking for more login details. Fill them out BUT DO NOT LOG IN:




= Study Name: Questions C1C2C3C4C5C6C7C8

= Session Key: DLS number + condition number + participant gender (ex:

DLS005 C4 W)

= Condition Number: condition number

= Ra lLogin Name: [your Hawk ID]

=  RA password: cpkstudyl
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Ensure that PowerlLab (3 stacked beige machines) is turned on using the switch at the back of

the machine. It will make noise if it is on.

On the desktop, double-click (open ) the program Chart5 for Windows (if it is

not already

opened) hart - DocamentLl ChartViw G0 a3
| Commands Macro  Window Help
0 Move the Display Settings.. | e o |31 B Start
program Channel Settings... Ctrl+¥Y :_Jlkfs
window to the . 5= o
ero All Inputs B
Ieft (Sma") DC Restore All Inputs izli?f]_u i d;
- |10V
monitor Stimulator.. ! d
Stimulator Panel L]
0o In the Preset Comments.. S L1}
Timed Add to Data Pad... R R D
program, go:
=1 Il Time format General

File -> New (if
a dialogue window pops up, just
hit “OK”)

0 Setup -> Display Settings...

=  Check “Time of Day,”
“Time as UTC,” and
“Always seconds,” but do
not unselect anything,
then click “OK”

ile Edit | Setup | Commands Macro Window Help

(" From start of block

(") From start of file
(@) Time of day
m Time as UTC

[¥] Always seconds
[¥] Display date

Graticule
@ Show
I Hide

|v|

[¥] Lines betw

Sampling

(@ Seroll right to left
(71 Sweep mode

@) Line graticule

(7 Dot graticule

[ o

| (e

Display Settings.. |l o) | %3 B Start

Channel Settings... Ctrl+¥ Edd :J ke

Trigger... ‘;I'%O ps o

Zero All Inputs ‘LI 200 my )

DC Restore All Inputs = = 3

=Jov o

Stimulator... :

Stimulator Panel lﬂlﬂv d

Preset Comments... | z[10V L]

Timed Add to Data Pad... | x]wov o
-1 I [=lwov a

0 Setup -> Channel Settings...

=  Near the bottom, set “Number of channels” to 1 and click “OK”
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Channel Settings

Channel Title Range Input Settings | Units Computed Input | color | styte Caleulation
Channel 1 4045 |  GSRAmp... us Raw Data Input 1 L! ~| — | = | No Calculaton

sleleleslolol ool ][ JH
|9

=
n

16

purbsafcrornes: 1 o v e

0 On the right side of the program, look for “1k — T
/s and 40 pS” <[ Py
= If not visible, use the scroll-bar -
inside the program all the way to the il
. N G5R Amp..
right and maximize the chart : ;
Units Conversion...
= Click the drop down arrow to the ¥ || e Cakeuistion
right of “Channel 1” and in the drop- Arithmetic..
down menu click GSR Amp... and a Cyclic Measurements...
new window will pop up. Click Open Derivative...
Circuit Zero, then click “OK” (if a Digital Qe
Integral...

window saying “You have already

. . Shift...
done a subject zero,” click “Yes”)

Smoothing...

Legacy

35R Amp

4| = | GSR Amp 1

-0.03uS nj4q
-40 ;
2 :j Unknown
100us [
— 30
il o 50
w
- 10
i) et
______________________ S . D
[SubjetharoJ | Open Circuit Zero ] "Subject Zero” required
[ ok || cancel |

e  On the Desktop, double-click Camtasia Recorder (if it is already open, select in from the
Windows taskbar)



(0]

(0]

Open the windows start menu and search “idle”

(0]

(0]

e
Fie ot Format_Run O
[fzon ckinter .

Chincer as vk

readFile=op:
zeadobie:
neader = nexc

aata=[]

€

readFile.close ()

ansvers =[]

Scales(ck.Frame):

sessionNumber = "None Entersd”

Move it to the left (small) monitor
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Ensure that the green dotted line appears around the edges of both screens and that a
target cursor appears on the main screen, then minimize the program

=  The dimensions should be ‘2944x1080’

Capture

Effects Tools Help

Click the first result, “IDLE (Python GUI)”

In the Python Shell program that opens, go File ->
Open... in the window that pops up, click “Desktop”
on the left and then double-click the file folder
“Leadership Program.” Then double click the file

“Leadership Program.py.py”

Click into the newly opened python program and hit

F5

vy

ptions Windows _Help

ckinter.messagebox inport * )

= zeadobject:
data. append (xow)

Hit F5

Programs (1)
# IDLE (Python G
Documents (161)
idle
[E] idle
|_idleicns
|_Jidiepy
| Jidlepyw
Pictures (1)
[B] smm_8ec6565¢231 b49bal1 bbfc062396133d

Files (160)
idle
| idleicns
| idlepy
| Jidlepyw
4 Python Shell - § & w * 4 Buenw = | i
[[File] Edit Shen Debug Options Windows Help =
ffffffffffffffff triveState Software Inc.) based on i |

New Window  CtrieN
Open... Ctri+Q
Recent Files

Open Module.. Alt+M
Class Browser  Alt+C
Path Browser

Save (<

Ctrl+ Shift+5
w Alt+ShiftsS

Crl+P

Al
CtreQ

s fts" or

ep 8 2011, 10:56:38) [MSC v.1500 32 bit (Intel)]

"license ()" for more information.

on win

7§ *Python Shell* - = | =l 28
File Edit Shell Debug Options Windows Help
ActivePython 3.2.2.3 (ActiveState Software Inc.) based on J

Snirited

Python 3.2.2 (default, Sep 8 2011, 10:56:38) [MS5C v.1500 32 bit {Intel)] on win
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0 After you hit F5, type in the DLS number + condition number + participant gender (ex:
DLS005 C4 W) in the small window that asks for “Session ID” and hit “submit.”

e Arrange the windows in the following order, in preparation for the participant:
0 Minimize the small python shell windows
0 Maximize the Chrome browser on the big monitor

0 Maximize the grey screen with the Traits and Characteristics Pretest on the big
monitor, on top of Chrome.

This is a visual representation of the arrangement of the windows for the beginning of the study:

7

Small monitor must face

Traits and Characteristics Pretest

P

2 -

Camtasia

AWAY from participant Recorder

Everything else is minimized. This is what the screens should look like:
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Participant arrival:

Alpha Waiting Room

Bring Consent clipboard

DO THIS: SAY THIS:

If the participant is not already in théha waiting
room, lead them there and ask them to take a sefat.

“Hello, are you here for the Leadership Decisions
study at [time]?”

Introduce yourself and anyone shadowing you.

Ensure that the participant is fluent in Englighs|
essential that they understand what is going on.
they seem like a non-US native, ask them if they|
have a social security number.

—

“Alright. Before we begin, it's important that we
know if we can compensate you for your time today.
Do you have a social security number so that we [can

1 M T H i 91!
If the participant is either non-fluent or lacks a pay you for participating in today’s study

social security number, WE CANNOT RUN
THEM.

“Thank you for coming. The study you'll participate
in today takes about an hour and pays $20 OR will
count towards extra credit in a sociology cour§e.

you decide to participate for extra credit, the anto
of extra credit will be determined by your instrorct
You can only use extra credit once for each class|
Your instructor will not know which study you
participated in.”

Hand the participant theonsent clipboard.

“This is a consent form for your participation in
today'’s study. Please take a few minutes to read
closely. If you understand and consent to partteip
go ahead and fill out the demographics survey
behind it. We'd like to know a little bit more akiou
you.”

[ U=

“In today’s study, we’ll be measuring your galvani
skin response with leads attached to two of your
fingers. It's very easy and non-invasive. We just
wanted to let you know that we will be taking some
biometric readings.”

[g)
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“Thank you. I'll be back in a few minutes.”

Leave room, go to W14F

In the back hallway, W14F find theDLS logbook(grid paper, red covegnd flip to the next blank
WHITE page, and put the cardstock sheet beneattolibaving YELLOW page. Never write in the

logbook without doing this. Write, at the top:

0 Session #[[PLS number]

0 Session ID: This will be displayed in the lowertledrner of theC4 program (in
Chrome) once the participant begins the computer insouast

Condition: fondition number]

o O O O

Date: [date]

RA: [your name] + [anyone shadowing you]

Start time: [scheduled session time]

On thedata clipboard, fill out the first page of thdata packetby labeling it with the same information

above:

Check on participant periodically (through the wamdin the door) to see if he/she has finished With

demographics survey

Once you see that he/she has finished it, retutietalpha waiting room.

Return to Alpha Waiting Room

DO THIS:

SAY THIS:

Check to see that thlemographics surveyis
filled out.

If yes, try to answer his/her questions without
giving away more information about the study. If
no, continue with the study.

Take the participant to thetudy room, W14Cand
have them leave their phone and bags on the
wooden table on the left (North) wall of the room

Strap the GSR leads to the participant’s index

“Alright. Do you have any questions about the
consent form or about today’s study?”

“Alright. Thank you very much for agreeing to
participate in today’s study. We're ready to begin
Please grab your things and follow me.”

“Please leave your things on this table. Please ta
out your cell phone, and if you wouldn’t mind
turning it off, put it on the table as well. Sinwe’ll
be measuring biometric responses we don't any
distractions during the study.”

“Thank you. Go ahead and sit down at the
computer.”

“First I'll have you put these leads on your fingér
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finger and ring finger. The metal plates on thelfe;
should tightly press against the finger just phst t
middle knuckle of the finger, between the middle
and second finger knuckles.

Strap the participant’s arm into the holder onee t
leads are attached.

Face the left (small) monitor AWAY from the
participant so that he/she cannot see what is@n
screen.

Grab the computer mouse. You will be using the
left (small) monitor, but don't let the participasee
what you're doing:

h off during the study.”

thout.”

“Now we’'ll strap your arm into the holder here. The
reason we do this is because people tend to touch
their faces a lot, and we don’t want the strap@iio

“We just ask that you keep your arm there untirat
in the study, when you'll be instructed to take it

“Let me get you zero'd out real quick.”

In theChart5 program, look at the right side of the window and clicle tthrop down arrow next to

“Channel 1,” then click GSR Amp, like earlier during the setup. In the &

dialogue window, now clickSubject Zerd’ and then “OK.” =

B Start
i | |k
GSR Amp -E;fu-— <0 o
| =| GSR Amp 1 Range: Turn Input Off
|40 5 -| GSR Arp..
-0.01us 1 ———————— r :
‘ B LJ Abs. conductivity: Units Conversion...
Unknown v No Calculation
100us [ ]
=30
- 20 = 50
o
—-10 Smoothing..
0
= Legacy »
_____________________________ e e e BB [
Subject Zero I [ Open Circuit Zero | “Subject Zero” required
[ ok || cancel

Click “Start” at the bottom-right of th€hart5
program. You should see their galvanic skin
response, represented by a red line, begin.
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Use Alt-Tab or the Windows Taskbar to bring
Camtasia Recorderback up. It should appear on
the left monitor if setup was done correctly.

Click the big red “rec” button to begin recording
the screen.

A countdown will display on the right (big)
monitor. If the participant sees it, just passfitas
recording only the skin response.

Point at theTraits and Characteristics Pretest
program and see that they understand.

Make sure thevhite buzzer (with the red button) a
the right of the main monitor is flipped on.

Have the participant press the red button on the
buzzer.

“We'll start recording your skin response now.
Galvanic Skin Response is used the see how the
body reacts when making decisions. So, for
example, if someone asks you, ‘what flavor ice
cream do you want?’ your skin will show a respon
just as you're making the decision.”

“The first thing we’ll have you do is have you rate
yourself on how well you think the words on the
screen describe you, and then when you're done
you'll hit “submit.”

“Next, you'll see a login page. Go ahead and hug"
in,” and then you’ll watch some instructions about
the next activity, which is just a pretest so that
have a baseline for your galvanic skin response.”
“The instructions are recorded so that everyone
receives the exact same information.”

“When you're done with the pretest, there will be
t page with a big ‘stop’ sign telling you to wait. Be

we’ll come back and start the next part. If youédna

the buzzer and we’ll come back. Give it a try now

“Perfect. Sound good? Any questions?”

sure to stop at that point, and then use the buambf

any questions or problems during the study, just us

se

Exit Room,

Bring completed

go to W14F

consent clipboard

In the back hallway, W14F file thedemographics

clipboard. You will be filling out thedata packetwhile watching the participant’s screens. You need

watch carefully because the information you ned

seconds. If you miss something, we can go bacKiaddt in the video, but please try your bestitbdut
everything as accurately as possible. It is musiee#o do this with two people.

surveyin theblue study folder. Get out thedata

tHswimetimes only be displayed on the screen fema
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Record the time that the participant starts
0

When the participant hits “proceed” theatri
MT start box on the front page

(0]

thedhiction directions in thintro Start box.

All times are displayed at the bottom left of thé @ogram (Chrome).

ces testwill start; record this time in thetro End/

These two timestamps share a box because thelgeaasame time.

When the participant finishes theatrices testhe/she will answer some questions about

himself/herself. When these questions are compdeie theSTOP pageappears, write down the

time in theMT end box on the front page.

When the participant arrives at the stop pagab themanipulation clipboard and wait until you hear the
buzzer. Wait a few extra moments before returningy¢ study room, W14G so that the participant
believes in the buzzer (and doesn’t suspect thareevatching him/her). Don't forget to bring the

logbook with you.

Return to Study Room

Bring manipulation clipboard and thelogbook

DO THIS:

SAY THIS:

Returning tathe study room, W14G read the
participant the study instructions from the
condition-specific manipulation script.

When you've finished reading from the script, as

Record their answers in th@gbook. If they get any
of them wrong (inconsistent with tlendition-
specific manipulation scripf), read the instructions
and ask the questions again until they get them
right. This may take a couple of tries if the
participant is inattentive.

Seecondition-specific manipulation script.

“Just to make sure you got all of that, | needdb a
you a few questions:

1. What are we studying today?
2. Who are we testing today?

3. Can we link your answers back to you?”

“I'm going to leave the room. When | do, click
“proceed.” You'll be brought to another video,
which will explain how to answer 6 questions.
Afterward, there will be 4 questionnaires with
sliding-scale answers, and a chance to explain sd
of your answers to the 6 questions.”

Leave Room

, go to W14F

Bring manipulation clipboard and the logbook

The participant will now begin the main task of #iedy. Back irthe back hallway, W14F get out the

me
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data packetand:
e Record the time that the participant startsdthedition instructions in theinstruct start box,

e Record the time that the participant finishesdbedition instructions in theinstruct end box.

e At this point the participant will start by readiagout the first problem. Flip to the second page i

thedata packetand:
0 Record theoroblem number andproblem start time.

o When the participant moves on to ttieice screenrecords the time in choice screen
(time).

o Depending on theondition, there may be options for the participant to find more
information about his/her choices. In this caseratwill be a pro and a con for each
possible decision as well as a more general infaomaption on the left side.

= Use ordered numbering (1,2,3...) to record whichdngtthe participant uses
and in which order he/she does so. Example: thiicfmamnt selects the “pro” for
choice #2 first, then the “additional informatiomid then a “con” for choice
#1. You would write ‘1’ inPro_2, ‘2’in Add_Info, and ‘3’ inCon_1 If a
piece of information is viewed more than once, nthgkappropriate box again
with the next ordered number.

= Use a nickname or shorthand to record the ordehinh the answers appear.
Write this down below each of ttsenall ovalsin the middle of the page.
Example: the first choice involves firing someoties second involves
promoting someone, and the third is to do nothau could write “fire” below
the first oval, “promote” below the second, andthing” below the third. This
is necessary because the order of the choicerdema

o When the participant proceeds to theswer screenrecord the time ianswer screen
(time).

0 Then record their choice by checking one of theghmall ovalsin the middle of the
page. Also record thelevel of certainty.

o Record the time when they move on to the next grkihproceed (time)and in the
nextstart problem (time).

¢ Repeat the steps above for each of the next 5ignesmaking a total of 6 leadership decisions.

e When all six problem questions are done, the ppéit will see gpower measure testRecord
the time in the lasProceed (time)box. Also record which power measure displays (oothips
or bottled water) and their selected number of #@&mthepower measurecircle.

The participant will arrive at a page that tellerthto remove the GSR leads. They will then type out
explanations for their six choices. You don't néedvrite any of this down. It is fun to watch whhey
write; try to look for stylistic choices (use ofgsave/active voice, etc.) that show us how thetfireking
about the problem. We plan to do some analysifiemtiting and the words they choose, so try aitkth
of a related research hypothesis if you're inte@st

Check the previous studylsgbook entry to see which file the exit interview wasorted on (A, B, C, D
or E). Then write in the logbook that you will becording on the next file (if previous was on Auyo
record on B, if they did E, you do A). Rememberatiiile letter you will be recording on.

When his is finished, the participant will press thizzer. Grab thdogbook and therecorder andexit
clipboard when you return téthe study room, W14C Again, wait a few moments before walking back
that he/she does not sense that we already knehehe/as done.
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Return to Study Room

Bring logbook, recorder andexit clipboard

DO THIS:

SAY THIS:

Take participant taV14B

Hand the participant theoucher.

To begin recording, flip the power switch on the
back of therecorder to “on.” Once the screen is li
up, hit the “menu/folder” button on the front until
you get to théile letter you wrote down earlier. It
is displayed in a circle on the top of the digital
screen. Hit the red “rec” button on the side. A reg
light will turn on at the top. Place the recordar o
the table.

Begin reading thexit interview questions

When the exit interview is finished, begin the

“Thanks for your participation. I'll have you follo
me to the next room where we’ll finish up real
quick.”

Please fill out this pay slip for our records. ded
ask for your social security number. This is just s
that we can show that we ran and paid real peopl

®

“Do you want payment in money or extra credit?”

If extra credit, have them write the class and
professor they want the extra credit for. It musib
sociology course.

If they want money, continue:

“Here is your payment. It is a $20 prepaid visé, al
ready to go.”

“Before you leave, do you mind if we ask you some
questions about your participation?”

If no, ask them politely why, and record the answ
in the logbook. Then thank them and politely lead
them to the exit. If yes, continue.

“Thank you. Do you mind if | record your answers
so that | don’t miss anything? The recording wél b
deleted after the study is complete.”

If yes, see instructions at left. If no, go throubh
exit interview questions without the recorder,
writing down their responses as best you can.

Say clearly (to the recorder) the.S number.

Seeexit interview questions
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debriefing.

Read thelebriefing statement

When the debriefing is complete, wrap up the
study:

Hand the participant Christopher’s business card.

Help the participant find the exit.

Seedebriefing statement

“Thanks again for taking part in the study. Here ig
the researcher’s business card...”

“Contact him if you have any questions, concerng
want to know the outcome of the study. Sound
good?”

Show the participant out

Post-Study
In the study room, W14C:

“Save and Exit.”

0
070 C4 W)

0 Then File->Save as...

(0}
071 C3 M)

Alt+Tab or Windows Taskbar to bring Camtasia Recorder back up. Stop the recording and hit

Name the file after your DLS number + condition number + participant gender (ex: DLS

Go to Chart5 and hit “Stop” at the bottom-right.

Name the file after your DLS number + condition number + participant gender (ex: DLS

e Set up all the programs again so they are ready for the next study. Use the instructions on the

first pages of this protocol.

e Logon to Sona Systems

0 Click “My Studies,” then “Timeslots” next to “Leadership Decisions”

0 Find your session timeslot and click “Modify”

0 Near the bottom of the page, click the bubble labeled “Participated” and then click

“Update Sign-Ups”
In the back hallway, W14F:

e Ensure that the data packet and demographics survey are placed back inside the blue study

folder.

0 File the folder in the plastic bin with the others.

e Prepare the room for the next study. Use the directions at the beginning of this protocol.

Video Rendering Instructions (at the end of the day)

Check which videos have been rendered by navigating to “F:\Produced Session Videos”

, 0
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Open Camtasia Studio
At the top, go to “Tools” then “sharing” -> “batch production...”
A dialogue window will open. At the bottom of the dialogue, click “Add file/projects”

Hold down “ctrl” and select the videos to be rendered (maximum 8 per batch) in folder
“F:\CPKScreenCapt\”

The dialogue will then ask for preset options. Select “HD” from the preset drop-down menu. Then hit
“next.”

Ensure that the output folder is set to “F:\Produced Session Videos\” and that the two boxes are checked.
Hit “Finish” to begin rendering.

A new dialogue will open showing the progress of the videos. Do not close this window. Camtasia Studio
cannot be used while the videos are rendering.
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Onscreen Decision Task Instructions

Test Instructions: Intuitive Leadership Intelligenc
Instructions: Each of these scenarios is based on a recenstady. In each of the
scenarios an organization faces a problem anddafdaces a challenge to their
leadership ability. Each includes a descriptiothefsituation, the problem the leader
faces, and the decision the leader must make.éduet will need to resolve the
challenge to solve the organization's problemtkios will see the scenarios, then the
three solutions the leader can consider and ICQalsiiclude additional information for
solving the problem. Click PROCEED to move on te tiext page, Indicate your
solution by choosing one of the three availableamstthe leader can consider. While
each option has merit, one is better for solvirggdlganization's problem. You decide
which option is best for the organization and iatchow certain you are of your
decision before proceeding to the next leaderstepario. After you have finished this

part of the test you will have the chance to byieftplain why you made each decision.

Task Instructions: Question Quality Evaluation
Instructions: All of the scenarios are written by instructorawling on chapters in an
Organizations textbook. Each question uses the $ameat, outlining a situation, the
problem for the organization, and a decision. Té& mstructors are required to write
new coursework based on case studies where anioagan 1) faces a problem that
must be solved by a leader who 2) faces a challentiesir leadership. First you will see
the scenarios, then the three solutions the lezateconsider and ICONSs that include
additional information for solving the problem. fmlicate the correct answer click
PROCEED to move on to the next page, and choodeettesolution from the three
available options. While each option has merit, isrigetter for solving the organization's

problem. Indicate which option is best for the engation and how certain you are of
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your decision before proceeding to the next scenafter you have finished this part of

the test you will have the chance to briefly explaow you made each decision.
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Experimental Manipulation Script (Study 2, ExpemhB)

Condition 1, Important Decisions Study 2B

| am going to read from this page so everyoneastiidy hears the same basic
instructions. After | am going to ask you a cougplestions to be sure you heard and
understand what | just explained. Sound ok? Thanks.

During this study you will be taking thearly Career Advancement Natural
Leadership Intelligence Testfor men while we monitor changes on three biometri
measure commonly use in research on decision makiogler to help improve the tests
and increase its accuracy. This test was develtipetntify individuals with strong
aptitude for leadership is commonly used at majoversities, by government agencies,
and at Fortune 500 companies to assess the legrlaphude in hiring and candidates
for promotion. While scores have regularly been destrated to be a valid and reliable
predictor of future leadership performance we feal data on physiological reactions to
leadership decision can help us better understandgood leaders respond in difficult
situations. Your performance will not affect yoaydor today’s study and we do not
link your performance linked with personally idéyithg data so | won't know your
score, however if you are interested in knowing lyow performed At the end of
today’s study you will receive a unique code thkvés you to log on to a website from
home to learn more about your performance and ymw scores in private. Again, we

do not keep a record of individual scores linkethyparticipants' personal information.

Condition 2, Less Important Decisions
| am going to read from this page to be sure everyeears the same instructions.
Then | will ask you a couple questions about thiegto be sure you heard and
understand what | explained. You will need to bke a0 answer these or | will have to

read this all again. Sound ok? Thanks.
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Today we need your help to evaluate modules favaapproach to online
courses being developed by graduate teaching astsisWith research, new ideas, and
your help we hope to improve the online learningezience and assure interesting
courses and better teaching. The goal is to maleeoquiz modules that help students
learn material in more effective ways and studyeioams. Online students surveyed
suggested they prefer this type of active learnifmgtest some ideas we have about why
this is true we will be collecting some biometrata while you work. We can use these
readings to understand more about how studentsviakd working on these and other
types of online coursework.

Before we begin, it is essential that you know thiBIOT a test of your ability in
any way and the data being collected is not linkeany information that can identify
you. All data is aggregated into a pool for anaysigain, this is not a test so please
don’t treat it as one. Rather you are helpingousvialuate new online learning modules
and providing insights into how people arrive atrect and incorrect solutions as well as
feelings they experience during different typeseafning. Your answers cannot affect
your pay for today’s study and you are not scomethe learning module. However we
ask your help in improving online courses by tryingletermine the correct answer.
Obviously in order to have useful insights into homdergrads experience online
learning we do need help from undergraduates wtmfia risk to themselves or their
grades, while still trying to determine the corrsolutions. This helps us do a better job
of evaluating and improving efforts at online instiion. Because these are early efforts
at these types of peremptory teaching quizzes goswers do not necessarily reflect
your ability or prior knowledge of the materialtims area. We have chosen the topic of
leadership and problems in organizations becaust nmalergraduates find these types
of situations interesting to understand. By takpagt in this study, you are helping us
teach graduate students how to be better teaabreoshfer people like you and learn more

about how online courses affect students.
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Decision Problem Screens

Decision 1
The Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of a company tbains Bradford Arena, the local
sports and entertainment venue, has the goal ofingghe Arena is consistently booke
and making profits.

THE PROBLEM

The Arena was named for Mr. Bradford, of Bradfomieér Company. Bradford was
arrested and faces serious criminal charges. Timpaoy is losing money and clients
because of damage to the Arena’s reputation thrasgbciation with Mr. Bradford.

A team member, Jenkins, who runs daily operationshfe Arena, rudely interrupts
others with contrasting opinions and seemingly smiomments. Where the comments

When asked about one course of action, Jenkinsforse is “Well, | think that is
ridiculous, but obviously no one gives a damn.”

The members of the management team are losing,fdmisacted by Jenkins. The
behavior is disruptive enough to be regarded asimslinate. The
CEO may worry about losing control of the meeting.

THE DECISION

together, focuses on the task at hand, and sucdgdsélps restore and protect the
Arena’s public image?

Question:

Problem #1

Below are the three options for what the CEO calddConsider the three options. All
have merit but one is better than the others. Wioenare finished, click "Proceed" to
move forward to the next page.

Address Jenkins's behavior directly and immediately.

e The CEO should call out Jenkins's behavior dirdayiyising a clear even tone,
— saying "knock it off", putting a quick end to thisiptive behavior
and demonstrating who is in charge and that thtsin is now under control.

s Resolve the problem quickly by directing Jenkins tao wait in the office...
2 To resolve the problem quickly the CEO should cglditect Jenkins to go wait in
— his office where he can speak with him privatekgathe meeting.

The CEO should ignore Jenkins's behavior and focus.

. The CEO should concentrate on keeping everyoneimeeting focused on the
—__problem, noting all the group members' contribugiarhile working with them to
develop an effective solution.

The senior management team meets to help res@viréma’s public relations problem.

were initially dismissive of others, Jenkins nowagder and sounds somewhat hostile.

d

What decision should the CEO make? What shoul@C#® do to ensure the team works
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Decision 2
The leader of a four person investment group haldsnthly meeting where all
members propose investments. The group votes wridice-invest their shared pool of
money at the end of each meeting. It is the imaest group leader's responsibility to
assure group members benefit from their shared laume of markets and investing by
profiting from the group's decisions.

THE PROBLEM

The group's profit margin has been declining owast pnonths and losses are adding
up. The leader decides to review the group's invests and determine how recent
decisions lost money for the group. After lookiridgree proposals that each person
brought to the group over the last year, the letdees the majority of the losses to
proposals submitted by the group's newest memliberniember was brought into the
group because they needed to move into tech maakdteaeeded someone with
specialized knowledge of this important new masgegment.

THE DECISION

What should the leader do? Which plan is besetp the group get back on track and
making money for members and investors?

INVESTMENT GROUP LOSSES

Below are the threeptions the leader is considering to stem the itmvest group's
losses. Consider the three options. All have nhettitone is better than the others. When
you are finished, click "Proceed" to move forwawdtie next page.

ADD A NEW PERSON TO THE GROUP...
[£ The leader should propose the group start a séamthd an additional new inves
— with tech market expertise.

REPLACE THE WEAK MEMBER...
____The leader should call a meeting of three strorrg gooup members, report
2 their findings and call for a vote on removing tievest member. The leader car
— then announce a search for a suitable replacemdatndle investments in the te¢h
sector.

WAIT FOR THE MARKET TO IMPROVE ...
—  This option resolves the problem by allowing foarbes in the market over time
— because stocks can be unpredictable. Chancesaam@vér the next year the losses
could turn to gains.
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Decision 3

Adam is the director of marketing. His boss, Mikeggests that he assign the proposa
for a new product line to two of his employeesparyg man named Dave and woman,
Dawn, who are both being considered for promothdike is able to see Dawn and Dave
working hard and staying late each night to firttst proposal on short notice. Adam
has kept his boss Mike informed of the team's megrThe team's work and its
presentation on Monday proved excellent. Afterrsgéie presentation Mike feels that
both Dave and Dawn are worthy of promotion. Yesigrddam, the marketing director
sent his boss Mike a recommendation that Dawn bepted and Dave passed over.
Mike emails Adam to learn why he decided to proniddéevn and not to promote Dave.

THE PROBLEM
Adam replied to Mike's email saying:

After the presentation Dawn spoke with me privat8lye said she felt it
important | know she had to finish the presentahierself last Friday. | had let
Dave go an hour early Friday after he receivedldroa his son’s school to let
him know his five year old had gotten sick and ad missed his ride to daycare.
Dawn insists she likes Dave and that Dave does gra& but she feels that
Dave is not as committed to the job or the prodinetas her. Dawn felt
Dave should not benefit from her work when she tioagtay an extra hour Friday
to finish up the project. Prior to speaking withvidal was inclined to promote
both, but Dawn was so insistent | decided to |da&ee off the recommendation|
-Adam

Mike is considering three options in response tarAg email. How should he respond to
Adam’s email recommendation to promote Dawn andDate?

THE PROMOTION CHOICE

Below are three options that Mike has settled arhéw he should respond to
Adam's recommendation and email explanation. Censie three options. All have
merit but one is better than the others. When yediaished, click "Proceed" to move
forward to the next page.

p |\ike should email Adam tthank him and approve the promotion.
2 Mike should email Adam quickly, thank him, and Aetam know he should inform
— Dawn of her promotion and Dave of his decisiontogiromote him at this time.

s Tell marketing director tpromote both...

2 The boss should write back to the marketing direatal tell him to promote both
— employees despite the concerns expressed to him.

[ Mike should tell Adam te@romote Dave rather than Dawn.

— Mike should write back to Adam explaining that fes ldecided to promote Dave
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and not Dawn because her actions make it cleasti®is just not a team player ¢/nd
S0 not a good candidate for promotion.

Decision 4

Tom is Vice President at IDTronic Corporation. lden charge of the Human Resources
Division at IDTronic. The company develops idgntheft prevention systems for banks.
Tom's division assures that company payroll is ometime, that benefits are properly
administered, and assures that federal and stgikgment regulations are

followed. Tom is also responsible for addressingisdries for all employees of the
company. His division also oversees all hiring drstiplinary action below the top
executive level for the company. Tom has been thiéhcompany for over 10 years,

rose quickly through the ranks to his positiorpagd well, and now has over 100 people
working under his direct supervision.
THE PROBLEM

IDTronic Corporation is growing rapidly, expandimgo new markets and going global
with increased internet sales. This has led toifsogimtly increased workloads for Tom
and his division. Tom has successfully managedh@g period of change without
increasing staff. He accomplished this by simpplaeing outdated technologies and
retraining excellent employees for positions reiqginew skills. In a period where
other divisions of IDTronic have significantly ir@sed costs, Tom has managed to
lower costs across the board.

After a week of record sales the President of IDiic@sks Tom to meet with her in
her office. Tom assumes the meeting will acknowéedig performance and is
excited. However, the President begins the medéiyniglling Tom that three
employees in his division have recently lodged clamgs about his leadership. While
these are serious accusations the president hasisiatl the complaints to Tom as
“"inconsistencies in his methods of personal supemi. The president tells Tom she
cannot stand for this kind of complaint againstlimesd of human resources.

THE DECISION
How should Tom handle the situation with the empks/and the company President to
assure he remains a valuable employee for the @ajeon and a good leader?
HANDLING COMPLAINTS

How should Tom address the employee complaintstdbsyerformance? Consider
Tom's three options. One is better than the oth@hen you are finished, click "Proceed"
to move forward to the next page.

s -irst Tom should ask exactly what it is he is aeclusf...
[ |Tom should ask her what specific acts have beemsistent so he can consider his
actions and improve his leadership.

N | carn who complained and address their needs....
2 |Tom should ask the President who complained s@heddress their needs in

[ Apologize and promise to improve
— _[Tom should simply apologize to the President fositgrcaused this issue and
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in the future.

Decision 5

Don has just been appointed the Assistant Diraxftarketing at a midsize advertising
firm. Assistant Director of Marketing is a one y@asition that is assigned to

an outstanding account executive by the CEO eaah p& the Assistant Director, Don
is charged with assigning space and resources iogaes as needed for meetings,
presentations, and work on various projects. Adicgpand resources are allocated fron
shared pool of office space, furniture, and equipim€he Assistant Director is tasked
with doing whatever they can to help the markefing's other Account Executives be
successful in keeping their current clients andding in new business. Don will take
over the job as Assistant Director next week.

Since Don arrived at his new company a year agwabenoticed a number of what he
sees as rather inefficient practices, an absenclearf policies, and haphazard attentio
to government regulations. Don sees this as atrespbor organization and lack of
focus by the current AD. The previous AD failedhtake changes to address a numbg
of issues that Don noted were important concermevéoyone in the Marketing
Department, and problems Don had handled easDjrastor at his previous marketing
firm. Don also felt there was poor communicatiobwsen project teams and the
Assistant Director. One team of marketers oftenriadiea what other teams were
working on and the director remained mostly focusegbrojects headed by his

team. Several new projects will be starting soah[@2an wants to get to work right awa
Don had been the Marketing Director at a smalken fintil he joined this firm a year ag

Assistant Director of Marketing is Don's chanceligplay his leadership abilities.
At this point Don needs to make a leadership decisiVhat will Don do to establish
himself as a new leader and demonstrate his |daigeabilities as this year's newly
appointed Assistant Director of Marketing?

Which of the following actions would be best form take in this situationZonsider
the three options. All have merit but one is bettt@n the others. When you are finishe
click "Proceed" to move forward to the next page.

Ask for advice from the outgoing Director Don wip
E2  Ask the current director for insights he can o#iad what you can do to help

C Get a head start by sending out email questioraire

Before Don takes over as Assistant Director, heighlbeginemailing the people i

because it has more prestige and more opportuwntgdvancement. This appointment fo

everyone get their work done, do their work wetlg @et what they need to do it.|.

assure the President that he will work hard to better and more consistent Ieaﬂer

N

eI
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Marketing asking them what they want and need finimas the new Director. Hep
can use this information to set new policies treawll officially introduce by
holding a meeting on his first day as the new AasisDirector.

Plan ahead and establish new procedures that secediciency ...

Plan ahead by recognizing existing problems, desaodations, and work to
2 establish a set of procedures and standard opgm@tttices to increase efficiency

and address what Don recognizes as problem areaswlil be ready tamplement

these new procedures as soon as he becomes thessmstant Marketing Directol|.

Decision 6

Three months ago, the President and owner of asimét} technology consulting firm
hired a MIT graduate, Sarah, as a new technicaudtant for both the office and outsic
clients. She interned with both Google and Applen@oters. Sarah is upbeat,
enthusiastic; works well with people at all levieisthe company, and gets along well
with clients. Since starting, she has brought mw besiness, helped redesign the
company's information network, and increased compaoductivity. She has also neal
eliminated downtime for clients. She appears ta b#ure company-wide leader, a

position as a permanent team member in Friday mgisiend of the week meeting. Th
position includes stock options, a competitive iIsala private office, and a great deal @
autonomy at work. It also is likely to demand Idmaurs over the next couple years as
she will begin to play a more important role in twenpany's future and success.
Sarah accepted the offer of a permanent posititiusiastically. She let the company
President know that all of her ongoing projectshupugh the weekend are up to
date, and requests the afternoon off to go out fsgnds who planned a party to
celebrate her new permanent position.

THE DECISION

give Sarah regarding the request for time off? dter the three options. All have mer
but one is better than the others. Click "Proceedtove forward to the next page.
How should the President respond to the request? Consider the three
options. All have merit but one is better than the others. When you are
finished, click "Proceed" to move forward to the next page.

Give the new consultant more work to do.
—E The President should provide the new consultant with more work to
— do and kindly inform her that the job requires going directly to other

people and asking those people how she could help them.

Give the New Consultant time off.
¥ The President should allow the consultant to take the rest of the day
—— off as a small reward that shows the consultant that the President is
pleased with her work and that it is important to take some time to

What decision should the company President make&t Vésponse should the President

e

possible star. The new hire probationary periodduase to an end and Sarah is offered a

~t
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enjoy success.

Give time off but take it out of the paycheck.

O The President should give the new consultant the time off requested
— but take it out of Sarah's pay so she learns the value of her work to
the company and does not take the new job for granted.
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Exit Interview

1) Did you have any problems, technical issues, confusion, etc., while doing the study?
(we want to know if anything went terribly wrong during the study. we’re also curious to see
if anyone will ever ask “WTF?” was with the 15 water bottles)

2) Do you know what the study was about? (yes or no)Note, we came in and explained it just
after you finished the pretest.) Do you recall what we were testing and measuring?

3) After reading each of the leadership scenarios....were their some you felt more sure about
answering than others s, before going through all the answers
a. Which ones?
b. Canyou give me an example?
These next two questions are going to sound like they are redundant, asking the same thing, but
if you listen carefully you recognize the difference.

4) How important was it to you that you give the answer you felt was the right thing to do in
each case? In a sense, how much did you want to be “right” while answering the questions?
a. Canyou tell me how much from 1 to 10?

5) How important was it for you to give the correct answer according to the experts who
designed the test? Can you also tell me on a scale from 1 to 10 how important was it for you
to give the answer the experts say was right?

6) On ascale of 1to 10, how important was it for you do to well, score well, or get a good
report on the test, overall?
a. And why?

7) Did you open any of the helpful information ICONS? (the “Pro”, “Con”, or “Additional
Information” buttons)?

a. Ifyoudid, look at the information did you use it for making you decisions?

8) Was the information you looked at helpful for making better decisions?
a. Canyou explain how it was helpful for you?

9) Did you ever change your mind about an option after reading helpful information?
a. Canyou give an example of that?
b. Did you have a strategy for accessing useful information?

10) When you decided not to look at the helpful information, why was that?

11) Why didn’t you look at all the helpful information?

12) What do you think would have happened, if you had read all the helpful information for the
possible choices?

13) Do you think reading all of the information, would have changed any particular decision that
you made?
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14) How excited were you to participate in today’s study?

15) Did you find the study interesting?

Would you have volunteered to participate in this study, to just for the sake contributing

to science and knowledge, alone?

Debriefing Information

Upon completion of the study participants will loédt"“In today's study we were
interested in learning more about how people ufguienformation to make more
important versus less important decisions. Becatifgs we needed to include some
deception in our description of the six multipleo® questions you answered. In the
description of the questions that were answeredtadbadership one group heard
instructions that explained the tests as a leagesadiility test, the other group is told that
the same tests examines how well graduate studenssruct tests questions. We
propose that people will feel that the tests isemorportant when it is a tests of their
leadership ability and less important when theyelvel the questions they are answering
are not a test of their own abilities. There ig@al score for perforce because this was
not in fact a real test. So, no scores can orhwilteported or recorded anywhere. There is
not a score. Do you understand why we felt we neééaléell some people the questions
would indicate about their own abilities and othtbiet it was investigating the skills of
others in our description of the questions you aned?

We greatly appreciate your help in this study. Thyou.
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