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ABSTRACT
Scholarly and practical attention has focused on leaders as transmitters of values to their
subordinates. Yet we know little about the values transmission process. I define values-based
leadership as an influence process consisting of transmission of values by leaders and
subordinates’ acceptance of these values as guiding principles for their work. Accepted values
are the values that followers use to guide decisions and actions. Employees, however, are not
simply values receptacles. In the climate of cynicism that is prevalent in many business
organizations, employees may be hesitant to accept leader-espoused values. The key question
driving this research was, what influences employees’ acceptance of their leader’s values
message?
I proposed that trust (confident positive expectations of a supervisor) would moderate the
values transmission-acceptance process by facilitating employees willingness to believe and
cooperate with their manager’s values messages and influencing their willingness to make
themselves vulnerable by accepting their leaders’ values messages. I hypothesized that specific
dimensions of trust would moderate the strength of the relationship between transmitted and
accepted values depending on the values in question.
I also examined alternative theories that might explain values similarity between
managers and their direct reports—ASA (Schneider, 1987), charisma (Bass & Avolio, 1995),
power, demographic similarity (Byrne, 1971) and demography (Pfeffer, 1983). To test these my
hypotheses against these competing explanations, I conducted a survey-based field study in a
large national healthcare organization. Overall, the results suggested that: a) leader and direct
report values are significantly correlated for self-transcendence, change orientation and
conservatism but unrelated for self-enhancement values; b) despite some significant bivariate
and partial correlations (controlling for social desirability), there are no significant main effects
of leader values on employee values in regression analysis, only moderated ones; c) demographic
and occupational/cultural differences affect the values leaders convey and employees use; d) no
one theory appears to fully explain the values transmission and acceptance process; and e) the
ASA, power and charisma arguments were for the most part unsupported. I discuss these results
and highlight the implications for the future research and practice.
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INTRODUCTION
Bruce our boss talked a lot about caring. He developed this little slogan-I think
he read in one of these management books that every leader needs a statement of
values-called C.A.R.E. Each letter stood for something, like C was we care about
customers, etc. The funny thing is that Bruce, who was married and had a family,
had a very public affair with his secretary, which ultimately ended when Cindy
accused him of harassment. Everyone used to joke that Bruce cared a lot about
Cindy and that C.A.R.E really stood for Cindy’s A** is Really Excellent.
-An employee at a Fortune 500 Firm
Values-based Leadership
Values-based leadership has captured the attention of management practitioners and
researchers in recent years. Popular business books have encouraged leaders to manage their
businesses based on core values (Chappell, 1999; Collins & Poras, 1994; Fairholm, 1991).
Charismatic and transformational leadership theorists have emphasized the role of shared values
in motivating exceptional follower performance (Burns, 1978; Bass, 1985; Shamir, House &
Arthur, 1993). Leadership Quarterly published a special issue on the subject titled “Leadership,
Followers and Values” in the Summer of 2001. Given that values, defined as “desirable,
transsituational goals, varying in importance, that serve as guiding principles in people’s lives”
(Schwartz, 1992: 6), have been viewed as important for effective leadership for decades (i.e.
Selznik, 1957), the current interest in this topic can be considered a rediscovery.
When leaders and their direct reports share similar work values, it is thought that
extraordinary results follow because employees are motivated by one of the most powerful and
enduring forms of influence, internalization (Kelman, 1958). Values internalization means that
leaders and followers share common beliefs about what is right for the group or organization and
are committed to the expression and manifestation of these values in their work. In contrast, if
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followers are motivated solely by rewards and punishments (compliance) or the personal
charisma or magnetism of the leader (identification), then follower contributions to the
organization are contingent on the presence of reinforcements or on the particular individual
occupying the leadership position. Although compliance and personal identification are means
of influence, they are not considered to be as powerful or enduring as internalization (O’Reilly &
Chatman, 1986).
The task of managing based on values takes on particular significance in today’s business
context. As many organizations flatten traditional hierarchy, new technologies enable virtual
work and reduce the likelihood of daily supervision, and the practice of collective or distributive
leadership increases, eliciting employee contributions by compliance or personal identification
with a leader will be less effective than fostering employee commitment through shared values
that guide behavior even in the absence of formal supervision. A transactional view of
management, one that elicits employee contributions through coercive or remunerative control-the manipulation of rewards and punishments-- has been the traditional approach to management
(Etzioni, 1961) but a different form of control, one based on shared sentiments and values, will
be essential for tomorrow’s leader.
Values are important even for leaders in more traditional bureaucratic organizations
because all leadership is fundamentally a value-laden activity. Leaders are symbolic managers
(Pfeffer, 1981) and managers of meaning (Smircich & Morgan, 1982) for their followers. By
virtue of their formal position in the hierarchy, leaders’ interpretations, actions and decisions are
given special attention and consideration from their direct reports. People believe leaders are
important, often crediting them with the successes or blaming them for the failures that take
place within organizations (Meindl, Ehrlich, & Dukerich, 1985). Top leaders are often seen as
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the mouthpiece for organizational values and shapers of culture (Schein, 1985), but executives
are often far removed from most employees’ daily organizational experiences. Instead,
supervisors are usually more visible, salient models to direct reports. Supervisors serve as role
models for employees in terms of work values (Weiss, 1978) because they occupy positions of
status and prestige, which makes them attractive models for others (Bandura, 1977).
Understanding values transmission and acceptance is essential, especially in modern
organizations where distrust and doubt (Lewicki et al, 1998) and cynical employee attitudes
about managers (Dean, Brandes, & Dharwadkar, 1998) are likely to affect employees’ reactions
to values-based leadership appeals. Just because leaders are in a visible position to transmit
values to direct reports does not mean that their values-based message will be accepted by
employees. Bruce (of the opening vignette) is the type of ineffective values-based leader
frequently portrayed in Dilbert, a popular comic strip whose cynicism about managers resonates
for many people. Followers’ willingness to consent to authority is rarely automatic (Barnard,
1938) and leaders who wish to convey values may need to overcome followers’ doubts about
their sincerity, honesty, and integrity. Effective values-based leadership rests on a leader’s
ability to secure employees’ voluntary values acceptance because employees find the leader to be
a credible influence agent.
The Leader’s Challenge: Gaining Acceptance of Transmitted Values
Values are important because if accepted, they guide and shape direct reports’ attitudes
and action (Allport, 1955; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992). Values-based leadership is a
complex influence process involving transmission and acceptance of work values. Leaders
transmit values either explicitly by words, or implicitly by their decisions and behaviors (Lord &
Brown, 2001). When leaders transmit values, they are conveying ideal values-- values that they
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believe "ought" to serve as guiding principles for members of the work group. They want
followers to accept their values message, meaning that followers will use those values to guide
their actions and decisions in the work group. Therefore, accepted values are values that
subordinates use “in the context of the role relationship” (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993: 639) with the
supervisor.
When we conceptualize values-based leadership as an influence process, the leader
becomes the influencing agent and his or her direct reports are the targets of the influence
attempt. It is arguable that, because of their subordinate role, employees will simply accept the
values leaders transmit. Supervisors do have a certain amount of power (legitimate, reward,
coercive) to prescribe behavior and their employees may accept values because they will be
punished if they don’t or rewarded if they do. However, coercive and remunerative control is
likely to result in workers who have relatively weak involvement with the manager and
organization (Etzioni, 1961). Therefore, voluntary values acceptance is preferable because it is
likely to be driven by the leader’s credibility, expertise, and attractiveness as an influence agent
(French & Raven, 1959; Kelman, 1958). Also, when values are accepted voluntarily, employees
are more likely to use them even when their manager isn’t looking over their shoulder. Thus,
voluntarily accepted values operate trans-situationally and serve as more powerful and enduring
guides of actions and decisions.
I make a number of assumptions about the values-based leadership process: 1) valuesbased leadership is an influence process. Although, one can conceptualize leadership in more
shared (Bryman, 1996) or relational terms (Drath, 2001), values-based leaders have a values
message (teamwork, change orientation, achievement, etc.) that they intend to transmit to
members of their work group in order to influence group members’ values; 2) values
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transmission is an ambiguous process that is open to interpretation by employees; 3) employees
may accept or reject a leader’s values messages; 4) accepted values differ from adopted values.
Accepted values are values that subordinates maintain “only in the context of the role
relationship” (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993: 639) with the supervisor, while adopted values are values
that employees embrace and use as their own in other situations outside the work group. In this
research, I will study values “acceptance”-- subordinates’ use of leader transmitted values to
guide their decisions and actions in the work group.
The Link Between Charisma and Values-based Leadership
Theory and research on values and leadership has been associated primarily with
charismatic and transformational leadership, to the point where the term values-based leadership
has been used to refer to these special types of leaders almost exclusively (House, 1996). Values
are thought to be an important part of charismatic leadership, but the underlying influence
process is poorly understood (Yukl, 1999) and little research has investigated this topic.
Conceptually, charismatic leadership is often discussed in terms of executive leadership where
leaders convey values by communicating an exciting vision or mission for the future (Bass,
1985; Conger & Kanungo, 1998). Empirically, however, many field studies of charismatic
leadership have taken place at middle to lower levels of management and have focused on the
dyadic relationship between supervisors and direct reports (for a review, see Lowe, Kroeck, &
Sivasubramaniam, 1996).
Theorists have argued that charismatic leadership rests on a foundation of shared values
between leaders and followers (Avolio & Bass, 1988; Burns, 1978; Conger and Kanungo, 1998).
It is assumed that charismatic leaders are effective because they are highly trusted by direct
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reports and are able to gain followers’ acceptance of the values that they convey (Conger, 1999).
But, these assumptions have not been tested.
Reserving the label of values-based leadership for charismatic leadership may be too
limiting. Not all leaders are charismatic. In fact, many think that charisma is rare (Weber,
1947), so focusing on charismatic values-based leadership excludes a large number of leaders.
Furthermore, all leaders, charismatic and non-charismatic alike, are values-based leaders in the
sense that followers infer values from their leaders’ words and behavior. Some leaders are able
to transmit values messages that are relatively strong and unambiguous while others send weak
or contradictory values messages. Focusing on values-based leaders overlooks the problems
faced by many leaders who are less successful at communicating and developing shared values.
From this point forward then, I will use the term values-based leadership broadly, referring to
values transmission by leaders and acceptance by followers, and not in the specific sense that has
equated it with charismatic leadership. In other words, values-based leaders, as I use the term,
are not necessarily charismatic leaders.
Shared Values
Research has explored values congruence between employees and their supervisors
(Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins, 1989; 1992) or top managers (Chatman, 1991), and the
consequences of shared values. Values congruence has been associated with important outcomes
such as reduced conflict (Jehn, Northcraft & Neale, 1999) and increased cooperation (Schein,
1985). Values congruence between employees and their organization, also referred to as values
“fit”, has been related to increased commitment, satisfaction and reduced turnover (Chatman,
1991; O’Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991). But, this research has not differentiated among
the different manifestations of shared values or the ways in which values may come to be shared.
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For example, leaders may tap into subordinates’ values, suggesting that values originate with
those subordinates. Further, if values originate with leaders and come to be shared by
subordinates, this sharing can take multiple forms. Values may be accepted (used to guide
decisions and actions within the context of the work group) or they may be adopted (embraced
and used inside and outside the work group, whether the leader is present or absent). This
definition of values adoption is similar to the definition of the term values internalization as
originally used by Kelman (1958). However, since Kelman, the term internalization has been
used more loosely (i.e. O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986). In this research, I will be studying the
process of values transmission and acceptance. The assumption is that supervisors transmit
work values to their subordinates and that successful transmission of these values will result in
acceptance. Subordinates who accept supervisor-transmitted values use those work values to
guide their decisions and actions within the work group context.
Values Content
Values-based leadership processes may vary depending on the content of the specific
values in question. Current approaches implicitly assume that the values transmission process is
the same regardless, for example, of whether the leader emphasizes power and achievement
values or concern for people and the environment. Understanding values content is important
because different values will serve as guides for different attitudes and behaviors (Rokeach,
1973; Meglino & Ravlin, 1998). Furthermore, values are organized and prioritized into systems,
so that values vary in their importance and often conflict with one another (Schwartz, 1996;
1999; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987). Research by Schwartz (1992) suggests that values
emphasizing achievement, profitability, and power often conflict with values that are oriented to
the service of and caring for others (Schwartz, 1992). Therefore, successful values-based
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leadership may depend on the compatibilities or conflicts among the values being transmitted.
Previous approaches to studying values and values congruence have not captured the
compatibilities and conflicts that might affect values transmission from leaders to their direct
reports.
To some degree, values content has been discussed in the context of transformational
values-based leadership. Transformational values-based leaders are often described as having a
strongly shared moral (Bass, 1998; Burns, 1978) or ideological (Shamir, House & Arthur, 1993)
quality. Many of the individuals praised as transformational leaders are in political, religious or
military contexts where moral and ideological appeals are likely to occur. It is less clear how
values-based leadership operates in business settings where appeals to politics and religion are
rare and the content of values transmitted might be different.
The Moderating Role of Trust
In this study I propose to investigate the values transmission-acceptance process,
incorporating the specific content of values. I will argue that trust plays an important role in
moderating the transmission-acceptance of values between leaders and direct reports. Kelman
suggested that an influencing agent’s credibility and trustworthiness would affect values
internalization by others (Kelman, 1974) and source credibility is an important determinant of
attitude change in response to persuasion attempts (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Trust, credibility,
and honesty are associated with effective leadership (Hogan, Curphy & Hogan, 1994; Kouzes &
Posner, 1993; Yukl, 2001). Trust is a characteristic of high quality leader-member exchange
(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) and is especially important for direct reports in hierarchical
relationships (Kramer, 1996; 1999). Trust is thought to be at the foundation of transformational
leadership (Bass, 1985).
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Despite the recognition that trust is important, most studies of leadership treat trust as an
outcome of a particular leadership style such as transformational leadership (i.e. Podsakoff et al.,
1990) or use it to describe the quality of a leader-member relationship (i.e. Graen & Uhl-Bien,
1995). Unfortunately, there has been little conceptual articulation or empirical investigation of
the explicit role of trust in the process of values-based leadership, or for that matter, other
processes of leadership.
Direct reports’ trust in their supervisor represents their confident, positive expectations
(Lewicki et al., 1998) and implies that direct reports are willing to make themselves vulnerable
despite the potential risks involved (Mayer, Davis & Schoorman, 1995). Management theory
and research has frequently considered the direct effects of trust on important outcomes but the
moderating influence of trust has been relatively underexplored. Trust is a potentially important
moderator in organization settings because it influences how individuals interpret the past or
present actions of another party, as well as how they assess the future actions of the other party
(Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). I propose that trust moderates the values transmission-acceptance
process because it facilitates cooperative behavior (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001), enhances the
persuasiveness of the leader as an honest, credible (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993) competent and
consistent (Bandura, 1977) values transmitter, and also reduces the vulnerability of followers in
the leader-direct report relationship.
First, trust helps to reduce the uncertainty surrounding a manager’s behavior, making it
more likely that employees will give their consent and cooperate with their manager’s values
directives. When employees trust their manager, they confidently expect what their leader will
do, and are less likely to take steps to protect themselves from uncertain leader behavior (Dirks
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& Ferrin, 2001). Trust makes it more likely that employees will accept and cooperate with
authority (Tyler & Degoey, 1996).
Trust will also moderate values acceptances because speaker credibility and honesty are
important determinants of attitude change and persuasion (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Employees
will have greater confidence in their leader when they trust him or her. They believe that what
he or she is saying is true and that his or her modeling of values is genuine. Thus, there are few
doubts about whether the values a leader transmits are genuine and the degree to which these
values are the correct values worthy of acceptance. Because these leaders are trusted, employees
are more willing to accept their values.
Third, consistent with social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) leaders who are trusted to
be consistent and competent are more likely to be more effective models of values for their
employees. When leaders are seen as consistent and competent, their values messages are more
likely to be viewed as worthy of emulation compared to values that are espoused by an
incompetent or inconsistent supervisor.
Finally, trust means that employees are more willing to make themselves vulnerable
(Mayer, et al., 1995) to the potential risks involved with accepting a leader’s values. Accepting a
leader’s values messages means that direct reports are accepting a leader’s definition of what is
important, are agreeing with the direction and purpose that he or she has set forth. Accepting a
leader’s values messages, the guiding principles that influence action in a group, puts direct
reports in a vulnerable position for a number of reasons. First, direct reports run the risk of being
exploited if the leader intends to use a values-based approach as a tool to gain firmer control over
followers. Getting followers to accept a set of values may be the ultimate way to elicit employee
contributions that otherwise would not be forthcoming and induce them to behave in a way that
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could have harmful outcomes. The potential dark side of values-based leadership has been
recognized by scholars who study charismatic values-based leaders (Bass, 1985; Howell &
Avolio, 1992), who have noted that these powerful forms of leadership sometimes lead to
follower submission. Second, direct reports are susceptible to harm, especially if the leaders’
values suggest engaging in risky behavior. Third, employees are vulnerable if they accept a set
of values only to find out that the leader disavows those values in the future or claims never to
have conveyed them in the first place. Given that leaders have the power to influence
employees’ careers, employees are at risk if they are appealing to a set of values to make
decisions and guide actions that a leader disagrees with. When direct reports trust their leader,
they are more confident that they know what to expect, and are less vulnerable to the
uncertainties and risks involved with accepting the leaders’ values.
But once we move beyond the basic proposition that “trust matters” in the values
transmission process, we find that trust construct is murkier than it first appears. Leadership
scholars have defined trust in many ways. Trust is often associated with credibility (Kouzes &
Posner, 1993), honesty and integrity (Yukl, 2001). But the burgeoning trust literature suggests
that interpersonal trust is a multi-dimensional phenomenon (McAllister, 1995). Some
conceptualizations identify as many as nine dimensions of trust relevant to the leader-direct
report relationship (Gabarro, 1978).
If trust is a multi-faceted construct, then employees may trust their supervisor along
certain dimensions but not others, and some dimensions of trust may be more influential in the
values transmission-acceptance process. I have already argued that understanding the values
transmission-acceptance process between leaders and followers requires us to take into account
the content of the specific values that the leader wishes to transmit. I now propose that specific
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dimensions of trust will moderate the transmission-acceptance process of specific values, so that
for example, leaders wishing to convey values of care and concern might have to build specific
caring-based trust and not just a generic honesty-based or global type of trust. This implies that
the leaders’ task of conveying a set of core values is complex, requiring the establishment of
specific types of trust with direct reports. Figure 1 provides a general picture of the concepts that
I propose to investigate in this study.
Research Questions
I would like to answer four main questions: 1) How do leaders get their subordinates to
accept their values messages? 2)To what extent does values acceptance by subordinates depend
on the content of the values transmitted; 3) How does conflict between values influence values
acceptance? 4) What dimensions of trust influence values acceptance by direct reports?
Potential Implications and Contributions
This study will contribute to a greater understanding of values-based leadership. It
provides a theoretical explanation and an empirical test of the role of values content and trust in
values acceptance. Given the barriers that exist between employees and managers in many
organizations, and that employee buy-in can not be taken for granted, this study’s focus on the
specific aspects of values transmission and acceptance process is both timely and relevant. By
focusing on specific values, this study moves beyond the exclusive focus on general values
congruence or fit to examine how the content of specific values will affect acceptance. This
study also emphasizes the multi-dimensionality of trust and the importance of distrust as
moderators in values transmission and acceptance. Trust is often seen as an outcome of values
similarity and congruence (i.e. Jones and George, 1998) but I am suggesting that trust plays a
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critical role in the process of transmission and acceptance of values between leaders and direct
reports.
Of practical importance, this study will provide insights for leaders that will help them to
understand: 1) the challenges associated with values transmission-acceptance and how to
overcome them; 2) the compatibilities/conflicts between values and the result of transmitting
conflicting values messages, and 3) and how multiple dimensions of trust affect values
transmission-acceptance depending upon the content of values being transmitted.
Overall, I propose that leaders must establish multiple bases of trust that are directly
related to the specific values that the leader wishes to convey. I will explore the role of trust in
this process, testing their role as moderating factors influencing values acceptance. I propose
that the relationship between transmitted and accepted values will be stronger when direct
reports’ trust in their supervisor is greater.
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
In this literature review, I will focus on the intersection points where the fields of
leadership, trust and values meet. I will review the relevant literature on: 1) values-based
leadership, 2) values, and 3) trust, and attempt to identify opportunities where key findings and
developments within the latter two domains may be incorporated to help address unanswered
questions in the first.
Values and Leadership
Values talk is nothing new in the leadership literature. Long ago leaders were
charged with infusing their organizations with value (Selznik 1957). Leaders convey values
directly as in the case of formal statements about values and indirectly through the actions and
decisions they make (Lord & Brown, 2001). Values underscore a leader’s attempts at symbolic
management (Pfeffer, 1981), and are often formally articulated in a leader’s vision (Zacarro &
Banks, 2001). Leaders occupy privileged positions in organizations, and are capable of defining
and framing reality for others. Leaders have been described as sensegivers (Gioia & Chittipeddi,
1991) and managers of meaning (Smircich & Morgan, 1982). Supervisors serve as important
transmitters of values to their direct reports. In contrast to executives or other more distant
leaders who are often far removed from the majority of employees in large organizations,
supervisors are the proximate embodiment of organizational authority. Supervisors help to shape
the unique subcultures of their work groups as well as reinforcing the dominant values of the
organization.
Thus far I have operated under the assumption that leaders “matter” but there are
alternative views of leadership that suggest leadership is nothing more than a perception (i.e.
Calder, 1977; Lord & Maher, 1991; Meindl, et al, 1985). On the surface, these radical
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perspectives seem incompatible with the assertion that leaders are transmitters and shapers of
values but I believe that these follower-centered theories of leadership suggest just the opposite.
Followers believe in the power of leadership. They look to leaders for guidance, make them into
heroes and villains, and hold strong beliefs about what leaders ought to do. Regardless of
whether or not leaders “actually” affect measurable outcomes, followers see those who occupy
positions of formal authority as having important effects on their organizational experiences.
Most studies in the values-based leadership literature have looked at the antecedents and
outcomes of shared values between leaders and direct reports. The findings have suggested that
value congruence between leaders and their direct reports is an antecedent of leader-member
exchange (Ashkanasy & O’Connor, 1997), a consequence of transformational leadership (Jung
& Avolio, 2000) and leads to positive outcomes such as increased satisfaction and commitment
(Meglino, Ravlin & Adkins, 1989). Despite this focus on values congruence, little is known
about the content of the values or the process by which congruence is attained.
Leaders influence their direct reports in a variety of ways. Identification, internalization,
and compliance represent three different processes that have been used to explain why people
follow leaders. Of these three, internalization-- influence based on shared values between leader
and direct reports-- is thought to produce the most powerful and lasting effects (Kelman, 1958;
O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986). Leaders who are successful in transforming the ordinary tasks and
instrumental goals of an organization into value-laden activities bring about exceptional follower
commitment and ensure organizational survival (Selznik, 1957). When followers share their
leaders’ values, work becomes not merely a means to some desired ends such as pay or
promotions but is a desired and valued end, in and of itself.
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Leaders who rely solely on a compliance approach, use their legitimate, reward or
coercive power to reinforce desired behaviors. Employees comply because performing certain
behaviors leads to desired rewards. As an effective influence process, compliance is limited
because some reward systems might actually encourage unintended and undesirable behaviors
(Kerr, 1975). Furthermore, employees can be expected to withdraw their effort when desired
rewards or outcomes are no longer present. A compliance approach is commonly used by
transactional leaders, and is relatively ineffective in heightening follower commitment,
satisfaction and motivation (Bass, 1985, 1998; Yukl, 2001).
Identification is also a weaker form of influence compared to internalization. When
influence is predicated on personal identification, followers act because they like their leader, not
because they necessarily share his or her values. Only when followers internalize values does
the influence process transcend the force of compliance vested in formal authority and the power
of identification based on individual personalities to produce lasting and powerful effects. In this
study I am focusing on internalization in the sense that employees come to accept and share their
leaders’ values as guiding principles for their work group. I have not assumed that values
internalization takes place in the stronger sense (Kelman, 1958), which would suggest that
employees adopt their leaders’ values as their own and use them regardless of the context, even
outside the supervisor-subordinate relationship.
Values and Transformational leadership
The topic of values and leadership has received a great deal of attention from
transformational leadership researchers. As I have already mentioned, these approaches have
been called values-based leadership (House, 1996), a use of the term that might obscure the
challenges all leaders face in conveying values. There are many variants within the
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transformational paradigm but Burns (1978), Bass and colleagues (Bass, 1985; Bass & Avolio,
1993), House and colleagues (House, 1977; Shamir, House and Arthur, 1993) and Conger and
Kanungo, (1987; 1998) are the leading researchers in this area.
Burns’ Transformational Leadership. Values are significant in Burns’ theory of
transformational leadership. Burns (1978) introduced the concept of transformational leadership
and distinguished it from compliance-based, transactional types of management. Burns’ wrote
that transformational leaders induce “followers to act for certain goals that represent the values
and the motivations-the wants and needs, the aspirations and expectations-of both leaders and
followers. And the genius of leadership lies in the manner in which leaders see and act on their
own and their followers’ values and motivations” (1978: 19, emphasis original). For Burns, the
power of transformational leadership comes from the shared values and aspirations of leaders
and followers.
In contrast, transactional leadership is characterized as an exchange, where leaders and
followers cooperate not on the basis of shared goals, but rather, on the basis of their own selfinterest and agendas. Transformational leaders encourage followers to look beyond their own
individual desires to join in the service of a collective purpose. Burns cited Kohlberg’s (1969)
theory of cognitive moral development, Maslow’s (1954) theory of human needs, and Rokeach’s
(1973) theory of values to explain why transformational leaders were influential.
Transformational leaders are thought to understand and satisfy their followers’ lower
level existence needs, allowing them to focus on their followers’ higher-level growth needs.
They also move followers to higher stages of moral development, by directing their attention to
important principles and end values such as justice and equality. Burns suggested that
transformational leadership could be measured by the degree to which followers and leaders
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share these common end values. For Burns, developing shared values in concert with followers
was an important element of transformational leadership because transformational leaders were
not manipulative. He assumed that followers are capable of choosing among leaders and
agendas and will end up following those leaders whose values are most deserving of their
support.
Burns’ discussion of transformational leadership was primarily limited to political and
religious contexts where values-based leadership involves moral or ideological values. Although
he emphasized shared values, he never articulated the process by which these values come to be
shared by followers. Also, followers are less likely to have a real choice in deciding who their
supervisor is in a business organization compared to the freedom they have in choosing a
religious or political leader to follow. Less is known about values-based approaches in modern,
public business organizations with their diverse set of stakeholders and their emphasis on
business not political or moral values.
Bass and Colleagues’ Transformational Leadership. Bass (1985) built upon Burn’s
work and translated it so that it was more applicable to leadership in business organizations,
although values internalization remained central to the proposed influence process of
transformational leadership. Bass and Avolio developed transformational leadership as a social
scientific construct and have produced the most-widely used measure of transformational
leadership, the Mulitfactor Leadership Questionnaire or MLQ (Bass & Avolio, 1995). The
results from numerous studies using the MLQ have shown that transformational leadership has
powerful effects on followers’ motivation, satisfaction and performance (see Lowe et al., 1996
for a review).
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Like Burns, Bass noted that transformational leaders push followers to move beyond their
own self-interest and work for a higher purpose. They are able to do this through four main
transformational behaviors-individualized consideration, intellectual stimulation, idealized
influence, and inspirational motivation. Individualized consideration means that
transformational leaders look beyond their own needs and care about the needs of each
individual follower. Transformational leaders are mentors and coaches to their direct reports
helping them to develop (Bass, 1985). Intellectual stimulation suggests that transformational
leaders encourage followers to challenge the status quo and question critical ideas and
assumptions. Followers are not so blinded by their attraction to the leader or compliant with his
or her directives that they are afraid to speak out when necessary. Transformational leaders are
charismatic, having idealized influence on followers who see the leader and his or her mission as
embodying values that are morally good and worthy of emulation. Finally transformational
leaders use inspirational motivation, offering exciting value-laden visions of the future that
encourage followers to join them in their pursuit.
Transformational leaders earn their direct reports’ trust through these core behaviors. In
short, transformational leaders pay attention to their followers’ needs for growth and
achievement and are capable of delegating and empowering so that followers become leaders
themselves (Bass and Avolio, 1993). They are inspirational leaders, whose leadership and
mission embody positive “moral” values although this is a point that Bass has only arrived at in
recent years. In his original work, Bass (1985) noted that transformational leaders could wear
“white hats or black hats”-that is leaders could transform followers to do tremendous good like
Gandhi or tremendous evil like Hitler. Later Bass changed his opinion, arguing that “authentic”
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transformational leadership involves positive outcomes while “pseudo-transformational
leadership” was associated with unethical outcomes (Bass & Steidlemeirer, 1999).
Overall, like Burns, Bass emphasizes the importance of leading based on values as
opposed to the brute force of rewards and punishments. Despite advances in the
conceptualization and measurement of transformational leadership as a social scientific
construct, there is still much we don’t know about the values transmission-acceptance process. It
is unclear how values-based approaches actually operate in business. As a result, the challenge
of getting the values message accepted by direct reports in the face of cynicism and suspicion is
not even addressed in this theory.
House and Colleagues’ Charismatic Leadership. There are a number of variants of
House’s (1977) theory of charismatic leadership, but at their core, all have an emphasis on
values-based leader behavior. Shamir, House and Arthur’s (1993) theory begins with the
assumption that people are not just rational instrumental creatures, but have expressive
motivations as well. Charismatic leaders link organizational goals and missions to their
followers’ self-concepts. An important aspect of followers’ sense of self is based on a sense of
virtue or moral worth (Gecas, 1982). Charismatic leaders infuse work with values and purpose,
giving it meaning that instrumental or transactional leaders do not. Charismatic leaders
emphasize a collective identity and make inspirational ideological appeals that tap into
followers’ values. The mission espoused by the leader activates the followers’ desire to be a part
of a bigger cause that is worthy and ultimately becomes an important aspect of the followers’
identity. By appealing to these intrinsic values instead of focusing on the extrinsic values of
rewards, charismatic leaders obtain followers’ intense commitment to the organization. Through
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the leaders’ self-sacrificial behaviors, it is believed that followers come to trust their leader and
are thus more receptive to the leader’s charismatic appeal.
In order for leaders’ messages to have charismatic effects, they must be congruent with
followers’ personal values and be seen in moral or ideological terms by their followers (Shamir
et al., 1993). Even the most mundane jobs are capable of becoming infused with value, as was
the case of assembly line jobs in America during World War II (House, 1977). However,
charismatic values-based leadership is more likely to emerge under certain conditions. For
example, when organizations face perceived threat, uncertainty, or crisis, followers are especially
receptive to charismatic values-based leaders offering solutions and inspiring confidence (House,
1996).
Of all the theories presented thus far, House and colleagues offer the most explicit
articulation of the values-based leadership process. Empirical tests of their model, however,
have proven disappointing (see Shamir et al, 1998; 2000) because they provided almost no
support for the theory. Like Burns and Bass, House and colleagues’ theory focuses on
ideological values, which is potentially problematic for understanding the values transmission
process in business organizations. For example, Shamir (Shamir et al. 1998; 2000) has
investigated charismatic leadership in the Israeli Army where one would expect that a leader
would most naturally stress ideological values that are shared by most followers regardless of a
leader’s modeling. But values that may be relevant in business settings such as achievement,
profitability, team work, service, innovation and change orientation are potentially more
ambiguous and are less likely to arouse strong passions compared to appeals to Zionism among
soldiers in the Israeli army or American patriotism among factory workers during the second
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World War. We know little about how values-based leadership operates in less extreme contexts
or with followers who are not already “true believers” in a cause.
Conger and Kanungo’s Charismatic Leadership. Values are less visible in Conger and
Kanungo’s (1987; 1998) theory of charismatic leadership and are of secondary importance in the
influence process. From their perspective, the charismatic attribution of extraordinary or magical
qualities that leads followers to personally identify with their leader is the source of the
charismatic leaders’ influence. Conger and Kanungo’s (1987; 1998) theory is primarily focused
on executive leaders. A charismatic leader offers a radical vision for the future and earns direct
reports trust through the heroic personal commitment and sacrifice they give in order to achieve
it. Followers trust the charismatic leader, emulate and identify with them personally, and
internalize his or her goals. Values implicitly underscore the leader’s vision (Conger &
Kanungo, 1987) but ultimately, they take a back seat to the force of charisma in this version of
charismatic theory.
Summary
This overview of the literature on values-based leadership suggests that there are
important limitations in our understanding of values-based approaches. The term values-based
leadership is most often associated with charismatic or transformational leadership, but these
approaches only focus on one type of values-based leader-those with strong charismatic
personalities. I propose that all leaders are, to some degree, values-based leaders who transmit
values to followers, either directly through formal articulations of values, or indirectly through
their actions and decisions. Because supervisors have relatively more status and power then their
direct reports, supervisors are potentially attractive role models and guides for their followers in
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terms of values, but few studies have directly investigated values transmission in supervisorsubordinate relationships.
There are two major challenges facing leaders in the values transmission process-- getting
their values message across and getting direct reports to accept the values message. The
challenge of getting the message across stems from the fact that values are not directly
observable, but are inferred. This inference is a result of followers’ attention to and
interpretation of the leader’s words and actions. Values that seem clearly transmitted from a
leader’s perspective might appear to be ambiguous from the followers’ point of view. As a
result, followers might attend to only certain parts of the leader’s values messages and interpret
these values altogether differently than the leader intended. For example a supervisor who
publicly reprimands an employee for failing to help a customer in a timely manner, may be
trying to convey a values message to other employees that “caring” for our customers is
important. Employees, however, might interpret these actions differently, perhaps inferring that
the supervisor cares about people only when it is profitable for the bottom-line.
Leaders also face the challenge of obtaining followers’ buy-in. It has long been
recognized in the management literature that employees’ consent to authority and willingness to
cooperate are not automatic (Barnard, 1938). Given the importance of values as guiding
principles that affect how work is carried out, employees will not automatically accept the values
that a leader conveys. How willing employees are to accept the values put forth by a leader will
depend on the leader’s credibility and trustworthiness (Kelman, 1974).
I propose that trust is a fundamental concern of direct reports and is an expectation that
influence direct reports’ attention to, interpretation of, and acceptance of the leaders’ values.
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Trust has been identified as an important aspect of the charismatic leadership process, but there
is a lack of theoretical and empirical work to explain how and why trust matters.
This review of the literature revealed that there has been little explicit attention given to
the content of values in the values-based leadership process. Charismatic and transformational
theories of values-based leadership are based on ideological and moral values. But, how valuesbased leadership operates in business organizations, especially at the supervisory level, where
religious and political values are uncommon or absent, is less clear. To understand more about
the issue of values content, I will highlight key theory and research on values, particularly on
work that is most relevant to the topic of values-based leadership in business organizations.
Values
Most definitions of values cast individual values as general beliefs that transcend
all situations and influence more specific attitudes focused on people, objects or events
(Stackman et al., 2000). Values are the dominating forces in peoples’ lives (Allport, 1955) and
are fundamental to understanding organizational behavior. Kluckhorn (1951) defined value as “a
conception, explicit or implicit, distinctive of an individual or characteristic of a group, of the
desirable which influences the selections from available modes, means, and ends of actions” (p.
395). What these definitions and statements indicate is that values are abstract, important, and
highly influential on the attitudes and actions of individuals and groups.
Values are closely related to the concept of ideologies. If values reflect the underlying
causes for attitudinal and behavioral decisions, ideologies reflect the “conscious deliberation of
values-driven decisions” (Rohan & Zanna, 2001: 458). The distinction between the two tends to
blur in the values-based leadership process as leaders attempt to transmit a values message that
influences employees’ underlying and conscious use of values. I will refer to values throughout
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the remainder of the paper, but it is important to remember that values-based leadership may also
refer to a more conscious influence of values that is in part, ideological.
Values can be described from multiple perspectives: content (i.e. aesthetic, cognitive and
moral), intent (instrumental or terminal/goal values), generality (situation specific like work
values or more general), intensity (strong or weakly held), and level (individual or social values).
Despite many attempts to study values, there has been little coherence in identifying the basic
categorical structure of values (Roe & Ester, 1999) although Schwartz’s value theory has been
singled out at as the most current and up-to-date approach (Rohan, 2000; Rohan & Zanna, 2001)
among the many alternatives available. I concur that Schwartz’s theory is worthy of distinction
but before I discuss his approach in detail, I will specify some of the common terms and issues
that are found in the values literature that are relevant to a discussion of values-based leadership.
In organizing the literature of individual values in organizations, Meglino and Ravlin
(1998) made a number of important points that inform the present discussion. Based primarily
on the work of Rokeach (1973), individual values are commonly classified into two categories
based on the intent of the values. Terminal values are end states of existence which individuals
strive to achieve while instrumental values are modes of behavior that lead to attainment of
terminal values. The distinction between the two is sometimes hard to make, but Meglino and
Ravlin suggested that most research on individual and organizational values has looked at
instrumental values. Values are characterized by “oughtness”, and describe a person’s
internalized belief about how he or she ought to behave at work (P. 354). Values are important
because they guide and direct attitudes, behaviors, and decisions. Values remain fairly stable
over time although they are capable of undergoing some degree of change.
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A variety of explanations exist for why values affect attitudes and behavior. Early values
theorists treated values as a kind of individual difference (i.e. Spranger, 1928; Kluckhorn, 1951;
Allport, 1955). Values have been described as mental lenses that influence how people see and
evaluate their world (i.e. Allport, 1955; Feather, 1995). More important for the study of
organizational behavior and values-based leadership, values have been discussed as motivators
that influence attitudes and behaviors (Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992). Studies have looked at
how values operate broadly, across situations (Rokeach, 1973) or more specifically, in contexts
like work organizations (England, 1967; Meglino, Ravlin & Adkins, 1992; Posner & Schmidt,
1984). In the management literature, five of the most well known approaches to values are
Rokeach’s (1973) work on individual level values, Chatman (1991) and colleagues’ (O’Reilly,
Chatman, and Caldwell, 1991) research on organizational values, Hofstede’s (1980) work on
national values, and both England’s (1967) and Posner and Schmidt’s (1984) studies of values
and American managers. I will highlight the work of these scholars and others that are less well
known in the management literature like Schwartz (1992), but are no less relevant to the
discussion of values in work organizations.
Consistent with Schwartz’s (1996) definition, I define values as “desirable,
transsituational goals, varying in importance, that serve as guiding principles in people’s lives”
(p. 2). There are a number of issues to consider when studying values in business organizations.
Most notable are issues surrounding level of measurement and analysis, and the difference
between general personal values and more specific values that are relevant to work. After
discussing the issues surrounding values measurement and analysis, consistent with other
approaches, (see Agle & Caldwell, 1999), I will organize my review using a level of analysis
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framework. Then I will discuss the topic of work values, highlighting the issues that have drawn
the most attention from scholars.
Issues of Level of Measurement and Analysis
Researchers have investigated the values construct at different levels of analysis
including individual (i.e. Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1996), group/organization (O’Reilly,
Chatman & Caldwell, 1991), and national values (Hofstede, 1980). Allport (1955) distinguished
between an individual’s personal and social value systems. Personal values systems are an
individual’s own values while social values are the values of the social entities with which he or
she interacts.
Some have argued against conceptualizing values beyond the individual level. Rohan
and Zanna (2001) note that social values are only an individual’s perception of these entities’
values. Stackman and colleagues (2000) believe that attributing values to social collectives is a
case of anthropromorphism. They recognize that members of a group or organization may have
similar values but argue that collectives do not have values in anything but a metaphorical sense.
Thus they claim that values are a uniquely individual-level phenomenon. From this perspective,
to move the values construct beyond the individual level, involves many thorny measurement
issues such as whom to ask about collective values, whether it is okay to aggregate individual
level responses, and how to isolate the multiple value systems that might simultaneously exist
within any organization. These issues, however, are not unique to the study of values. Debates
over the appropriate level of psychological constructs are well publicized in the literature and it
is not my intention to restate them here. As in any kind of multi-level research as long as the
level of theory, measurement, and analysis are aligned (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000), then values,
like any other construct, may be treated at multiple levels of analysis.
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In this study, I am approaching the topic of values consistent with the psychological
approaches of Rohan and Zanna (2001) and Stackman and colleagues (2000), focusing on
individuals’ perceptions of values. I propose that when leaders attempt to influence their work
groups’ values, they transmit the same values message to all members of their work group. They
are transmitting ideal values; values that they believe "ought" to serve as guiding principles for
members of the work group. They want followers to buy-in to their values message, to accept
these values as the guiding principles for the work group. This values message is either accepted
or rejected individually by each member of the group. Thus acceptance of the values might vary
among members of the work group. In this research, I am interested in the transmissionacceptance process between a supervisor and his or her individual direct reports. I would expect
that values-based leaders would achieve better outcomes when direct reports’ acceptance of the
values conveyed by a leader is high.
There is also debate surrounding the measurement of values at the individual level. On
the surface, this debate seems like a methodological issue, but it reflects more fundamental
theoretical differences in how researchers conceptualize values. Meglino and Ravlin (1998) note
that values are most commonly measured in two ways using normative or ipsative approaches.
Normative approaches measure values independently of each other while ipsative measures are
designed to assess the relative importance or preference among a series of values. Ipsative
measures are less prone to social desirability since respondents are forced to prioritize values
while normative measures allow respondents to rate all values as important and sometimes
require a control for social desirability. Hambrick and Brandon (1988) suggested that the forced
choice, ipsative measures of values is methodologically driven out of concern for social
desirability instead of being grounded theoretically. They criticized ipsative approaches,
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claiming that these measures provide information about the relative importance of values (for
example that an individual ranks individual accomplishment ahead of job security) at the
expense of information about how intensely these values are held (i.e. despite the difference,
both values might be seen as extremely important). Proponents of the ipsative approach suggest
that because values are less-consciously held, the only way to surface values is to force
respondents to think about them and make a choice between competing values (Meglino &
Ravlin, 1998).
The crux of the measurement debate concerns how values are organized. Some theorists
think that values are hierarchically organized (i.e. Rokeach, 1973) while others suggest that
values are independent of each other (Kluckhorn, 1951) and therefore are held with varying and
perhaps equal degrees of intensity. There is no clear-cut resolution, but one suggestion is that
ipsative approaches may be most appropriate when studying values in decision-making
situations, when people must choose between competing values, while normative measures may
be better when studying values of individuals and collectives (Meglino & Ravlin, 1998).
Consistent with this suggestion, I will adopt a normative values measure that I will describe in
more detail in the methods section. Moving beyond issues surrounding values measurement, I
will now highlight the main approaches to the study of values at the group, organizational and
national culture levels.
Individual Level Values
Rokeach. Rokeach (1973) developed a list of personal values that is widely used in
organizational studies. Rokeach defined a value as “an enduring belief that a specific mode of
conduct or end-state of existence is personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse
mode of conduct or end-state of existence” and a values system as “an enduring organization of
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beliefs concerning preferable modes of conduct or end-state of existence along a continuum of
relative importance” (1973: 5). According to Rokeach, values are prescriptive beliefs that reflect
whether something is desirable or undesirable. Like attitudes, values have cognitive, affective
and behavioral components. Rokeach suggested that values may be thought of as standards that
guide behavior or alternatively, as an expression of human needs. Values differ from needs
though, in that needs are a desire to do something but a value is a belief that one ought to do
something.
Rokeach identified five assumptions about human values. First, each individual
possesses only a relatively small number of values. Second, all people possess the same values
but to varying degrees. Third, values are organized into value systems. Fourth, culture, society,
and personality are primary determinants of individual values. Fifth, human values affect many
phenomena of interest.
Rokeach classified values as terminal or instrumental. Terminal values reflect desired
end states of existence and come in two forms. Personal terminal values have an intra-personal
focus such as salvation and peace of mind while social terminal values are interpersonal like
world peace and brotherhood. Increases in social values may lead to decreases in personal
values and vice versa. Instrumental values refer to the means or modes of conduct used in
pursuit of end-state, terminal values and come in two forms. Moral instrumental values such as
honesty have an interpersonal focus and arouse feelings of guilt when violated. Competence
instrumental values such as creativity arouse feelings of inadequacy when violated. While all
values denote to some degree what an individual believes he or she “ought” or “should” do,
moral values more than any other kind convey this “oughtness.” Rokeach did not specifically
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identify which instrumental values he considered moral values, although he suggested that values
of forgiving, helpfulness, salvation and cleanliness might fall under this category.
Although Rokeach’s measure is one of the most widely used in organizational
studies, it does have its shortcomings. First, Rokeach did not design his values instrument with
business organizations in mind. As a result, it is questionable how some of the content applies to
business. For example, it is hard to imagine how mature love, salvation, clean and national
security are top of the mind values in most business organizations. Second, Rokeach did not
capture how values are organized into a system, and thus fails to account for the compatibilities
and conflicts that exist among many values. For example, individuals are not solely selfinterested pleasure seekers, but are motivated out of concern for others as well (Etzioni, 1988).
These opposing values often conflict (Etzioni, 1988; Schwartz, 1996) but Rokeach’s approach
fails to account for potential tensions between specific values that are salient in organizations.
Despite these shortcomings, Rokeach’s values instrument has been one of the most widely used
in organizational studies.
Schwartz. Schwartz (1992; 1996) has investigated values at the individual level and
addresses some of the problems inherent in Rokeach’s approach. Like Rokeach, Schwartz
proposes that individuals have different value priorities. But Schwartz goes further, noting that
values have a structure that leads to compatibilities and conflicts among different values. He
defined values as trans-situational, hierarchical ordered beliefs about desirable end-states that
affect evaluations and behaviors.
According to Schwartz, values develop in response to fundamental concerns about
meeting basic human needs, coordinating social action, and ensuring group survival. Schwartz
has found that values fall along two main dimensions. The first dimension, self-enhancement
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versus self-transcendence, refers to whether the values relate to individual versus collective
interests. Individual-oriented values emphasize power and achievement while collectiveoriented values stress benevolence and universalism. The other dimension, change orientation
versus conservatism, refers to values that are oriented toward change, experimentation, and
flexibility versus security and conformity (see Figure 2). Values are compatible when they share
the same underlying dimension (i.e. power and achievement) and conflict when they lie at
opposite ends of a dimension (i.e. achievement and benevolence).
Schwartz’s research has found that values tend to cluster in ten distinct categories. The
ten categories are: 1) Self-Direction-values that focus on independence, freedom and creativity;
2) Stimulation-values of excitement and challenge; 3) Hedonism-values of pleasure-seeking and
enjoyment; 4) Achievement-values of success, capability, and ambition; 5) Power-values of
authority, social power, wealth; 6) Security-values of social order, sense of belonging; 7)
Conformity-values of obedience and politeness to people; 8) Tradition-values of respect and
commitment for institutions and ideas; 9) Benevolence- values of helpfulness, honesty,
responsibility, friendship, and concern for those who are close; 10) Universalism- values of
equality, broad-mindedness, and concern for others who are distant.
Schwartz also distinguished between terminal and instrumental values although his
research has not supported this division. Overall, Schwartz has found that values content and the
relationships between values are fairly stable across cultures (1992), with differences coming in
the priorities assigned to values. For example, in some cultures, individual values are more
important while in others social values are a higher priority, a finding that is consistent with
previous cross-cultural values research (i.e. Hofstede, 1980). Although Schwartz’s work was not
designed with business organizations in mind, he has used his theory to investigate the similarity
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between individuals’ personal values versus values they have regarding the meaning of work (i.e.
value of working with people, individual accomplishment, job security, etc.).
Schwartz (1996) noted that specific values, like the ones that appear in Rokeach’s values
instrument, are not good predictors of behavior. Clustering values into more general types
allows the researcher to make better predictions as these specific values are indicators of more
broader values categories. Furthermore, categorizing values together in a structure allows for
closer examination of the types of value tradeoffs that people make everyday among competing
values (Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992/1996). Schwartz’s approach to values is an
improvement over Rokeach’s because it provides a theoretical structure for how values are
organized into systems. Furthermore, even though it was not designed specifically for business
organizations, its content captures values that are relevant in work settings such as power,
achievement, tradition, conformity, change orientation, and concern for others.
Group/Organizational Values
In addition to work at the individual level, values have been studied at the group and
organizational level as well. Collective values are an important topic for understanding valuesbased leadership. Schein (1985) discussed values as a layer of culture shared by members of an
organization and suggested that leaders play a strong role in shaping the value systems of the
organization. Charismatic and transformational leadership theories posit that leaders are
fundamental in influencing group and organizational values.
Researchers of group/organizational culture and values have historically utilized
qualitative approaches while climate researchers favored quantitative survey-type
methodologies, but in recent years that distinction has blurred (Denison, 1996). O’Reilly and
Chatman, and Caldwell’s (1991) Organizational Culture Profile (OCP) is one of the most widely
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used surveys of organizational values. Because it was designed especially for business
organizations, it does not suffer from the same content concerns as other measures. There are
methodological concerns, however, with how the OCP was used to measure organizational
values. First, like Rokeach, the OCP represents a list of values, but lacks underlying theory to
organize them into a meaningful structure. Second, research by O’Reilly and colleagues (1991)
and later work by Chatman (1991) used responses from senior managers to measure
organizational culture. But focusing on top managers leaves out the perspectives of other
employees who may have a very different view of the organization’s values. This raises the
point that in order for the OCP to measure an organization’s values, a representative sample of
the organization’s members is needed. Third, both studies also relied on data from individuals
and aggregated it to the group level but failed to use an acceptable criterion for aggregation such
as the ICC or rwg statistic (see Bliese, 2000 for more on this subject). Thus, it is impossible to
tell whether there was sufficient homogeneity in individual responses to justify aggregation in
these studies. As a result, while the OCP has the potential to measure collective values, it cannot
do this unless appropriate steps are taken to determine the degree to which values are shared.
National Cultural Values
The most well known research on national values was conducted by Hofstede (1980).
Hofstede proposed that there are four main dimensions of national cultural values. Power
distance refers to tolerance for and acceptable of power and status differences among members
of the culture. Individualism refers to the value placed on individual need satisfaction and
autonomy versus emphasis on responsibility to and satisfaction of the needs of the collective.
Uncertainty avoidance refers to how much ambiguity and uncertainty is tolerated compared to
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stability and certainty. Masculinity-Femininity refers to how much the culture values
traditionally masculine values of aggression and competition or compassion and empathy.
Schwartz (1999) adapted his theory of individual values for national-culture level
analysis. Schwartz grounded his approach by conceptualizing cultural values as responses to
fundamental human questions that every society deals with. The underlying dimensions of
Schwartz’s theory are related to the ones that are the basis of his individual-level values theory
and are also similar to Hofstede’s dimensions. Schwartz’s first dimension has to do with what
Hofstede labeled individualism versus collectivism. That is whether a society places a greater
value on individual or collective interests. A second dimension concerns how social
coordination should be achieved-what Schwartz labels hierarchy versus egalitarian dimension.
The third dimension refers to harmony versus mastery-whether a society emphasizes fitting in
with the world or subduing or exploiting it. Emphasis of one particular value type in any given
culture suggests that the opposing value type would be de-emphasized.
So far, I have outlined different theories and perspectives on the study of values at
multiple levels of analysis. I have suggested that there are two common methods to studying
values, normative versus ipsative, and outlined different approaches that vary in the content of
the values they measure. Most of the work I have cited above focused on general values, but
there has also been more specific research that has concentrated on values specifically in the
context of organizations. Of these approaches Schwartz’s (1992; 1996) approach is most notable
and appears highly relevant to business organizations.
Common Topics for the Study of Values in Work Settings
There are three streams of work values research: values congruence/fit, studies of the
values of managers, and studies of work-related values preferences.
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Values Congruence. The study of values in work settings has most often focused on the
role of value congruence or values fit between individuals (i.e. Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins,
1989), individuals and their organizations (i.e. Chatman, 1991), and the strength of shared or
cultural values (i.e. Deal & Kennedy; Peters & Waterman, 1982). Values congruence research is
less concerned with the specific values and their antecedents, processes and outcomes, but
instead, is more focused on an overall assessment of values similarity between actors and the
antecedents and consequences associated with values congruence. The values congruence
literature is wide ranging, but some research in this area is informative to the topic of valuesbased leadership.
In one study that is particularly relevant, Meglino and colleagues (1989) tested the effects
of values congruence between supervisors and direct reports on attitudes and performance
outcomes using different fit measures. Supervisors’ and managements’ values were measured
using five alternatives, by asking-1) employees for their perceptions of managements’ values, 2)
higher-level managers for self-reports of their own values, 3) higher-level managers for their
perceptions of other higher-level managers’ values, 4) supervisors for self-reports of their own
values, and 5) supervisors for their perceptions of higher-level managers’ values. Value
congruence was assessed by comparing employees’ values to those of their supervisors and top
managers using these five alternative indices that are all based on difference scores. They
assessed values using the Comparative Emphasis Scale (CES) which forces respondents to
provide a rank ordering of four dimensions of values-achievement, helping and concern for
others, fairness and honesty. The CES asks respondents to make a series of pair-wise
comparisons representing different values in terms of which ones should receive the greatest
emphasis.
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Value congruence was positively related to important employee outcomes such as
satisfaction with supervisor, satisfaction with management, and employee commitment for three
of the different indexes. Value congruence between employees’ and supervisors’ perceptions of
senior managements’ values had the highest correlations with satisfaction with supervisor,
satisfaction with management and organizational commitment. Congruence between employees’
values and employees’ perceptions of senior managements’ values was correlated with
commitment but not satisfaction with supervisor or satisfaction with management.
Other studies have attempted to relate values congruence with various styles of
leadership. Weiss (1978) measured values congruence between supervisors and direct reports
using difference scores calculated for three values- the degree to which a person’s ideal job is
characterized by a people orientation, self-expression, and extrinsic reward-- and found that
value similarity was positively related to a consideration leadership style but unrelated to the
supervisor’s success and competence. In a lab study, Jung and Avolio (2000) found that values
congruence, measured using direct reports’ self-reports of overall value similarity, mediated the
relationship between transformational leadership and follower performance (Jung & Avolio,
2000). Steiner (1988) found that values congruence was positively related to leader-member
exchange. Ashkanasy & O’Connor (1997) found a similar result, but also conducted a more
fine-grained analysis to study the relationship between LMX and values congruence along
specific values dimensions. They found that LMX is based not just on simple value congruence,
but congruence of authority, achievement and affiliation values which are especially relevant in
the work place.
Overall, values congruence is a topic of interest that touches on many areas of
organizational studies. The values congruence research that is related to leadership suggests that
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high quality leader-member relationships depend not just on an overall level of value similarity,
but value similarity along specific values, which points to the importance of focusing more
attention on values content. Shared values are important for effective leadership because they
lead to internal integration, efficient interaction (Schein, 1985) and reduced conflict (Jehn et al.,
1999). These studies indicate the need for better understanding of the process by which values
come to be shared between supervisors and subordinates.
Values of Managers. Values of managers/executives is another topic that has received
considerable attention from scholars. An underlying assumption is that values operate as a
perceptual framework that influences information selection and interpretation, decision making,
interpersonal relationships, and behavior (England, 1967; Hambrick & Mason, 1984). Most
research is this area has attempted to explicitly identify the values systems of managers as a
group (i.e. England, 1967) or implicitly study the effects of values on important organizational
outcomes by measuring observable demographic characteristics (i.e. Hambrick & Mason, 1984).
England measured the personal values of American managers using his Personal Values
Questionnaire (PVQ), a 66 item survey that sampled the importance managers’ placed on values
relating to specific organizational goals (i.e. high productivity, organizational efficiency),
individual goals (i.e. achievement, power, success), constituent groups (i.e. employees,
customers, stockholders, government), ideas about people (i.e. ambition, loyalty, compassion,
honor), and ideas about general topics (i.e. authority, conflict, religion, liberalism, conservatism).
In addition to asking managers how important each value was to them, the PVQ also attempted
to assess whether a manager had a pragmatic (values are important if they are associated with
business success), ethical (values are important if they are seen as the ethically right thing to do),
or effect (values are important if they are associated with pleasant outcomes or effects) value
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orientation. Other studies have found relationships between differences in personal values and
level of management (Munson & Posner, 1979) and career success as measured by age-adjusted
salary (England & Lee, 1974). Posner and Schmidt (1984) have conducted additional studies of
values and the American manager based in part on England’s (1967) earlier work. The common
goal of the aforementioned studies was to identify and describe patterns of values among
employees and managers in the workforce.
Values play an important yet less visible role in top management team research.
According to upper echelons theory (Hambrick & Mason, 1984), values are an important factor
affecting executive strategic choice, influencing top managers’ fields of vision, perceptual
selection and interpretation, and evaluation of alternative courses of action. Although values are
never measured directly in any of this research, they are the important unobservable construct
that demographic proxies attempt to capture.
Work-related values preferences. Not all research on personal values has focused on
leaders. Some has looked at values from the followers’ perspective of the leader-direct report
relationship. Ehrhart & Klein (2001) found that followers’ work values predicted preferences for
different types of leaders. More specifically, their findings suggest that followers who value
participation in decision making prefer charismatic leaders while followers who value job
security prefer more task-oriented leaders. The term “work values” has also been used to refer to
followers’ preferences for and meaning derived from work. Although distinct from personal
values, Ros, Schwartz, and Surkiss (1999) found correlations between individuals’ more general
values and their specific individual values at work. These studies use the term values in a more
narrow sense (i.e. an individual preference for a certain kind of work) than others and I have
defined the term. Nevertheless, this is still a research stream that is worth mentioning. These
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studies of personal values focus on specific values and how they affect decision-making, actions,
attitudes and other organizational outcomes. Although many of these studies have generated
interesting and important findings, they do not directly address questions surrounding the values
transmission process between leaders and direct reports. There is a distinction between a
manager’s personal values that might affect his or her cognition and decision-making and the
values he or she models to the group. For example, although managers might personally value
power and individual achievement, they might emphasize values of empowerment and teamwork
with their employees, especially if these values were thought to bring about exceptional
performance and ultimately bring increased power and prestige to these managers. It is the
values that a manager intends to transmit to the group that are most relevant.
Summary
This overview of the values literature has highlighted a number of issues and debates
within the field. Although values is a popular area of research, conducted at multiple levels of
analysis and employing a variety of different methodological approaches, the values literature
has tended to focus on a limited domain. Values congruence has been one of the most popular
avenues of research. Less attention has been given to the specific values involved and the
process involved in attaining it.
I propose that one of the key factors that affects values transmission and acceptance is
trust. Trust is an important element of effective leadership and a critical determinant for
successful values transmission. Popular accounts (i.e. Kouzes and Posner, 1993) have
highlighted the role of trust for effective leadership. Trust is characteristic of charismatic and
transformational leadership (Bass, 1985; Conger & Kanungo, 1998) as well as high quality
leader-member exchanges (Dansereau et al., 1975; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Kelman, (1974)
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noted that credibility/trustworthiness was the underlying force of the values internalization
process, while others have noted the relationship between shared values and trust in interpersonal
relationships (i.e. Jones & George, 1998). Although trust is seen as important, theory and
research has failed to specify how trust fits in the underlying process of leadership in general and
of values-based leadership in particular.
Most leadership research is divorced from the broader trust literature. As a result, studies
on trust and leadership have overlooked the complex meaning of trust. For example, even
though trust is a defining characteristic of leader-member exchange, measures of LMX usually
capture only a single dimension of trust (i.e. Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995). Podsakoff and
colleagues (1990) equated direct reports’ trust in supervisor with loyalty, while Yukl (2001)
associates trust with honesty and integrity. The trust literature, however, paints a more
complicated picture that includes a multi-dimensional trust construct. I will provide an overview
of the literature on trust that is most relevant to values-based leadership and the values
transmission process in particular.
Trust
Trust is integral to cooperative relationships within organizations and is especially
important for the development of effective relationships between leaders and direct reports. It
promotes organizational stability and satisfaction among organizational members (Cook & Wall,
1980). Trust has many meanings and definitions. It has been conceptualized as a general
attitude or predisposition that a person has for how much he or she trusts other human beings
(i.e. Rosenberg, 1957; Rotter, 1967; 1971; Wrightsman, 1991), a property of an actor’s network
of social relationships (Coleman, 1990), and a more specific belief about particular individuals
(i.e. Johnson-George & Swap, 1982; Rempel & Holmes, 1986). Because I am interested in
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employees’ trust in their particular supervisor, and since specific trust is a better predictor of
specific outcomes (Scott, 1980), I will concentrate on trust in this more specific sense.
Consistent with Lewicki and colleagues’ (1998) conceptualization, I define trust in the leader
broadly as employees’ confident positive expectations of their leader, along a variety of
dimensions. This definition is similar to others, which also note that trust involves confident
expectations (Lewis & Weigert, 1985; Rempel & Holmes, 1986; Robinson, 1996) and the
willingness to accept risk and vulnerability based on these expectations (Rousseau, et al. 1998).
The Importance of Trust in Leader-direct report Relationships
It is not surprising that, in order to be effective, a leader must earn subordinates’ trust.
People expect their leaders to be credible individuals they can trust (Kouzes & Posner, 1993).
Trust is associated with transformational and charismatic leadership (i.e. Jung & Avolio, 2000;
Bass, 1985), a characteristic of high quality leader-member exchange (i.e. Graen & Uhl-Bien,
1995) and more broadly a social lubricant that promotes the growth of social exchange
relationships (Blau, 1964). When employees trust their leader, they are more willing to engage
in voluntary behaviors that benefit the organization (Podsakoff et al, 2000). Trust is an
antecedent to judgments of the fairness and legitimacy of organizational authorities (Tyler and
Degoey, 1995). Trust is an important moderating factor that helps maintain employees’ support
for organizational authorities even when these authorities are forced to make decisions that are
perceived as unfavorable by employees (Brockner et al., 1997). Trustworthiness (Eagly &
Chaiken, 1993) and credibility (Kelman, 1958) are important for successful influence attempts.
Perceptions of trust are not necessarily reciprocal in the supervisor-direct report
relationship (Brower, Schoorman & Tan, 2000). Brower and colleagues have distinguished
between leaders’ trust in direct reports and direct reports’ trust in leaders as being separable
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components of leader-member exchange quality. Trust is especially important for direct reports
given their relatively weak and vulnerable position compared to their superiors (Kramer, 1999).
Leaders have a direct influence on outcomes that most employees expect from their work such as
pay, promotion, and satisfying working conditions. Many employees face considerable
uncertainty about their satisfactory attainment of these outcomes and whether their leader will
allocate them fairly (Kramer, 1996). Compared to leaders, employees often have limited access
to information about and contact with higher ups in the organization, and so are dependent on the
supervisor as a representative of higher organizational authority. As a result, employees are
especially attuned to matters of trust, assessing whether they can and should trust their supervisor
(Kramer, 1996) and are frequently interpreting their supervisor’s actions, words, and decisions in
trust-related terms.
In a study of company presidents and their direct reports, Gabarro concluded that
determining whether direct reports trusted their boss in some abstract, global sense was not as
important as finding out “…in what areas and in what ways” do they trust? (1978: 297). In other
words, if employees think about their leaders in terms of trust, then what types of trust matter?
Multiple Dimensions of Trust
The relationship between leadership and followers is multifaceted and therefore the
dimensions along which an employee will trust a leader are also complex. The leadership
literature has focused on a global, uni-dimensional conceptualization of trust and has often
overlooked the complexity of trust that has been identified by trust scholars. This is unfortunate,
since many have noted that a general measure of trust cannot adequately tap the multiple ways in
which trust occurs in working relationships (Butler, 1991; Gabarro, 1978; Lewicki et al. 1998).
Table 1 summarizes the important dimensions of trust that have been identified in the literature.
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In simplest terms, interpersonal trust in working relationships can be categorized along affective
and cognitive dimensions (McAllister, 1995). Affective based trust focuses on the emotional
aspects of interpersonal relationships and involves trust that another person will demonstrate
care, concern and sensitivity. Cognitive trust is grounded in the task activities and reflects a trust
in another’s professionalism or competency.
Gabarro (1978) offered one of the most detailed treatments of trust, identifying nine
dimensions of trust, although none of them captured affect-based types of trust. The dimensions
identified by Gabarro are: 1) Integrity, trust that someone is honest; 2) Motives, trust that
someone has benevolent intentions; 3) Consistency of behavior, trust that another person will
behave reliably and predictably; 4) Openness, trust that another is forthright and freely discloses
ideas, opinions and information; 5) Discreteness, trust that another will keep confidences; 6)
Specific or Functional Competence, trust in another’s task specific knowledge or skills; 7)
Interpersonal competence, trust in another’s social skills; 8) Business sense, trust in one’s
common sense understanding or wisdom of how business operates; and 9) Judgment, trust in
one’s decision-making ability. The data suggested that integrity, motives and openness were the
dimensions of trust that were most important in terms of direct reports, trust in their leader.
Butler & Cantrell (1984) studied five of these dimensions in the context of leadermember relationships and found that both leaders and their direct reports ranked the importance
of these dimensions in the following order-- competence, integrity, consistency, motives and
openness. In a subsequent quantitative study, Butler investigated all of the dimensions of trust
identified by Gabarro (1978) and others by Jennings (1971) within manager-employee
relationships. Butler found support for most of the trust dimensions that were consistent with
Gabarro’s and Jennings’s original conceptualization as well as three additional dimensions they
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had not previously identified. Promise fulfillment relates to trust that another person will keep
his or her word. Receptivity refers to a willingness to listen to new ideas while fairness refers to
the treatment one expects to receive.
Clark & Payne (1997) summarized the literature on interpersonal trust relevant to
employees’ trust in management, and tested five broad dimensions: integrity, competence (task
and interpersonal competence; decision making), loyalty (benevolent motives), consistency
(predictability and fairness) and openness. They found support for the validity of these
dimensions although they recognized that there are other dimensions of trust that had been
identified in the literature, which may also be relevant but they chose not investigate.
Lewicki & Bunker (1996) built on work by Shapiro, Sheppard, and Cheraskin (1992)
who identified three types of trust-- calculus-based trust, knowledge-based trust and
identification based trust. Calculus or deterrence-based trust refers to trust that develops and is
maintained by threat of punishment. A party can be trusted to act in a desired manner or else
face the threat of punishment or sanctions. Some have questioned whether this is a form of trust
or simply a matter of compliance-based control (Rousseau et al., 1998). Knowledge-based trust
is grounded in the information one has about another-- information which makes it easier to
predict that person’s behavior. Identification-based trust is built on shared or aligned goals.
When two people come to identify with each other, they come to understand and share some of
the other’s needs and values so that a very strong form of trust develops. These three dimensions
are most appropriate in explaining the strength of trust rather than separate facets of trust so I
have not included them in Table 1.
Overall, there have been many attempts by scholars to explore the multiple dimensions of
interpersonal trust. Although some scholars have been more fine-grained in their
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conceptualizations, it is evident that trust in a leader-employee relationship is complex and multifaceted. Most studies of leadership that involve trust overlook this complexity. Furthermore,
they fail to consider the role of trust as part of the process of leadership, and not simply as an
outcome or as a way to describe the leader-direct report relationship.
Summary
Given the prevalence of cynical attitudes among employees towards business and
business leaders, it is a fundamental challenge of leaders today to consider trust within their
organizations. While multiple dimensions of trust have been identified and investigated by trust
scholars, this complexity of the trust construct has not yet been addressed in contemporary
leadership research. Trust is critical to understanding leadership in the broadest sense, but
especially to understanding how values are successfully transmitted from leaders to followers.
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THEORY AND HYPOTHESES
The review of the literature has suggested that work on values-based leadership has
narrowly focused on a handful of topics like charismatic leadership but little attention has been
given to understanding the underlying processes involved. Trust is often discussed as playing an
important role in the building of shared values between leaders and direct reports, but there have
been few attempts to theoretically explain and empirically test why and how trust matters.
I have already proposed that the process of values-based leadership is a complex,
influence process involving transmission and acceptance. Supervisors transmit values either
explicitly by words, or implicitly by action (Lord & Brown, 2001). When leaders transmit
values, they convey ideal values-- values that they believe "ought" to serve as guiding principles
for members of the work group. Followers can either accept or reject these values. Ultimately,
accepted values serve as guides for action (Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992).
Understanding values transmission-acceptance is important, especially in modern
organizations where distrust and doubt (Lewicki et al, 1998) and cynical employee attitudes
about managers (Dean et al., 1998) are likely to affect employees reactions to values-based
leadership appeals. Depending on the circumstances, supervisors might model values that are
passed down from higher ups, are reflections of their own personal values, or are values that are
most appropriate for the unique context of the department or unit that they direct. Regardless of
the sources or means used to transmit values, just because leaders transmit particular values does
not mean that followers will accept them.
Values can not be observed directly. Instead, like attitudes (Fiske & Taylor, 1991) they
must be inferred from verbal and nonverbal behavior. According to Fiske & Taylor, “Inference
is the process of collecting and combining often diverse and complex information into a
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judgment… Deciding what data are relevant to a judgment is often marked by prior
expectations…” (1991: 404). This inference process occurs when followers attend to and
interpret potentially ambiguous and divergent information to infer the values that the leader is
conveying and ultimately decide whether or not they will accept them.
The Moderating Role of Trust in Values Acceptance
I propose that employees’ trust in their supervisor influences followers’ acceptance of the
values their leader is transmitting. Trust is defined as “confident positive expectations regarding
another’s conduct” (Lewicki et al, 1998: 439). In other words, trust is a psychological
preconception. Trust helps to reduce ambiguity and uncertainty, and give the unpredictable
meaning and order (Luhmann, 1979). Trust would be irrelevant in a world of perfect certainty
where ambiguity did not exist. But because individuals’ actions are unpredictable and their true
intentions unknown to others, people must develop some degree of trust in order to have
meaningful interactions with other individuals in the future. Employees are confident that they
know what to expect from their supervisor when their trust in him or her is high. Trust functions
as a short cut that allows people to think and act without having to constantly assess or appraise
the words or actions of another. When questions arise surrounding others’ trustworthiness, prior
trust often leads people to give them the benefit of the doubt (Kramer, 1999).
Trust is very important in hierarchical relationships, especially from a follower’s
perspective. Because direct reports occupy positions of lower power, are unable to control their
leader’s behavior, and are more vulnerable to opportunism on the part of the leader, subordinates
are especially attentive to trust considerations (Kramer 1996; 1999). Trust is particularly
relevant in modern business organizations given the prevalence of doubts about the
trustworthiness of business organizations and the managers who run them. By virtue of the
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position they occupy, supervisors are evaluated by their direct reports in terms of their
trustworthiness and must contend with cynicism and suspicion. “Often through no fault of their
own actors may be the targets of others’ suspicions because of the context in which their
behavior occurred” (Fein & Hilton, 1994: 171).
Accepting a leader’s values messages means that direct reports are accepting a leader’s
definition of what is important, consenting to the direction and purpose that he or she has set
forth, and ultimately allowing these values to guide their action and behavior. When employees
trust their supervisor, they are more willing to cooperate with his or her values appeals, to accept
these values as coming from a credible source, and are more willing to make themselves
vulnerable (Mayer, et al., 1995) to the potential risks involved with accepting a leader’s values.
Trust helps to reduce the uncertainty surrounding a manager’s behavior, making it more
likely that employees will accept their manager’s values appeals. When employees trust their
manager, they know what to expect from their leader, and thus are less likely to divert time and
effort scrutinizing the leader’s values messages. They trust that good outcomes will result if they
accept their manager’s values. As a result, employees will be less likely to take steps to protect
themselves from uncertain leader behavior (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001) and more willing to cooperate
with the leader’s influence attempts. Trust makes it more likely that employees will accept and
cooperate with authority (Tyler & Degoey, 1996).
Another aspect of trust is credibility/honesty. The research on attitude change and
persuasion has found that speaker credibility and honesty are important determinants of attitude
change and persuasion (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Employees will have greater confidence in
their leader when they trust him or her. They believe that what he or she is saying is true and
that his or her modeling of values is genuine. Thus, there are few doubts about whether the
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values a leader transmits are genuine and the degree to which these values are the correct values
worthy of acceptance. Because these leaders are trusted, employees are more willing to accept
their values.
Trust also moderates values transmission and acceptance because individuals who are
trusted to be consistent and competent are more likely to be effective models of values for their
others (Bandura, 1977). When leaders are seen as consistent and competent, their values
messages are seen more clearly and are also more likely to be seen as worthy of emulation
compared to values that are espoused by an incompetent or inconsistent supervisor.
Employees are potentially vulnerable when they accept their leaders’ values and use them
as guides for action and decisions for a number of reasons. Direct reports run the risk of being
exploited if the leader intends to use a values-based approach as a tool to get more out of
followers. Second, getting followers to accept a set of values may create follower blindness,
inducing them to behave in ways that could have negative or undesirable outcomes for others.
This potential dark side of values-based leadership has been recognized by scholars who study
charismatic values-based leaders (Bass, 1985; Howell & Avolio, 1992) and have noted that these
powerful forms of leadership sometimes lead to follower submission. Third, direct reports are
susceptible to harm, especially if the leaders’ values suggest engaging in risky behavior. Fourth,
employees are vulnerable if they accept a set of values only to find out that the leader disavows
those values in the future or claims never to have conveyed them in the first place. Given that
leaders have the power to influence employees’ careers, employees are at risk if they are holding
a set of values that a leader disagrees with. When direct reports trust their leader, they are more
confident that they know what to expect, and are less vulnerable to the uncertainties and risks
involved with embracing the leaders’ values messages.
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Trust helps to reduce the anxiety and uncertainty that comes from letting someone else, in
this case the leader, define the values that will guide actions and decisions. Acceptance becomes
easier because employees are confident that they know what to expect from their leader, making
the uncertain seem more certain. Trust implies that employees are more willing to make
themselves vulnerable (Rousseau et al, 1998).
If trust is important for the values transmission and acceptance process, the question
becomes which dimensions of trust are important? It is not uncommon for a person to
simultaneously trust someone along one dimension and distrust them along another, in fact, such
a “compartmentalized, segmented relationship is the rule, rather than the exception, in much of
our professional and personal lives” (Lewicki et al., 1998). Theory and research suggest that
there are multiple dimensions of trust that are relevant in the supervisor-direct report
relationship, many that are relevant to the values-based leadership process.
Consistency, Competence, and Honesty-Based Trust as Universal Moderators
Which dimensions of trust are most important in terms of the values transmissionacceptance process? The answer should depend in part, on the specific values that are being
transmitted. Different dimensions of trust will moderate acceptance of different types of values,
for example, whether the supervisor is transmitting business values of success and profitability or
more humanistic values of caring and concern for others. I propose that some values are more
readily accepted while others require a stronger more comprehensive foundation of trust.
Nevertheless, I propose that consistency, competence, and honesty are fundamental bases of trust
that will moderate values transmission and acceptance regardless of the values in question.
Consistency-based trust. Consistency-based trust indicates that a supervisor is
predictable, behaving similarly from one situation to the next and consistently in words and
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deeds. It can lead to stable interactions with others that are both predictable and reliable.
Consistency is central to Mayer and colleagues’ (1995) definition of integrity-based trust and is
an important indicator of a manager’s trustworthiness for subordinates (Whitener et al., 1998).
When followers trust that their leader will act in a predictable and reliable manner, they
confidently expect that their leader will be consistent in words and deeds, and from one situation
to another.
High consistency-based trust in a leader means that direct reports expect consistency in
their supervisors’ values messages and actions. Consistency-based trust encourages followers’
selective attention to and interpretation of a leader’s transmitted values, so that there is a greater
likelihood that potential inconsistencies in the leaders’ words and actions will be selectively
screened out and the values message that a leader is transmitting will come through more
strongly.
Furthermore, when followers see consistency in their leaders’ values messages, they are
more likely to accept these values (Bandura, 1977) because the values message is clear and is not
undermined by contradictions. High consistency-based trust influences acceptance because
direct reports will have greater confidence that the values that their leader transmits today will be
the same as the ones they will convey in the future and that the values that leaders talk about are
the same as the ones conveyed in their behavior. Consistency-based trust means that employees
confidently expect consistency from their leader, and therefore, are less likely to worry about
whether there will be consistency in the values message over time. Hence, they are more likely
to accept the leader’s transmitted values as values that should serve as guiding principles in the
work group.
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For example, suppose that a supervisor frequently talks about the values of taking risks
and innovating. After a new, creative marketing campaign designed by an employee fails, the
supervisor sets a new policy that all new initiatives must undergo a rigorous screening process,
and must be approved before being implemented. This decision could potentially be interpreted
as a shift away from change orientation values and thus may cause employees to back away from
accepting change orientation values in the future. If employees have high consistency basedtrust in their supervisor, then they are less likely to pay much attention to or interpret the
supervisor’s new policies as being inconsistent with the previous change orientation message
because they trust that their supervisor will consistently express a set of values and not change
them so quickly. Thus, the change orientation values message is more likely to be accepted. On
the other hand, if employees have low consistency-based trust, they are more likely to interpret
the supervisor’s decisions as inconsistent with the change orientation values message, infer that
the change orientation is no longer valued because of the supervisor’s reaction to the failure, and
protect themselves by not accepting the change orientation values message. Thus, making it less
likely that change orientation values will be accepted by employees.
Hypothesis 1: The relationship between values transmitted by supervisors and
the ones accepted by followers will be stronger when followers’
consistency-based trust in supervisor is greater, regardless of the
values in question.
Competence-based trust. Competence or ability is an important dimension of trust
(Butler, 1991; Gabarro, 1978; Mayer et. al, 1995). People will select role models who are
successful and competent (Bandura, 1977) because they hope that they will be successful too by
learning from the model. Individuals who are seen as having greater expertise are also more
persuasive than those who lack it (Hovland, Janis & Kelley, 1953). Therefore, supervisors who
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are seen as competent by their employees are more likely to gain acceptance of their value-based
messages. Direct reports are more likely to pay attention to and accept a supervisors’ transmitted
values if these supervisors are seen as capable and knowledgeable and thus, worthy of emulation.
When employees have confident expectations about their supervisors’ competency, they
see their supervisor as someone who is credible, deserving of the leadership position, and a good
role model of values. As a result, employees are more likely to pay close attention to the values
that their supervisor is transmitting and more willing to accept these values as guiding principles
for their work because they come from a legitimate source. As an example, suppose that
employees question their supervisor’s competency. As a result employees might be more likely
to look to someone else in the organization as an important model of values; someone whom
they believe is more skilled, more successful, and more likely to move up in the organization.
Hypothesis 2: The relationship between values transmitted by supervisors and
the ones accepted by followers will be stronger when followers’
competency-based trust in supervisor is greater, regardless of the
values in question.
Honesty-based trust. Like consistency-based trust, honesty-based trust will affect values
transmission and acceptance for all the values. Individuals are more likely to be successful in
their persuasive influence attempts when others see them as credible and truthful (Eagly &
Chaiken, 1993; Eagly, Wood, and Chaiken, 1978). Honesty is an essential element of effective
leadership (Kouzes & Posner, 1995; Posner & Schmidt, 1992; Yukl, 2001), high quality leadermember exchange relationships (Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995), and implicit theories of leadership
(Lord, Foti & De Vader, 1984). If followers trust that their leader is honest, then they believe
that he or she is telling the truth. When leaders say they care about a particular set of values,
followers are more likely to take them at their word. As a result, employees are likely to feel
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more confident, to believe that what the leader is telling them is true and thus are more likely to
make themselves vulnerable by accepting these values for themselves. For example, suppose a
supervisor talks about the importance of cooperation or concern for others. Employees who have
high honesty-based trust in their supervisor will be willing to accept these values because they
expect that their supervisor is telling the truth; that these values are important and should serve as
a guide for actions and decisions. On the other hand, employees who have less honesty-based
trust in the leader, are not sure what to expect. Is the supervisor telling the truth when she/he
talks about the importance of cooperation and concern for others? How will the supervisor react
if I spend less time on my own work while helping a sick co-worker complete an important
assignment? What will the repercussions be if I accept cooperation as an important guiding
principle for my work? Thus, when honesty-based trust is high, these employees are more likely
to accept these values.
Hypothesis 3: The relationship between values transmitted by supervisors and
the ones accepted by followers will be stronger when honestybased trust is greater.
Not All Values are the Same
Consistency-based trust, competency-based trust, and honesty-based trust will moderate
the values transmission-acceptance process regardless of the specific values being conveyed.
But, I propose that other dimensions of trust will vary in their moderating influence depending
on the specific values in question. To explore this proposition further, it is necessary to move
from a general to a more specific discussion of values in order to understand how dimensions of
trust affect transmission and acceptance of values uniquely.
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To do this, I will use Schwartz’s (1992; 1996) value theory to frame my discussion of
values. Schwartz categorizes values along two dimensions, self- enhancement versus selftranscendence, and change orientation versus conservatism. Self-enhancement versus selftranscendence, the first dimension, refers to values that emphasize concern for self versus
concern for others, achievement versus caring. In terms of a supervisor’s modeling to direct
reports, this dimension has implications for an individual’s attachment to the group and is
conceptually similar to Hofstede’s (1980) articulation of individualism versus collectivism. At
another level, this dimension has implications for the emphasis placed on business/work versus
humanistic values, which is similar to the achievement and others focused values used by Ravlin
and Meglino (1987). The second dimension, change orientation versus conservatism, has
implications for change orientation and conformity, flexibility and stability, following rules and
empowerment.
Not all values are the same. Values vary in terms of the risk that is associated with them.
For example, if leaders emphasize change orientation values, by definition these values imply
more risk for direct reports. Values also vary in the degree to which they are expected in the
business context. In most businesses, achievement values are readily expected. Values that
imply less risk and are entirely expected will be more readily accepted as long as the basic
aspects of consistency, competency and honesty based-trust are present. Other values that imply
more risk for direct reports or are unexpected will require stronger, multi-dimensional trust in
order for direct reports to accept them.
Turning to Schwartz’s self-enhancement versus self-transcendence values, teamwork and
involvement with others involves greater risk for employees since they must rely on peers who
are beyond their control. In contrast working alone doesn’t require the same reliance on others
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and does not imply the same level of vulnerability (Jones & George, 1998). Also, employees
will expect supervisors to emphasize instrumental values of achievement but might be more
cynical when it comes to humanistic values of caring and concern for others. Thus we would
expect that the acceptance of self-enhancement values would be less affected by employees’ trust
in supervisor beyond the consistency, competency and honesty-based dimensions of trust already
discussed. In terms of Schwartz’s change orientation versus conservatism dimension, innovation
involves greater risk and thus requires more trust. For direct reports, following rules and doing
what they are told is less risky than stepping out on a limb and taking chances.
To summarize, I have already hypothesized (Hypotheses 1-3) that consistency-based
trust, competence-based trust and honesty-based trust are fundamental moderators of values
transmission and acceptance regardless of the values in question. Next, I will hypothesize that
other dimensions of trust will moderate the transmission and acceptance of self-transcendence
and change orientation values, because these values will moderate the transmission and
acceptance of self-transcendence and innovation values, because these values are either
unexpected in business contexts or imply greater risk for direct reports.
Risk affects transmission and acceptance because followers become highly sensitive to
the potential trust implications of a supervisor’s actions (Kramer, 1996). When supervisors
transmit risky values, direct reports will take notice and come to scrutinize their words and
actions more closely in an attempt to find ambiguities, inconsistencies, or confirmation in their
values messages. They are less likely to accept these risky values without scrutiny. In the same
way, values that are more routinely encountered or expected won’t raise as much suspicion
among employees. Because trust is both a condition when employees are willing to make
themselves vulnerable in the face of risk (Rousseau et al., 1998) and a confident positive
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expectation (Lewicki et al., 1998), other dimensions of trust will moderate the two conditions of
conveying risky or unexpected values in addition to the ones that I have already hypothesized.
Benevolence, Affect, Helping, and Openness-based Trust as Value Specific Moderators
Benevolence-based trust. Benevolence-based trust involves confident positive
expectations of others’ intentions. At a minimal level, it is possible for employees to develop a
basic trust in a supervisor as long as they believe that he or she is consistent, competent and
honest. But when employees also trust that their supervisor has good intentions for them, a
deeper kind of trust is present (Jones & George, 1998). Benevolence-based trust is an especially
important concern for direct reports (Gabarro, 1978). Values that encourage change orientation
imply a greater degree of vulnerability for employees than values that simply encourage
conformity or following the rules.
Employees’ benevolence-based trust will influence their acceptance of change orientation
values that a supervisor transmits. When employees trust their supervisors’ intentions, they are
more likely to ascribe positive motives to their supervisors’ words and deeds. High
benevolence-based trust means that employees will feel less vulnerable when a supervisor
transmits change orientation values, making these potentially risky values relatively less risky.
As a result, employees will have fewer reservations about accepting these values as their own.
They will also be less suspicious and less likely to pay attention to and interpret any information
that might contradict the change orientation values message being sent thus, making it more
likely the change orientation values that a supervisor transmits will be ones accepted by
employees. If employees confidently expect that their supervisor would do them no harm, then
they are more likely to accept the potentially risky change orientation values that he or she
espouses.
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Hypothesis 4: The relationship between change orientation values transmitted by
supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be stronger when
benevolence-based trust is greater.
For the same reasons, benevolence-based trust will moderate transmission and acceptance
of self-transcendence values. In a group context, self-transcendence implies others are more
important than the self, that the group is more important than the individual. Working in a team
involves change orientation because members must rely on each other. When collective values
are emphasized, there is a risk associated with subjugating one’s needs for the common good, a
risk that others won’t do the same (Jones & George, 1998). Furthermore, in the face of increased
organizational cynicism (Dean et al., 1998) and violations of the psychological contract, many
employees may view manager’s espousal of caring and concern values skeptically.
Leaders who espouse others-focused values will not seem unusual to employees who
trust their supervisors’ intentions. These supervisors will arouse less concern and be met with
less skepticism from employees with high benevolence-based trust compared to employees with
lower benevolence-based trust. Ultimately, benevolence-based trust also makes it more likely
that employees are willing to make themselves vulnerable by accepting their leader’s risky
values. If employees are confident their supervisor has their best interests in mind, then they will
be more likely to accept values that are potentially more risky such as self-transcendence values.
Hypothesis 5: The relationship between self-transcendence values transmitted by
supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be stronger when
benevolence-based trust is greater.
Affect-based trust. Affect-based trust captures the emotional aspects of trust and reflects
positive confident expectations that another will demonstrate care, concern, and understanding.
If employees have high affect-based trust in supervisors, they will trust them in ways that
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transcend strictly professional relationships. Both Gabarro (1978) and Butler (1991) did not
include an affective based trust dimension in their studies of trust because they considered it
uncommon in supervisor-direct report relationships.
Because of selective perception, employees will be more likely to pay attention to and
interpret values information that is consistent with their affect-based trust in their supervisor.
For example, employees who have high affect-based trust in their supervisor are more likely to
notice those parts of a leader’s values message that reflect care and concern for others and
overlook other words and actions that might reflect more self-oriented values. Furthermore, if
supervisors talk about caring and concern for others but they are not trusted to be caring and
concerned themselves, employees will view these values messages with suspicion and perhaps
discount them altogether as hypocritical-- a hypocritical inconsistency that inhibits values
acceptance (Bandura, 1977). Bruce, the supervisor who liked to talk about the importance of
“CARE” was unlikely to get his values message accepted because employees probably did not
have high affect-based trust in him.
Hypothesis 6: The relationship between self-transcendence values transmitted by
supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be stronger when
affect-based trust is greater.
Helping-based Trust. Change orientation values imply greater risk for employees than
do values of conformity, tradition and following the rules. Change orientation requires support
from a leader and a climate where employees feel psychologically safe (Edmundson, 1999).
When employees have high helping-based trust in their supervisor, they know that they can
count on him or her to help them when needed. Employees are more likely to need help when it
comes to taking risks, implementing new ideas, or in dealing with failure.
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High helping-based trust means that employees are less likely to scrutinize their leader
for inconsistencies in their change orientation values messages because of selective perception.
When helping-based trust is high, employees have come to expect that they can count on their
supervisor to help them and so they will attend to and interpret the leaders’ change orientation
values message and overlook any inconsistencies. If employees have high helping-based trust in
their supervisor, then the transmission of change orientation values won’t seem so risky given
that employees confidently count on the supervisor to back them up when needed. Employees
are more willing to accept their leader’s change orientation values when they are confident that
their leader will help them out should the need arise. For example, if a leader encourages
employees to take risks, pursue new ideas and “push the envelope”, employees will be more
likely to accept these values because they feel confident that they can rely on their supervisor for
help if needed.
Hypothesis 7: The relationship between innovation values transmitted by supervisors
and the ones accepted by followers will be stronger when helping-based
trust is greater.
Helping-based trust will also influence acceptance of self-transcendence values. Helping
is an expression of care and concern for others. If leaders transmit others-focused values and
followers have come to trust them to help, then their followers will find that the values that a
leader is espousing are congruent with their trust expectations. These leaders will be less likely
to be seen as conveying a “do as I say, not as I do” philosophy, an inconsistency that inhibits
values acceptance (Bandura, 1977).
The presence or absence of helping-based trust creates an expectation that will also affect
followers’ interpretations of their supervisor’s behavior. For example, behavior that could be
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interpreted as a demonstration of concern, perhaps when a supervisor stays late to assist an
employee in completing an assignment might also be seen as self-serving (i.e. the supervisor is
only staying late because it will reflect poorly on him or her if the assignment is not completed)
if helping-based trust is not present.
Employees are more likely to accept self-transcendence values, to accept guiding
principles with an others-orientation, when they expect that their leader will help others if
needed. Self-transcendence values are potentially risky for employees because they suggest that
employees must become involved with others whose actions are unpredictable and beyond their
control; whose show of concern might go unreciprocated. These values of care and concern
might be met with cynicism from employees who would typically expect supervisors to
emphasize instrumental values of achievement. But for employees with high helping-based trust
in the supervisor, the self-enhancement values message is likely to be less risky and less out of
context, and thus more likely to be accepted.
Hypothesis 8: The relationship between self-transcendence values transmitted by
supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be stronger when
helping-based trust is greater.
Openness-based and Receptivity-based Trust. Openness-based trust is a confident
positive expectation that a supervisor will be open with direct reports, share all relevant
information with them, and not hold back important information (Gabarro, 1978; Whitener et al.
1998). Receptivity-based trust implies that leaders can be trusted to be open and receptive to
new ideas and suggestions (Butler, 1991).
Change orientation values suggest that new ideas and new ways of doing things are
embraced. Leaders who value change orientation must be amenable to their employees’ visions,
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ideas and suggestions. These leaders must also be willing to tell employees what they need to
know and not withhold their thoughts. This free information sharing implies a level of trust that
will make employees feel more comfortable in making themselves vulnerable by accepting highrisk change orientation values. If supervisors are trusted to disclose important information and
be receptive to employees’ ideas, then employees will be more likely to accept the change
orientation values transmitted. When employees have high expectations about their supervisors’
openness and receptivity, transmitted change orientation values are more readily accepted.
Hypothesis 9: The relationship between change orientation values transmitted by
supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be stronger when
openness-based trust is greater.
Hypothesis 10: The relationship between change orientation values transmitted by
supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be stronger when
receptivity-based trust is greater.
Conflicting Values
According to Schwartz’s (1992; 1996) value theory, there are natural compatibilities and
conflicts between values. Self-transcendence values will conflict with self-enhancement values,
while change orientation values will conflict with conservatism values. There are also many
theories in organizational studies that suggest a tension between change orientation and
conservatism. For example, Burns and Stalker (1961) classified organizations as being either
rule-based, hierarchical structures built for efficiency (i.e. mechanistic) or more flexibly built for
change orientation (i.e. organic). Population ecology (Hannan & Freeman, 1976) emphasizes
that the factors that make an organization more predictable and reliable in the short-run are hard
to counterbalance with flexibility and change orientation, and are a liability in the long-term.
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Tushman and O’Reilly (1998) have noted how difficult it is for organizations to be
“ambidextrous” and balance change orientation and conformity simultaneously.
Similarly, there is a tension between self-transcendence and self-enhancement values. As
others have noted (i.e. Etzioni, 1988), there is often a conflict between concern for self and
concern for others. This tension might affect whether or not an employee decides to be a good
“team player” with co-workers, or perhaps more seriously, whether an employee decides to take
advantage of co-workers. The bottom line is that a supervisor who tries to “do it all” by
transmitting multiple conflicting values is more likely to bombard direct reports with values
messages that are ambiguous and contradictory thereby weakening the acceptance of any
particular value.
Hypothesis 11: The relationship between change orientation (conservatism) values
transmitted by supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be
weaker when transmission of conservatism (change orientation) values
is greater.
Hypothesis 12: The relationship between self-enhancement (self-transcendence) values
transmitted by supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be
weaker when the transmission of self-transcendence (self-enhancement)
values is greater.
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METHODS
Study Design
Data were collected from surveys administered to supervisors and their direct reports
from Principle Healthcare Corporation (pseudonym). Principle, with headquarters in the
Western United States, is comprised of over 110 hospitals operating in more than 15 states
around the country and employs close to 100,000 employees company-wide. Employees from
both corporate headquarters and hospitals were surveyed.
Transmitted values were collected from supervisors while accepted values were collected
from direct reports. Trust and other potential moderating measures came from these same direct
reports. The moderating items were placed after the accepted values items on the survey so as to
reduce the potential for biased responding. Surveys also included controls for supervisors
(supervisor demographics), direct reports (direct report demographics, tenure working with the
supervisor) and other variables (discussed in the measures section below) that measure the main
competing theories to my trust explanation of values transmission and acceptance.
Four-hundred seventy four survey packets were distributed via Principle’s internal mail
system to managers in both corporate headquarters and hospitals. Five packets were
undeliverable so the total number of survey packets distributed to leaders was 469. Each packet
contained: a) a cover letter from top management at Principle introducing the study as a Penn
State research project, endorsing it, and ensuring complete anonymity for respondents, b) a
survey for the manager to compete, c) 5 employee surveys to be completed by the manager’s
direct reports, d) frequently asked questions explaining the purpose of the project, and e)
instructions for randomly distributing the employee surveys to direct reports.
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Given that values research is prone to socially desirable responding, steps were taken to
reduce the likelihood of biased responding, using Dilman (1978) as a guide for designing and
distributing the surveys. Each employee survey was placed in a separate envelope with a cover
letter from a top manager, encouraging participation and ensuring complete anonymity. A
postage-paid, Penn State reply envelope was included with each survey so that employees could
mail their completed surveys directly to me. The Penn State name and logo were prominently
placed on the cover of each survey with the researcher’s name, address, telephone number, and
email listed on the back cover of each survey. The cover of each survey was stamped with a
randomly assigned number that made it possible to link leader and direct report surveys, but
otherwise provided no other means of identification. The purposes of this number was explained
to employees on a list of frequently asked questions that was provided with each survey, letting
them know that this was a Penn State research project, and that there was no way of tracing a
numbered survey to an individual respondent. Respondents were also assured that management
at Principle would only see the aggregated results of this survey.
A week to ten days after the surveys were distributed, follow up post cards were sent to
all managers, thanking them for their participation and if they had not yet completed their
survey, reminding them to do so as soon as possible. Overall, 238 leader surveys were returned
for a response rate of 52.1%. Of these, six surveys could not be analyzed because of incomplete
information or because the manager did not have a set of clearly identifiable direct reports.
Leaders distributed a total of 865 surveys to their direct reports. We received 675 completed
surveys for a response rate of 78.0%. Of these, eleven surveys were unusable due to incomplete
information or employees who reported to more than one manager. Ninety-seven employee
surveys did not have a matching leader survey and 21 leader surveys did not have a matching
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employee survey. Therefore the final data set contained surveys from 567 employees and 211
leaders.
Leaders surveys were completed by individuals comprised of three main categories of
leaders-- nurse managers/supervisors, hospital CEOs, and senior level managers located in
corporate headquarters. The demographics of our sample compare quite favorably with the
information supplied by Principle. For example, the nurse managers in our sample were on
average 45.7 years old and had worked with the company an average of 11.4 years. 84.5% were
white and 91.1% were women. In comparison, the average age of nurse managers in the
population surveyed was 46.9 years and their average tenure with the company was 11.4 years.
84.5% were white, while 91.5% women.
In terms of the hospital CEOs surveyed, their average age was 48.5 and their average
tenure was 10.5 years. 93.0% of the hospital CEOs surveyed were white, while 80.9% were
men. According to Principle, the average age of hospital CEOs in the population surveyed was
47.7 years old and the average tenure was 9.4 years with the company. 94.4% were white and
86.1% were men.
Finally, for our sample of mangers from corporate headquarters the average age was 47.9
years old and the average tenure was 10.8 years. 93.3% of the corporate managers sampled were
white and 69.6% men. Demographic information supplied by Principle indicated that the
average age of the population of corporate managers surveyed was 48.5 years and the average
tenure was 11.4 years. 90.6% were white and 66.0% men.
Principle was unable to provide with any demographic information on the population of
direct reports surveyed, but in the sample, the average age of respondents who completed
employee surveys was 43.7. Their average tenure with their manager was 2.7 years while their
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tenure with the company was 8.3 years. 75.0% were white and 26.7% were men. Overall, given
the high response rates and the similarity between our sample demographics and the population
demographic information provided by Principle, it can be reasonably assumed that the sample is
reasonably representative of Principle Healthcare Corporation as a whole.

Measures
Most measures used in this study have been used in prior research. Because these
measures have construct validity that has already been demonstrated, it was only necessary to
conduct a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on these established measures. For measures that
were original to this study or were extensively modified from a pre-existing measure, an
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted on a pilot sample in order to calibrate the
measure before validating the measure using CFA. Details about each measure including items,
Cronbach’s alphas, and details of the construct validation process used (either CFA only or the
two-step process of EFA and CFA) are provided below.
Transmitted and Accepted values
Transmitted and accepted values were measured with items adapted from Schwartz’s
(1996) normative values measure, and supplemented by items from O’Reilly, Chatman &
Caldwell’s Organization Culture Profile (1991), and one original item written for this study.
Because Schwartz’s measure contains items that are not necessarily relevant for values research
in organizational settings, I followed a multi-sample, multi-step process to adapt Schwartz’s
values measure for the purposes of studying values-based leadership.
I began by selecting 26 items from Schwartz’s values measure that tapped the theoretical
dimensions of self-transcendence, self-enhancement, change orientation, and conservatism,
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omitting items with little apparent relevance in organizational contexts (i.e. “a world of beauty,
“enjoying life”, “national security” and other similar values were deleted). In order to help
ensure content adequacy (Schriesheim et al., 1993), I enlisted the help of an outside expert with a
Ph.D. in Management who was familiar with the values dimensions that I was studying.
Together, we examined the items that I selected from Schwartz, and compared them with
O’Reilly et al’s (1991) Organizational Culture Profile (OCP), a measure which was specifically
designed to represent organizationally-relevant values. An additional 11 items were added either
directly or modified from the OCP as a result of this process. Finally, 3 original items were
added in order to bring the total pool of potential items to 40, 10 for each values dimension (see
Table 2 for this initial pool of 40 items). These 40 items were then pilot tested on two different
samples in order to eliminate poorly performing items.
Item reduction: Pilot study 1. The 40 item measure were administered to a combined
sample of a) 53 employees from a small/medium-sized law-firm located in the Eastern United
States, b) 32 employees from a food production/services company located in the Midwest, and c)
sample of 62 full-time and part-time adult undergraduate students from a large research
university located in the Northeastern United States. 62.3% of survey respondents were men.
On average, respondents were 31.1 years of age, had 11.1 years of work experience, and were
currently or recently employed an average of 39.4 hours per week in their job.
Respondents were presented a list of the 40 items and asked “To what degree do you use
each of these values as an important guiding principle for your work?” All items were anchored
on Schwartz’s original –1 to 7 scale (-1 Opposed to my values, 0 = Not Important, 1 & 2 =
Unlabeled, 3 = Important, 4 & 5= Unlabeled, 6 = Very Important, 7 = Of supreme Importance).
Items with low inter-item correlations and communalities were deleted. As a result fourteen
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items were dropped and 26 items were retained for subsequent Exploratory Factor Analysis on a
separate sample of full-time, non-student employees.
EFA: Pilot study 2. A survey containing the 26 items selected in the first pilot study was
administered to a sample of 200 employees from Principle Healthcare Organization. This
sample was different than the one described early that was used for hypothesis testing. The
average age for this sample was 42.5 years and the average tenure was 9.0 years with the
company. 69.6% of respondents were white and 84.1% were women. The instructions and item
scale (-1 to 7) remained unchanged from pilot study 1.
An exploratory factor analysis (Principal Axis factoring) with an oblique (Direct
Oblimin) rotation was conducted using SPSS 10.1. Poorly loading items (loadings < .3 on
appropriate factor) and items with high cross-loadings (loadings > .3 on multiple factors) were
deleted, except for three items (justice, equality and success) which had cross-loadings of .3 on
two factors but loaded most highly on their appropriate factor and one item (daringness) which
only weakly loaded on its appropriate factor but did not load on any other factor. These items
were retained because they made important contributions to the theoretical content and reliability
of the proposed measure.
An 18 item, four-factor solution was selected upon examination of the Scree plot, which
indicated a leveling of the Eigenvalues after the fourth factor. Two additional EFAs were run,
one under-factored, one over-factored to assess the appropriateness of the four factor solution.
The results from the under-factored EFA, a forced three-factor model, suggest an inappropriate
fit as items from the self-enhancement dimension were jumbled with the conservatism and the
change orientation dimension, thus providing a non-interpretable solution. The over-factored
EFA, a forced five-factor model, produced one clean conservatism factor, but four other factors
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with messier, more random loadings. Overall, the target four-factor model generated the most
interpretable and cleanest solution. The results of the four-factor EFA are reported in Table 3.
CFA in the present sample. In the current study, a confirmatory factor analysis was
conducted on the 18-item values measure generated from the EFA using EQS 5.7 (Benter, 1998).
The results are presented in Table 4. A series of nested models were tested compared using a χ2
difference test as well as other model fit indices. First a one factor model (a model which
suggests that the values items load on only one individual values factor or common methods
factor was tested. Subsequent models tested included two (self-enhancement/change orientation
factor and a self-transcendence/conservatism factor), three (self-enhancement/change orientation
factor, self-transcendence factor and a conservatism factor), the target four factor and an overfactored five-factor model (self-enhancement factor, change orientation factor, two selftranscendence factors and a conservatism factor). The results in Table 4 indicate that the target
four-factor model provides a significant improvement in χ2 compared to the under-factored one,
two and three factor models. For the target model, the Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) was .07 indicating adequate model fit (Browne & Cudeck, 19930.
The Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual (SRMR) was .06, and both the Comparative Fit
Index (CFI) (Bentler, 1990) and the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) (Jorsekog & Sorbom, 1989)
were above the recommended cutoff level of .90 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1990). The five-factor model
did not show improved model fit along any of these fit indices or the χ2 difference test.
Therefore, the four-factor model can be said to fit the data well. Loadings for the CFA on the
four-factor target model are presented in Table 5.
For direct reports, accepted values were measured using the same instructions as in the
pilot studies-- “To what degree do you use each of these values as an important guiding principle
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for your work?” All items were anchored on Schwartz’s original –1 to 7 scale (-1 Opposed to my
values, 0 = Not Important, 1 & 2 = Unlabeled, 3 = Important, 4 & 5= Unlabeled, 6 = Very
Important, 7 = Of supreme Importance). For transmitted values, the instructions for leaders were
modified to read “What is the message you convey to direct reports about how important each of
these values should be as a guiding principle for their work?” but the same –1 to 7 scale was
used.
Reliabilities. The estimated reliabilities (Cronbach’s alphas) for accepted values was α =
.78 for self-transcendence values, .72 for self-enhancement values, .77 for change orientation
values and .76 for conservatism values. For transmitted values, the Cronbach’s alpha for selftranscendence values was .78, for self-enhancement values α = .70, for change orientation values
α = .76, and for conservatism values α = .70.
Trust in supervisor
The dimensions of consistency, competence, honesty, openness and receptivity based
trust in supervisor were measured using items from Butler’s (1991) Conditions of Trust
Inventory (CTI). Each dimension of trust on the CTI is measured using four items (three
positively worded items and one reverse-coded item). Instructions and items were modified
slightly to reflect my definition of trust as a confident expectation. The revised instructions
asked direct reports about their expectations for their current manager. For example, an original
CTI item that read “(My supervisor) does things competently” was modified to “(My supervisor)
will do his/her job competently”). Affect-based trust was measured using the five positively
worded items from McAllister’s (1995) scale. Helping-based trust was created/adapted from
Cook & Wall (1980) and Butler’s availability-based trust. Benevolence based trust was created
from Butler’s loyalty-based trust and original items. A complete list of the initial pool of items is
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provided in Table 6. All trust dimensions were anchored on the CTI’s original five-point scale
(1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly
agree), while McAllister’s affect-based trust scale was modified from a seven-point to this same
five-point scale. The honesty, consistency, competence, openness and receptivity dimensions of
trust have demonstrated construct validity (Butler, 1991) as does affect trust (McAllister, 1995),
but because helping based trust and benevolence based trust items were original to this study, a
two-step EFA and CFA validation process was followed.
Pilot Sample. An exploratory factor analysis was conducted on a sample of 109
employees from Principle Healthcare Corporation, different than the pilot samples already
described. 78.4% of respondents were women and 85.1% were white. The average age of
respondents was 44.8 years and their average tenure with Principle was 8.7 years. An EFA
(Principal Axis Factoring) with an oblique (Direct Oblimin) rotation was conducted using SPSS
10.1. Because it was difficult to determine the appropriate number of factors from the Scree
Plot, and the Eigenvalue >1.0 produced a four-factor jumbled solution, I re-ran the EFA forcing
an eight-factor solution, one factor for each dimension of trust. Although there were relatively
clean and interpretable factors for most of the trust dimensions the reverse-coded items loaded on
a negative wording factor while the benevolence based trust dimensions loaded randomly, failing
to form their own factors. The EFA was re-run without the negatively worded and benevolencebased trust items. This time, a forced seven factor solution produced an invalid solution known
as a Heywood case (CITE) as one of the item loadings was greater than one, and some of the
helping based trust items cross-loaded on other measures. Unable to work with a valid EFA
solution and because all of the trust dimensions had previously established construct validity
except for the benevolence and helping-based trust dimensions which were created for this study,
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I eliminated these last two dimensions. Therefore, I proceeded to run a CFA on the positively
worded items for six dimensions of trust-- consistency, competence, honesty, openness,
receptivity and affect.
CFA in the present sample. In the current study, a confirmatory factor analysis was
conducted on the trust measure using EQS 5.7 (Benter, 1998). The results are presented in Table
7. The same procedure used to test a series of nested models for the values measure was
followed. First a one factor model (a model which suggests that the trust items load on only one
individual trust factor or common methods factor was tested). Subsequent models tested
included two (affective and cognitive trust factors), three (affect, competence, and the remaining
dimensions), four (affective, competence, consistency, and the rest), five (affective, competence,
consistency, receptivity, and an honesty/openness factor) and the target six factor model. No
over-factored model was tested since no logical model existed. The results in Table 7 indicate
that the target six-factor model provided a significant improvement in χ2 compared to all of the
under-factored models. For the target model, the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) was .06 indicating adequate model fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993), the Standardized
Root Mean Squared Residual (SRMR) was .03, the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) (Bentler, 1990)
and the Non-Normed fit index (Bentler & Bonnet, 1980) were above .95 which indicates
excellent fit (Hu & Bentler, 1995). The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) (Jorsekog & Sorbom,
1989) was also above the recommended cutoff level of .90 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1990). Therefore, the
six-factor model can be said to fit the data well. Standardized loadings for the six-factor target
model are presented in Table 8.
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Reliabilities. The estimated reliabilities (Cronbach’s alphas) for competence trust was α
= .93, for consistency α = .90, for honesty α = .93, for openness α = .88, for receptivity α = .90,
and for affect trust α = .91.
Measures for Alternative Explanations
The hypotheses I have proposed assume that values based leadership is important, and
that trust plays an important moderating role in values transmission and acceptance. However,
values similarity between leaders and their direct reports can also be accounted for by a number
of alternative theoretical explanations. In this study I examined four alternative explanations for
values acceptance: a) the leader’s use of reward and coercive power, b) leader charisma, c) the
Attraction-Selection-Attrition (ASA) process, and d) demographic effects for leaders and their
direct reports.
First, it is possible that supervisors may use rewards (i.e. a “carrot”) or punishments (i.e.
a “Big Stick”) to induce values acceptance. These alternative explanations come from what
Etzioni (1961) calls coercive and remunerative control. In order to control for this, Hinkin &
Schriesheim’s (1989) measures of reward and coercive power were slightly modified to
specifically refer to values acceptance. These items were anchored on a 1-5 scale (1= strongly
disagree; 5 = strongly agree). A list of the items for these and the other control measures are
provided in the Appendix.
A second alternative is that employees accept a supervisor because they are swayed by a
supervisor’s charisma or because they like their supervisor as a person. This alternative
explanation comes from what Kelman (1957) calls identification and is the main influence
process discussed within the transformational/charismatic leadership paradigm. I measured
charisma using items from the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Bass & Avolio, 1995), the
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most widely accepted measure of charisma using a five-point scale (1= Not at all; 5 =
Frequently, if not always). I also measured a non-charismatic attraction using the liking/affect
dimension of Liden & Maslyn’s (1998) LMX measure which is anchored on a 1-5 scale (1=
Strongly disagree to 5= Strongly Agree).
A third alternative is that an employee’s values were similar to his/her supervisor’s
values when they started working together. This is based on an Attraction-Selection-Attrition
(ASA) argument (Schneider, 1987), which would suggest that employees are attracted to
managers who share the same values. Employees who have dissimilar values ultimately leave. I
used three variables-- tenure with supervisor, turnover, and interaction frequency with the
supervisor to test for the ASA alternative explanation. From an ASA perspective, we would
expect that new employees, those with short tenure with supervisor, will have high values
similarity with their managers. From a values based leadership approach, values similarity
between these new employees and their managers would be low or non-existent. Tenure with
manager was measured by asking direct reports “for how many years have you worked for your
current manger?”
From an ASA perspective, we would also expect that employee turnover would be
positively related to values similarity between the manager and his/her group because dissimilar
others are leaving while from an influence perspective, turnover would be unrelated or
negatively related to values similarity. Turnover was measured by asking supervisors
“Approximately what percentage of your work group left during the past six months?” and
“Approximately what percentage of your work group left during the past year?”
We would expect that from an ASA perspective, frequency of interaction between
supervisor and subordinate would be unrelated to values similarity between them but from an
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influence perspective, frequency of interaction would be positively related to values similarity
between supervisors and subordinates. Frequency of interaction was measured by asking
subordinates “Approximately how many hours per week do you spend interacting with your
manager on the job?”
The fourth alternative explanation that was controlled for was the effect of leader-direct
report demographics on employee values. There were three theoretically possible demographic
explanations to examine. First, consistent with the principle of homophily (Lazersfeld &
Merton, 1954) and attraction-similarity theory (Byrne, 1971), we know that individuals are
attracted to similar others. Therefore, we would expect that employees who share similar
demographic characteristics with their manager will be more attracted to and have better
communication with their manager (Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989), and therefore be more likely to
share and accept his/her values. Conversely, consistent with self-categorization/social-identity
theories (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Tajfel & Turner, 1986, Tajfel, 1981), demographically
dissimilarity in a manager-direct report relationship (i.e. manager and direct report are different
races or genders) will lead to increased conflict and decreased cooperation and communication
(Williams & O’Reilly, 1998), thus neutralizing the potential relationship between transmitted
and accepted values. Second, demographic differences are thought by some scholars to reflect
deeper differences in underlying cognitive differences in attitudes, values and beliefs. This
assumption forms the basis for research on Upper Echelons/Top Management Teams (Hambrick
& Mason, 1984) and organizational demography (Pfeffer, 1983). For example, it might be the
case that older employees are more likely to embrace conservatism values while younger
employees are more likely to reject conservatism and value change orientation and
experimentation. Finally, consistent with Kanter’s (1977) “tokenism” hypothesis, we know that
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being a minority in a corporate setting, as a leader or direct report, has the potential to effect an
individual’s values, attitudes and behaviors so we controlled for both main and moderating
effects of three important observable demographic characteristics-- age, gender and
race/ethnicity for leaders and direct reports.
To control for the potential differences in values due to individual demographic
differences, self-report measures for age, race and gender were included on both leader and
direct report surveys. To control for gender similarity, three dummy variables (male direct
report/female leader, male direct report/male leader, female direct report/male leader while the
female/female combination was the referent) were created from self-reported gender variables
for leaders and direct reports to reflect the four possible gender compositions for leader-direct
report relationships. Finally, the potential similarity/dissimilarity effects were controlled for
using straightforward, single-item measures that have been used in prior research (Kirchmeyer,
1995. These three items: “How similar is your current manager to you in terms of:” a)
race/ethnicity, b) education and c) age were anchored on a 1-5 scale (1 = very dissimilar, 5 =
very similar) and included on all direct report surveys.
CFA on alternative explanation measures. A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted
on the charisma, liking, reward and coercive power measures using EQS 5.7 (Benter, 1998). The
results are presented in Table 9. The same procedure used to test a series of nested models for
the trust and values measures was followed. First a one factor model (a model which suggests
that all of the control items load on only one common methods factor was tested). Subsequent
models tested included two (a power and charisma/liking factor), three (charisma/liking, reward
power and coercive power factors), the target four factor model, and a six-factor model (liking,
reward power, coercive power, and three factors for charisma—idealized influence attributed,
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idealized influence behavioral, and inspirational motivation). The results in Table 9 indicate that
the target four-factor model provided a significant improvement in χ2 compared to all of the
under-factored models. For the target model, the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) was .08 indicating adequate model fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993), the Standardized
Root Mean Squared Residual (SRMR) was .05, the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) (Bentler, 1990)
and the Non-Normed fit index (Bentler & Bonnet, 1980) were above .90 which indicates
acceptable fit (Hu & Bentler, 1995). Therefore, the four-factor model can be said to fit the data
well. The over-factored model with multiple factors for charisma showed improvement
compared to the four factor model on all of the major fit indices as well as on the χ2 difference
test (∆ χ2 = 181.25, ∆ df = 9, p>.001). However, the estimated correlations between the MLQ
factors were all above .9 indicating low discriminant validity between these dimensions.
Therefore, the six factor model was rejected and the target four factor model was accepted. The
standardized loadings for the four-factor target model are presented in Table 10.
As a final step, all of the independent measures—the six dimensions of trust as well as
the alternative measures for charisma, liking, reward and coercive power were examined with
CFA on a series of three nested models. A one factor model (trust and alternative measures load
together on one factor) was compared to an eight factor model (6 trust dimensions plus a
charisma/liking and power factor) and the target ten factor model (separate dimensions for each
of the variables). The ten factor model (RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .05, NNFI = .93, CFI = .93) fit
better compared to the eight factor (RMSEA = .08, SRMR = .07, NNFI = .88, CFI = .89) and one
factor models (RMSEA = .13, SRMR = .11, NNFI = .62, CFI = .64) across all indices, providing
additional evidence for the construct validity of the measures used in this study.
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Reliabilities. The estimated reliabilities (Cronbach’s alphas) for competence charisma
was α = .96, for liking α = .86, for reward power α = .92, and for coercive power α = .92.
Controls
Social desirability. Because values research is susceptible to the potential for biased
responding, Paulhus’ (1988) Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR) was used a
control. 19 of the 20 impression management sub-dimension of the BIDR were used. One item
(“I never read sexy books or magazines”) was dropped at Principle’s request. The BIDR has a 17 scale (1= Not True, 7 = Very True). After selected items are reverse scored, a social
desirability score is calculated by counting the number of exaggerated responses (a 6 or 7).
Therefore an individual’s social desirability score could range from 0-19. The Cronbach’s alpha
for direct report’s social desirability = .77 and for leader’s α = .74.
Leader Position. Leader’s indicated their position by choosing from among three
alternatives (Corporate, Hospital CEO, or Nurse Director/Manager). A dummy variable was
created to capture the distinction between two different cultural and occupational worlds within
Principle-- those working in administration (Corporate and Hospital CEO’s and their direct
reports) and those working with patients (Nurse Director/Managers and their direct reports,
nurses.
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RESULTS
Correlational Analysis
Means, standard deviations, estimated reliabilities and bivariate correlations for the
measures are reported in Table 11. Leader and direct reports’ change orientation and
conservatism values are related (r = .14, p <.001, and r = .13, p <.01 respectively) as expected.
Although the correlations are significant, values similarity between managers and their direct
reports is modest. There was no bivariate relationship between leader and direct reports’ selfenhancement or self-transcendence values. Partial correlations were calculated controlling for
social desirability (see Table 12). This time, leader and direct report’s self-transcendence values
were significantly related (r = .09, p <.05) in addition to change orientation and conservatism
values (r = .13, p <.01 for change orientation; r = .14, p < .01 for conservatism), but once again
the magnitude of the correlation was modest, and self-enhancement values were not significantly
correlated.
Turning to trust, the three core dimensions-- consistency, competence and honesty were
positively related to three out of four direct report values-- self-enhancement (r’s range = .12
to.13, p >.01), self-transcendence (r’s range = .11 to .18, p <.01 to p <.001), and conservatism
values (r’s range = .19 to .26, p <.001). However, these dimensions were unrelated to change
orientation values. Openness and receptivity trust were related to employees’ self-transcendence
(r = .17, p <.001 and r = .20, p <.001) values, but also related to self-enhancement (r = .12, p
<.01 and r = .13, p <.01 respectively), and conservatism values (r = .14 p <.001 and r = .19, p
<.001) and unrelated to change orientation values. As would be expected, openness and
receptivity correlated most strongly with self-transcendence values. Affect trust was related to
self-transcendence (r = .17, p <.001) values and unrelated to self-enhancement and change
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orientation values as expected, but also unexpectedly related to conservatism (r = .22, p <.001)
values. Overall, with a few exceptions, most notably the absence of relationships between any of
the dimensions of trust and change orientation values, the bivariate correlations suggest that trust
and values are related.
Turning to the alternative explanations, there were significant correlations between leader
charisma and direct reports’ self-enhancement, self-transcendence, and conformity values, which
for the most part, were smaller in magnitude compared to the correlations between values and
trust. Reward and coercive power were unrelated to all values except for direct reports’ selftranscendence values (r = -.14 p < .001 and r = -.12, p <.01).
Regression analysis
Overview of analyses conducted. Multiple regression analysis with interaction terms was
used to test the moderating trust hypotheses (Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 6, 9 and 10). Hypotheses 4 and
5 involving benevolence trust and 7 and 8 involving helping trust were not tested because of the
aforementioned construct validity problems with these measures. Regressions were run for each
of the dependent variables-- direct reports’ self enhancement, self-transcendence, change
orientation and conservatism values.
For each dependent variable, the competing explanations were examined first using a
series of separate regressions: a) the power explanation (reward and coercive power), b) the
charisma explanation (charisma and liking) and c) the ASA explanation (tenure, turnover, and
interaction), and d) the demographic explanations. In order to be conservative and maximize the
chance to detect significant effects for the alternative explanations, the power, charisma and
demographic explanations were regressed separately. For example, each dependent variable was
regressed on charisma and liking (both separately and together) using both a main effects only
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model and a model with interaction terms. This procedure was followed for the other alternative
explanations as well. Those predictors found significant were included in the final regression
equations that used for hypothesis testing.
To test for the ASA explanation, direct reports were split into two groups based on
tenure-- “new” employees (those whose tenure with their manager was less than one year) and
those who had worked for their manager for one year or greater. Next, different regressions for
these two groups were run to examine the similarity in values between leaders (the independent
variable) and direct report (the dependent variable) for each of the dependent variables.
Separate regressions were also examined by looking at the moderating effects of turnover and
time spent interacting with supervisor on values similarity between leaders and their direct
reports for each of the dependent variables.
After examining each of the four alternative explanations, regressions were run to test the
hypotheses. For each dependent variable, controls for social desirability (both leader and direct
report) and leader position in the hierarchy were included along with predictors representing any
alternative explanations that were found significant (if any) during the exploratory stage.
Specific results from tests of moderating trust hypotheses. The results of the multiple
regressions used to test the hypotheses are presented in Table 13. Hypotheses 1 and 2 were
unsupported as consistency and competence trust did not moderate the relationship between
transmitted and accepted values. However, there was a marginally significant main effect of
consistency trust on direct reports conservatism values (β = .11, p < .10) and a highly significant
effect of competence trust on self-transcendence values (β = .22, p < .01) that are consistent with
hypotheses 1 and 2 respectively. Honesty trust did moderate the relationship between leader and
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subordinates for self-transcendence values (β = 1.70, p < .05) as predicted but not for the others
so hypothesis 3 was partially supported.
Ganzach (1997) noted that when conducting moderated regression analysis, significant
interactions are sometimes falsely detected if there is a significant curvilinear effect that is
omitted from the model. To account for this possibility, we re-ran the moderated regression for
self-transcendence values and included a squared term for honesty (honesty*honesty). We
reported this regression equation in Table 13. There was a positive quadratic effect of honesty
(honesty squared) on self-transcendence (β = .87, p < .001) as well as a negative main effect (β =
-.17, p < .05). Given that the bivariate correlation between honesty and self-transcendence
values is positive, this latter negative effect is rightly interpreted as a suppressor variable and
should be ignored (Bobko, 2001). There was no support for hypothesis 6 as affect trust did not
moderate the relationship between leader and direct reports values. There was also no support
for hypotheses 9 and 10 as there were no moderating effects of openness and receptivity trust on
the transmission and acceptance of change orientation values. However, there was a small main
effect of openness trust on direct reports change orientation values (β = .11, p < .10) which is
consistent with hypothesis 9.
In terms of the charisma, power, and demographic alternative explanations, there was no
indication that charisma or power moderated values transmission and acceptance. There were,
however, both main effects and moderating effects for demographic variables. More
specifically, there was a positive main effect of leader age on employee conservatism values (β =
.16, p < .001). Leader race negatively moderated the relationship between transmitted and
accepted change orientation values (β = -.65, p < .05) such that this relationship was stronger for
nonwhite leaders compared to their white counterparts. There was a positive main effect of
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direct reports age on employee change orientation values (β = .12, p < .01) and a negative main
effect of direct reports age on self-enhancement values (β = -.10, p < .05). There was a negative
main effect of direct reports gender on self-transcendence values (β = -.18, p < .001) indicating
that women had higher self-transcendence values. There was a negative main effect of direct
reports race on conservatism values (β = -.18, p < .001) and self-enhancement values (β = -.12, p
< .05) indicating that racial/ethnic minorities had higher conservatism and self-enhancement
values compared to their white colleagues.
The results of the regressions examining the ASA alternative explanation are presented in
Table 14. The ASA perspective does not appear to be well supported. More specifically, leader
values were unrelated to employee values for employees with tenure less than one year which is
contrary to ASA theory. For three out of four values however-- conservatism (β = .11, p < .05),
change orientation (β = .12, p < .05), and self-transcendence (β = .11, p < .05)-- transmitted
values were related to accepted values for employees with tenure of one year and greater.
Turnover (measured either within the past 6 months or within the past year) did not moderate the
relationship between transmitted and accepted values as we would expect under an ASA process.
Finally, interaction with manager did not significantly moderate values transmission which
would be consistent with ASA.
Hypotheses about values conflict. The results from the regression equations used to test
the hypotheses about values conflicts are presented in Table 15. In support of Hypothesis 11,
leader change orientation values do negatively moderate the relationship (β = -.57, p < .05)
between the transmission and acceptance of conservatism values, while leader conservatism
values have a marginal direct effect (β = -.08, p < .10) on employee’s acceptance of change
orientation values. Finally, Hypothesis 12 was not supported as there were neither direct (β =
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.00, ns) nor moderated effects (β = -.11, ns) of leader self-enhancement values on employees’
acceptance of self-transcendence values. Likewise, there were neither main effects (β = .00, ns)
nor moderated effects (β = -.47, ns) of leader self-transcendence values on their employees’
acceptance of self-enhancement values. Table 16 summarizes the results from testing each
hypothesis.
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DISCUSSION
Overview
This study set out to examine the process of values transmission from leaders to direct
reports. This concept, which I have referred to as values-based leadership, has been discussed by
both leadership (i.e. House, 1996) and culture researchers (i.e. Schein, 1985) but the values
transmission process has never been tested empirically. The very idea of values-based leadership
rests on one important assumption: that leaders shape their employees’ values. Earlier I noted:
“Leaders… face the challenge of obtaining followers’ buy-in. It has long been
recognized in the management literature that employees’ consent to authority and
willingness to cooperate are not automatic (Barnard, 1938). Given the importance
of values as guiding principles that affect how work is carried out, employees will
not automatically accept the values that a leader conveys” (p.18) and “…just
because leaders transmit particular values does not mean that followers will
accept them” (p.50).
Although the results of this study show that indeed, employees do not automatically
accept their leaders’ values I was incorrect in assuming that trust would play a key moderating
role in values transmission and acceptance and that overall, the relationship between leader and
employee values would be quite strong. Therefore, one of the most important findings that
emerges from this study is that the link between leader and employee values, which I assumed
would be strong, especially when employees trust their leader, appears tenuous.
In this study I hypothesized that specific dimensions of trust would moderate the strength
of the relationship between transmitted and accepted values depending on the values in question.
I conducted a conservative test of the values transmission process, asking leaders about the
values they convey to their employees, and asking employees about the values that they actually
use in their work. I also pitted values-based leadership against important rival theories that
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might explain values similarity between managers and their direct reports-- ASA (Schneider,
1987), charisma (Bass & Avolio, 1995), power, demographic similarity (Byrne, 1971) and
demography (Pfeffer, 1983). Overall, the results suggest that: a) leader and direct report values
are significantly correlated for self-transcendence, change orientation and conservatism but
unrelated for self-enhancement values; b) despite some significant bivariate and partial
correlations (controlling for social desirability), there are no significant main effects of leader
values on employee values in regression analysis, only moderated ones; c) demographic and
occupational/cultural differences affect the values leaders convey and employees use; d) no one
theory appears to fully explain the values transmission and acceptance process; and e) the ASA,
power and charisma arguments were for the most part unsupported. In the remaining sections, I
will review the research questions that guided this research, discuss what we learned, and
highlight the implications for the future research and practice of values-based leadership.
What is the relationship between transmitted and accepted values?
The first research question that I set out to answer was “how do leaders get their
subordinates to accept their values messages?”-- a question that assumes leader and employee
values are related. Bivariate correlations (Table 11) indicate that leader espoused values are
indeed related to employee values for change orientation (r = .14, p <.01) and conservatism
values (r = .13, p < .01) while partial correlations controlling for social desirability (Table 12)
suggest that leader-direct report self-transcendence values are also related (r = .09, p <.05) in
addition to change orientation and conservatism values (r = .13, p <.01 for change orientation; r
= .14, p< .01 for conservatism). These relationships between leader and direct report values are
small to modest, as the correlations are smaller than .20. Regression analysis suggests that once
the alternative explanations are controlled for, the main effects of leader values on employee
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values disappear (Table 13). However, there are still moderating effects as leader race moderates
the transmission and acceptance of change orientation values (β = -.65, p < .05) such that being a
racial/ethnic minority enhances the transmission and acceptance of change orientation values,
while honesty-based trust enhances the transmission and acceptance of self-transcendence values
(β = 1.70, p < .05).
In hindsight, perhaps the more appropriate first research question should not have been
“how do leaders get their subordinates to accept their values messages” (I will come back to this
question shortly) but instead “do leaders get their subordinates to accept their values messages?”
For self-enhancement values, the answer is pretty clear as the results from bivariate (Table 11)
and partial (Table 12) correlation analysis as well as regression (Table 13) analysis were all nonsignificant-- leader self-enhancement values do not influence employee self-enhancement values,
I’ll offer a potential reason why leader and direct report self-enhancement values might be
unrelated shortly.
In terms of conservatism values, the results are a little more ambiguous-- bivariate and
partial correlations (Tables 11 and 12) suggest that leader and direct report values are related (r =
.13 and .14 respectively). However, after controlling for alternative explanations, regression
analysis (Table 13) indicates that there are neither main (β = .06, ns) nor moderated effects (i.e.
no significant interactions for conservatism*trust dimensions) of leader conservatism values.
Even if leader transmitted conservatism values are influencing employee conservatism values
(and the evidence is not very strong to conclude that they do) then their effect is weak.
Finally, the results suggest that leaders’ values do matter when it comes to employees’
acceptance of change orientation and self-transcendence values. However this conclusion must
be qualified. Bivariate (Table 11) and parital (Table 12) correlation analysis indicates that leader
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and employee change orientation (r = .14, p<.01 ; partial r = .13, p<.01) values are related while
partial correlation analysis indicates that leader and direct report self transcendence values are
related (r = .09, p<.05). Regression analysis (Table 13) indicates that the main effects of leader
values on employee values are limited-- conservatism (β = .06), self-transcendence (β = .02) and
self-enhancement (β = .02) leader values are not significant while leader change orientation
values had a marginal effect on employee change orientation values (β = .08, p < .10). There
were however, moderated effects. Leader race moderates the transmission and acceptance of
change orientation values (β = -.65, p < .05) and honesty-based trust moderates the transmission
and acceptance of self-transcendence values (β = 1.70, p < .05).

The evidence from both the

analysis of correlations and regression suggests that leader transmitted change orientation and
self-transcendence values do influence those values in employees. Why are transmitted values
being accepted by employees for some values and not others? Why are the magnitudes of the
significant effects more modest than expected?
Does values content matter?
The second research question asked, “to what extent does values acceptance depend on
the content of values transmitted?” The answer is that acceptance depends a great deal on content
in two important ways. First, some values are more likely to be open to influence by leaders than
others. Second, conflicts between values make some values incompatible and therefore when
conflicting values are transmitted, acceptance is decreased.
Not all transmitted values are accepted. As noted previously, some leader and direct
report values are related but others are not. Regression results (Table 13) indicate that
transmitted and accepted values are significantly related only for change orientation (for change
orientation*leader race, β = -.65, p <.05; for leader change orientation , β = .08, p <.10) and self-
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transcendence values (for self-transcendence*honesty, β = 1.70, p <.05) but not conservatism or
self-enhancement values (no significant main or moderated effects). Recall that Schwartz
categorizes values along two dimensions, self- enhancement versus self-transcendence, and
change orientation versus conservatism. Self-enhancement versus self-transcendence, the first
dimension, refers to values that emphasize concern for self versus concern for others,
achievement versus caring. The second dimension, change orientation versus conservatism, has
implications for change orientation and conformity, flexibility and stability, following rules and
empowerment.
Transmitted values that are more salient in the work context are more likely to be noticed
by employees. Self-transcendence values imply vulnerability and reliance on others (George
&Jones, 1998) and suggest that employees should go beyond their own self-interest for the good
of the group. When a leader espouses self-transcendence values the values message is likely to
stand out. Employees are going to take notice and perhaps pay more attention to the leaders’
values message. By contrast, instrumental values of achievement and success are more likely to
be commonplace in business organizations and therefore less likely to be noticed. As a result,
leaders’ espousal of self-transcendence values of caring and concern will be more salient for
employees and, assuming that employees believe them, these values messages are more likely to
influence employees compared to self-enhancement values messages. In terms of change
orientation values, employees are more likely to follow the rules and do what they are told as a
default. Before stepping out on a limb and taking chances, employees will look to their leaders
for support, wanting to know that their leader thinks that these values are important. Leaders that
signal change orientation values will be more salient to employees compared to leaders who
transmit the more commonplace conservatism values.
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Furthermore, these results are consistent with the idea that self-enhancement values such
as achievement and ambition are better explained in individual difference terms. For example,
McClelland’s research (1985) suggests that the need for achievement, power and ambition are
fundamental human motives that vary from person to person. Research on the Big 5 personality
dimensions suggests that conscientiousness and extraversion might be related to an individual’s
desire for self-achievement. To explore this hypothesis about the individual nature of
achievement, I conducted a post hoc analysis, using a one-way ANOVA in which the dependent
variable was employee self-enhancement values and the predictor was work group affiliation.
Consistent with McClelland’s research, the ANOVA was not significant (F = 1.20, ns),
indicating that members of the same work group do not share self-enhancement values to any
significant degree. Therefore, self-enhancement values may be better explained by individual
differences than by work group level factors such as leadership.
Curious to see if employees shared any other values, similar ANOVAs were run for selftranscendence, change orientation and conservatism values. Given that there was evidence for a
relationship between transmitted and accepted change orientation and self-transcendence values,
I expected that the ANOVAs would be significant for these values. However, given that there
were no effects of leader conservatism values on employee conservatism values, it was unclear
what the ANOVA for conservatism would indicate. Consistent with my predictions, the
ANOVAs for self-transcendence (F = 1.26, p < .05), and change orientation (F = 1.27, p < .05),
were significant. However, the ANOVA for conservatism was not (F = 1.15, ns). This suggests
that conservatism values, like self-enhancement values, might not be determined by group level
factors, but again, may be better accounted for by an individual difference explanation.
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Overall, correlation and regression analysis indicate that there is no relationship between
leader and direct report self-enhancement values. Correlation analysis indicates that leaders and
their direct reports share conservatism values, however, regression analysis suggests that leaders’
transmitted conservatism values do not influence their employees’ accepted conservatism values.
Furthermore, post hoc analysis indicates that there are no group level effects on selfenhancement or conservatism values. However, correlation and regression results show that
transmitted and accepted values are related for self-transcendence (significant correlations and
significant self-transcendence*honesty-trust interaction) and change orientation (significant
correlations and significant change orientation*leader race interaction). When leaders espouse
self-transcendence values, they are going to be more salient compared to leaders who espouse
self-enhancement values. Leaders who espouse change orientation values, send a signal to
employees that these risky values are encouraged and supported, thereby increasing acceptance
of these values.
Transmitting conflicting values. Another indication that values content matters has to do
with the issue of conflicting values. The third research question focused on Schwartz’s
hypothesized conflicts between change orientation and conservation and self-enhancement and
self-transcendence, asking, “does conflict between opposing values reduce values acceptance?”
The answer is partially yes. For two of the four values studied (see Table 15)-- change
orientation and conservatism-- conflicting values reduce values acceptance. In practical terms,
leader transmission of conservatism values reduces the acceptance of change orientation values
by employees (β = -.08, p <.10). The same holds true for the effect of transmitted selfenhancement values on the acceptance of self-transcendence values (β = -.57, p <.05).
Schwartz’s theory is correct when applied to the values transmission and acceptance process for
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change orientation and conservatism values. That there are not conflicts between selftranscendence and self-enhancement values should not be surprising given that leader
transmitted self-enhancement values do not influence employee self-enhancement values
whatsoever.
So how important is this finding that change orientation and conservation values might
conflict? In a post hoc analysis, I split leaders into groups based on the median values along
these two values dimensions- those below the median, and those above the median. 50.8% of the
leaders in this study were either above or below the median for both change orientation and
conservatism values and therefore, were in danger of sending weak or conflicting values
messages. Leaders above the median on both change orientation and conservation values
represented 26.3% of the leaders in this study, suggesting that one out of every four leaders may
be sending conflicting messages to their employees in terms of change orientation and
conservatism values.
Overall, the evidence suggests that values content matters. Some leader values (i.e.
change orientation, self-transcendence and more weakly, conservatism) are related to employee
values but others (self-enhancement) are not. There is also evidence that content matters because
change orientation and conservatism values conflict. That is, leaders trying to convey one set of
these values must pay attention to the other lest they neutralize their intended values message.
Is trust important?
The fourth research question asked “what dimensions of trust in the leader influence
values acceptance by direct reports?” Bivariate correlations (Table 11) indicate that all
dimensions of trust in leader are correlated with direct reports’ self-enhancement, selftranscendence and conservatism values except for affect-based trust and employee self-
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enhancement values. However, no significant correlations exist between direct reports’ change
orientation values and any of the trust dimensions. Overall, the bivariate correlations provide
some support for the broad notion that trust in their leader is related to employees’ values for
three out of the four values studied.
Despite these bivariate correlations, the hypothesized moderating relationships failed to
gain support (Table 12) except for honesty-based trust, which positively moderated the
relationship between leader and employee self-transcendence values (β = 1.70, p < .05). This
means that honesty-based trust in the leader enhances the transmission and acceptance of selftranscendence values. The importance of honesty was also evident given the significant squared
effect of honesty on self-transcendence (β = .87, p < .001). Recall (see p. 85) that a squared term
for honesty was included to rule out the possibility that the honesty interaction was not due to a
curvilinear relationship between honesty and employees’ self-transcendence values (Ganzach,
1997). Together these effects mean that honest-based trust not only enhances acceptance of
transmitted self-transcendence values (i.e. the significant honesty*self-transcendence values
interaction), but that honesty also directly affects employee self-transcendence values (i.e. the
significant honesty*honesty interaction). I’ll offer a theoretical reason why this direct effect of
honesty was detected in the next section. However, the practical interpretation of these results is
straightforward-- A leader can talk a good game in terms of valuing caring, but in order to have
any effect on employee values, leaders must be trusted to be honest by their employees. The
message to leaders is clear— don’t waste your time trying to convey humanistic values such as
altruism, justice, equality and teamwork to your employees unless you have earned a reputation
for being honest.
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Beyond honesty, the other moderating trust hypotheses were not supported. However
regression analysis (Table 12) revealed main effects of trust on employees’ values. Consistency
trust was marginally related to conservatism values (β = .11, p < .10) while competence trust was
positively related to self-transcendence values (β = .22, p < .01). The negative main effect of
honesty trust on self-transcendence (β = -.17, p < .05) is correctly interpreted as a suppressor
and thus ignored given that the bivariate correlation between honesty and self-transcendence is
positive (Bobko, 2001). The positive squared effect of honesty on self-enhancement (β = .87, p
< .01) has already been discussed. Finally, there was a marginal effect of openness trust on
employees’ change orientation values (β = .11, p < .10).
Why are there direct effects of trust and what do they mean? Each of these effects of trust
suggest that regardless of the values that a leader thinks he or she is transmitting, employees’
values are related to trust in their leader. Why is this so? One explanation comes from the
literatures on self-perception (Ashford, 1989) and self-other agreement (Atwater et al., 1998),
which have been drawn upon frequently by leadership researchers studying the 360° degree
feedback process. It is fairly common for a leader’s self-assessment of job performance to
substantially disagree with the assessment of their performance by others (Harris &
Schaubroeck, 1988). This discrepancy has been attributed to a number of a causes, most notably
a leader self-enhancement bias (Greenwald, 1980), actor-observer differences (Jones & Nisbett,
1972) and a general lack of awareness and conscious processing of self-relevant information
(Fiske & Taylor, 1991).
The implications of this discrepancy for the values transmission and acceptance process
are substantial-- leaders’ interpretations of the values conveyed by their own words, actions and
decisions (i.e. transmitted values) are not necessarily going to agree with their employees’
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interpretations of these same words, actions and decisions. In other words, leaders are not fully
aware of how their values messages are being received by their direct reports. Given that selfother disagreement occurs for more concrete aspects of job performance, it should not be
surprising to find disagreement when it comes to rating a more abstract and ambiguous
phenomenon such as values transmission.
In terms of the observed relationships between trust and employee values, we can infer
that the same leader traits and behaviors that foster trust in employees are also conveying values
information to employees unbeknownst to the leader. We can only speculate what these specific
traits and behaviors actually are, but one can logically conclude that the same consistent behavior
from a leader that helps to develop consistency-based trust also conveys the importance of
conservatism values such as conformity and tradition. What this tells us is that when leaders
behave more consistently across time and across situations, they convey the importance of
conservatism values such as conformity and tradition to their employees.
Leaders who are seen as competent have employees with higher self-transcendence
values. It follows that competent leadership conveys the importance of self-transcendence
values such as teamwork, altruism and helpfulness to employees. The relationship between trust
in leader, effective leadership, and organizational citizenship/self-transcendence behavior is well
established in the literature (see Podsakoff et al., 2000). This study provides some evidence that
competent leaders foster not only helping behaviors but also values associated with helping
others. The effect of honesty on self-transcendence has already been discussed. Honest leaders
are more credible and believable. The same words and actions that help to build a leader’s
reputation for honesty, also signal to employees the importance of treating others fairly and with
respect. The final direct effect of trust on values was found between openness-based trust and
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employee change orientation values. This makes sense given the hypothesized moderating
relationship between openness and change orientation. Change orientation and change
orientation values suggest that new ideas and new ways of doing things are embraced. Leaders
who value change orientation must be willing to tell employees what they need to know and not
withhold their thoughts. This free information sharing implies a level of trust that will make
employees feel more comfortable in making themselves vulnerable by accepting high-risk
change orientation values.
Taken together, these direct effects of trust suggest that leaders are indeed
communicating values to subordinates. However, it might be unrealistic to assume that leaders
are fully aware or conscious of the values messages they are conveying. Of course, it is possible
that the observed correlations between trust in supervisor and employee values are not based on a
relationship between these constructs but instead are a statistical artifact of common methods
inflation given that both of these variables were collected from the same source. The evidence,
however, would suggest that common methods bias could not entirely account for the
relationships between variables collected from direct reports. First, the sign and magnitude of
the observed correlations varies-- some of the correlations are positive (i.e. the correlations
between trust in supervisor and employee values), some are negative (i.e. the correlations
between reward and coercive power and employee self-transcendence values) and for some there
are no statistically significant relationships (i.e. change orientation values are uncorrelated with
trust, power and charisma). The magnitudes of the correlations between variables collected
from employees vary greatly, from high (i.e. r = .81 between affect and liking, r = .71 between
receptivity and competence), medium (r = .41 between self-enhancement and conservatism, r = .30 between honesty and reward power) to the more modest and low correlations (i.e. .1 to .3
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range) already discussed. The results of the confirmatory factor analyses already discussed also
provide evidence that the correlations between trust and values are not due solely to common
methods bias.
Why were most of the trust moderating hypotheses unsupported? There are a few possible
reasons for the lack of significant moderating relationships. First and foremost, all of the
moderating hypotheses made one important implicit assumption; that there is a direct
relationship between transmitted and accepted values. If this relationship between leader and
employee values is weak or non-existent, then there is not much of a relationship for trust or any
other alternative to moderate.
Second, it could be that trust is trust. While previous conceptualizations (Lewicki et al.,
1998) have suggested that one can trust someone along one dimension but not another, the high
correlations (ranging from r = .62 to .75) among the trust factors would suggest that there is
considerable overlap between these dimensions of trust. Although, statistically, the confirmatory
factor analysis supported multiple trust dimensions, it might not be practical to parse trust into
separate dimensions and then examine them simultaneously using quantitative data analysis.
High correlations among the trust dimensions makes it difficult to find significant results because
of multicollinearity in main effects regression models, because each predictor variable explains
little unique variance if other highly correlated predictor variables are in the equation.
Multicollinearity is even worse in moderated regression because the interactions are, quite
naturally, highly correlated with their component variables. Further, this is field research where
interactions are even harder to detect (Bobko, 2001; Cortina, 1993; McClelland and Judd, 1993)
and therefore, the odds of detecting interaction effects are not good unless the effect sizes are
quite large. Indeed the interaction effect on self-transcendence values transmission and
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acceptance that was detected had a large standardized Beta weight (β = 1.70, p <.05). Given
these challenges, the fact that an honesty*self-transcendence interaction was found indicates just
how important this moderator actually is.
A third and final explanation for the lack of significant trust moderators is that perhaps
for the most part, trust is indeed unrelated to values transmission and acceptance. Only
subsequent studies will help to establish this. But if not trust, then what else?
Do alternative explanations better account for values transmission and acceptance than
trust? I now return to the first research question that I originally posed but have postponed
answering until now-- “how do leaders get their employees to accept their values messages?” We
have already discussed a moderating effect of honesty on the transmission and acceptance of
self-transcendence values as well as a few direct effects of honesty (quadratic effect on
employees’ self-transcendence values), consistency (on employees’ conservatism values),
competence (on employees’ self-transcendence values) and openness trust (on employees’
change orientation values). Honesty trust plays a very important role both by itself and as a
moderator in the transmission and acceptance of self-transcendence values, but beyond that, the
moderating effects of trust were non-existent. Now we can turn our attention to the alternative
explanations that might affect the values transmission and acceptance process.
The ASA explanation. The evidence argues solidly against any effect of an AttractionSelection-Attrition process (Table 14). If ASA were taking place, we would expect new
employees to share their leader’s values. However, we found no values similarity between these
new employees and their leaders. Instead values similarity increased with employees’ tenure
with their leader for self-transcendence (β = .11, p < .05), change orientation (β = .12, p < .05)
and conservatism values (β = .11, p < .05), suggesting that some level of values transmission is
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occurring. Again, there was no similarity between leaders and their direct reports for selfenhancement values (β = .05, ns). An examination of turnover also provides evidence against
ASA. If ASA were taking place, then the attrition cycle would be weeding out those with
different values and increasing homogeneity in values between leaders and their employees over
time. This was not the case as none of the turnover main or moderating effects was significant.
A third variable, an employee self-reported frequency of interaction with supervisor was
also examined. I expected that frequency of interaction with the supervisor would moderate the
values transmission and acceptance process if the leadership explanation was correct (i.e.
increased interaction with a leader would increase the opportunity for leaders to convey values
messages) while ASA would suggest that interaction would be unrelated. Consistent with ASA,
interaction between leaders and their direct reports did not moderate values transmission and
acceptance. However, this result could be due to a problem with the item used to measure
interaction with supervisor. Recall that frequency of interaction with supervisor was measured
using a single self-report item, “approximately how many hours per week do you spend
interacting with your manager on the job?” On a number of employee surveys, employees wrote
comments such as “all the time”, “I see my supervisor every day”, or “we only meet once a
week.” Thus, it became apparent that the term “interaction” was too vague. What does
“interacting” mean-- being in physical proximity to a supervisor? formal meetings? informal
conversations? As a result, because this measure most likely did not assess frequency of
interaction similarly across all employees, it would be impossible to detect any moderating effect
of interaction on values transmission and acceptance. Nevertheless, the tenure and turnover
patterns provide sufficient evidence against an ASA alternative explanation.
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The charisma explanation. Analysis of bivariate correlations (Table 11) indicated that
leader charisma, measured using Bass & Avolio’s (1995) 12-item scale (see Appendix for items)
was correlated with employee conservatism (r = .21), self-enhancement (r = .11), and selftranscendence values (r = .14), which provides some initial evidence that charismatic leadership
is indeed associated with values transmission and acceptance. Both self-transcendence and
conservatism values have a collective-orientation, meaning that they refer to an individual’s
relationships to others (self-transcendence refers to care and concern for others while
conservatism refers to conforming to collective rules and traditions). That charisma would be
associated with these particular values validates an untested assumption that charismatic leaders
elevate their followers’ attention and commitment to a collective goal, getting them to look
beyond their own self-interest. That charismatic leadership would also be associated with selfenhancement values of achievement and success is also not surprising given that charismatic
leadership has been linked with high achievement and exceptional follower performance (Lowe
et al, 1996).
Despite these correlations, there were no direct or moderating effects of charisma on
values in regression analysis (Table 13), a much more conservative test compared to simple
analysis of correlations. In other words, charismatic leadership does not adequately explain
differences in values transmission and acceptance relative to the other explanations examined in
this study. Overall, there is not much evidence to claim that charisma is a major factor in values
transmission and acceptance. This is very important given that charisma’s role in the values
transmission and acceptance process up until now, has been neither adequately scrutinized nor
empirically tested.
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The power explanation. I controlled for the possibility that employees might accept their
leaders’ values because they were rewarded or coerced by their leader. For the most part, neither
coercive nor reward power were related to employee values. However, self-transcendence was
negatively correlated with both reward and coercive power (Table 11). There were no direct or
moderated effects of either reward or coercive power on any of the values studied in regression
analysis. These results suggest that rewarding and punishing employees to get them to accept
values has little effect. In fact, in the case of self-transcendence values, the attempted use of
power will actually backfire and reduce employee acceptance of these values. This finding is
consistent with Cognitive Evaluations theory (Deci, 1971; Deci & Ryan, 1980) and Reactance
rheory (Brehm, 1966). According to CET, human motivation occurs as a result of extrinsic and
intrinsic factors. If individuals perceive that their behavior is being controlled externally, then
their intrinsic motivation will decrease. Self-transcendence values such as altruism and
helpfulness are likely to be intrinsically motivated. Reactance theory tells us that individuals
will have a strong negative reaction if they believe that their freedom has been unfairly
controlled or taken away. According to reactance theory, if a leader is perceived as unfairly
using his or her power to force values acceptance, one possible response to is for employees to
strike back by rejecting these values. Based on these two theories, we would expect that if a
leader tries using rewards and punishments to control values acceptance, at best the attempted
manipulation will be ineffective, at worst it will backfire causing negative effects on values
acceptance. The bottom line is that leaders can not use reinforcements effectively to change
values.
The demographic explanation. The findings indicate that the final alternative explanation
examined in this study-- the impact of demographic effects on values transmission and
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acceptance, does merit future consideration. Of all the demographic theories that were
considered, the demographic similarity argument had the most potential to provide a valid
alternative explanation for the values transmission and acceptance process. But the preliminary
analysis produced no support. Perceptual measures of age and race similarity and the dummy
coded objective measures for gender did not moderate values transmission and acceptance for
any of the values studied (Table 13).
However, both the demographic argument (that demographic differences reflect deeper
level differences in values, (i.e. Hambrick & Mason, 1984; Pfeffer, 1983) and the tokenism
effect that being a minority in a majority setting will affect attitudes, behaviors and outcomes;
(Kanter, 1977) did receive some support in explaining differences among direct reports’ values.
Perhaps most intriguing, there were important effects of leader demographics on employee
values-- an enhancing effect of minority leadership on the transmission and acceptance of change
orientation values (β = -.65, p< .05) and a direct effect of leader age on employee conservatism
values (β = .16, p<.001). I conjecture that these effects could be due to a signaling effect of
demographics suggested by Lawrence (1997) who cited earlier work by Spence (1974) that
addressed the signaling effect of individual attributes in economic and employment markets.
Lawrence criticized the field of organizational demography for being atheoretical because
it relies on demographic variables to serve as indicators for underlying and unmeasured
cognitive/process variables. However, Lawrence went on to suggest that demographic variables
have great theoretical potential if one considers their antecedent role as organizational signals.
According to Lawrence,
“One use for antecedent theories is in exploring how demographic variables act as
organizational signals (Spence, 1974) that acquire meaning, which differs from the role
demographic variables play in indicator theories. In indicator theories, the demographic

105

variable represents a measure of the subjective concept. In an antecedent theory where
demographic variables play a signaling role, the demographic variable and subjective
concept is generated by the social constructs people attach to their perceptions of the
demographic variable” (1997: 17).
If we apply this idea of the signaling power of demographic attributes to leadership, we
find that the positive main effect of leader age on employee conservatism values and the
racial/ethnic minority enhancing effect for the transmission and acceptance of change orientation
values are more easily understood. In recent years, there has been increasing attention focused
on the problem of ageism or age discrimination as some laid-off employees have filed suit
against their former companies, charging that they were laid off because of their age. The
common complaint among these employees is that there is a pervasive stereotype in the
workplace that suggests that older workers are inflexible, less creative, and more set in their
ways compared to younger employees (AARP, 1998). If employees believe that age is related to
increased conformity and decreased change orientation, then they are likely to perceive that older
leaders value conservatism more than their younger colleagues and hence might be more likely
to accept conservatism values. The fact that leader age is not significantly correlated with a
leader’s conservatism (Table 11, r = .07, ns) values indicates that there are not necessarily any
“actual” differences in conservatism values between older and younger employees. If indeed
leader age has no effect on transmitted conservation values, this signaling effect of leader age is
prejudicial. However, it is also possible that older leaders are indeed transmitting conservatism
values to a greater degree compared to younger leaders, but these leaders might be even more
susceptible to some of the self-assessment bias I have already discussed, making them less aware
of the values that they are conveying to employees. Given that leader age was unrelated to other
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variables in this study, and that social desirability was uncorrelated with leader age this
alternative is unlikely.
Signaling can also explain the enhancing effect that racial/ethnic minority leaders have on
the transmission and acceptance of change orientation values. Being a racial/ethnic minority in a
position of leadership signals something different, especially in a company like Principle, where
84.5% of nurse managers, 94.5% of hospital CEOs and 90.6% of corporate managers are white.
For minorities, being in a leadership position means that they are even more visible and will
draw increased attention from others (Kanter, 1977). Minority leaders face scrutiny from their
counterparts so that each and every action they take has the potential to have important symbolic
consequences. In racially homogenous companies like Principle, where minorities in positions
of leadership are few and far between, a minority leader sends a symbolic message to their
employees that encourages change orientation and change.
Turning away from the effects of leader demographics to the effects of employee
demographics, a somewhat surprising finding was that older employees had higher change
orientation values. I already mentioned that it is a common perception that older workers are
less innovative. However, some preliminary evidence on aging and creativity suggests that
creativity is not negatively related to chronological age, but instead creativity may actually be
enhanced in later life. Instead, the research suggests that decreased creativity is related to career
age, so that working too long in the same place, job or field (Simonton, 1990) can lead to habit
formation or schematic thinking which both stifle creativity (Ford, 1996).
With this in mind, I conducted a post hoc analysis and examined the relationship between
employee creativity values and employee tenure with the organization (an additional variable
that I collected). Employee creativity values were in fact negatively correlated with
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organizational tenure (r = .10, p < .05) thus providing some support to dispel the myth that older
employees don’t value creativity. Employee age was also negatively related to employee selfenhancement values. Older employees are less likely to be concerned with personal success and
getting ahead compared to their younger colleagues.
There was a main effect of direct report race on direct report values such that employees
who are racial minorities had higher conservatism values and higher self-enhancement values.
This is interesting especially given that when racial minorities are in positions of leadership, they
are associated with employees who have higher levels of change orientation values. I believe
that the explanation for these findings lies in Kanter’s (1977) research on tokenism and the
power differential between leaders and their direct reports. Often times minority employees feel
pressure to conform and fear visibility, not wanting to draw attention to themselves, especially in
racially homogeneous companies where they already “stick out” because they have different
attributes compared to their co-workers. The findings suggest that minority employees very
much want to excel and succeed but also face pressure to toe the line and do so in a manner that
does not draw attention to themselves.
In support of this conclusion, the bivariate correlations (Table 11) indicate that direct
report race is related to social desirability (r = -.10, p<.05). This means that racial/ethnic
minorities are more likely to provide socially desirable responses. Finally there was a main
effect of employee gender on self-transcendence values (r = -.18, p<.001). Self-transcendence
was higher in female direct reports compared to their male counterparts. Keep in mind this was
controlling for leader position, which measured whether an individual worked in administration
or nursing. This finding would be consistent with previous research by Gilligan (1982) that
noted the different values men and women have when it comes to attachment to and separation
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from others. To explore this point further, I conducted a post hoc analysis to see if transmission
and acceptance of others values was stronger in female-female supervisor-direct report
relationships compared to mixed gender or all male dyads. The results of regression analysis
with dummy coded variables representing different supervisor-direct report gender combinations
(the female-female combination as the referent category) revealed significant negative effects for
male (β = -.18, p<.01) and female supervisors (β = -.09, p<.05) transmitting others values to male
direct reports but no significant effects for values transmission to female direct reports. The lack
of significance between transmitted and accepted others values for female direct reports might
reflect that women are high on these values to begin with, and are less likely to be influenced by
their supervisors’ transmission of others values. On the other hand, attempts to transmit others
values to male direct reports might backfire, perhaps because these values might appear to them
to be inconsistent with the traditional stereotype that men value individualism more than
relationships and attachment to others.
Occupational/Cultural explanation. In all of the regression analyses, the leader position
variable (coded 1 if the leader worked in administration in corporate headquarters or as a hospital
CEO and 0 if the leader worked as nurse manager) was significant indicating that there were
important differences in values between direct reports working in the administrative and nursing
worlds within Principle (Table 13). Specifically, individuals working in administration have
lower self-transcendence (β = -.21, p<.001) and conservatism values (β = -.20, p<.001), but
higher self-enhancement (β = .17, p<.001) and change orientation (β = .23, p<.001) values. In
order to flesh out these effects in more detail, I ran a follow up analysis to examine the pattern of
these differences for newer and more tenured employees. I speculated that if the observed
differences between the administration and nursing worlds were present for newly hired
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employees (i.e. tenure with an organization of less than one year), then this might provide some
evidence that individuals with certain kinds of values are drawn to certain kinds of careers. This
would suggest an individual difference, occupational explanation-- individuals with higher selftranscendence and conservatism but lower change orientation and self-enhancement are attracted
to the nursing profession more than they are to working in a corporate setting.
Alternatively, if there were no differences in values between individuals working in
administration and nursing for recently hired employees, then we might conclude that the
observed differences in values is due to a culture/socialization effect—that values differences
don’t exist when employees are newly hired but only emerge over time after an employee has
become acculturated into the organization. The results of this analysis are presented in Table
17. The administration-nursing differences were present among recently hired employees for
conservatism (β = -.34, p<.01), self-transcendence (β = -.28, p<.01) and change orientation (β =
.28, p<.01) values thus lending support to the ideas that individuals with different kinds of values
are drawn to different careers. On the other hand, there were no administrative-nursing
differences among recently hired employees in terms of self-enhancement values (β = .07, ns)
but there were differences for employees with tenure of one year and greater (β = .15, p<.01).
Earlier we concluded that self-enhancement values are not shared among work group members
to any significant degree but are more likely influenced by individual-level determinants
(McClelland, 1975). Now we might note that there are some macro-cultural effects that
influence self-enhancement values as well.
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IMPLICATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS
So what have we learned about values-based leadership and what does it mean for future
research and practice? First and perhaps most surprising is that leaders have a relatively small
effect on their employees’ values. This is important given the degree to which the leadership
literature has emphasized a leader’s ability to influence employees’ values and the strong terms
(i.e. employee internalization of their leader’s values) in which the values transmission and
acceptance process has been discussed. The results of this study suggest this notion that
employees internalize their leader’s values is too strong. Perhaps the idea that the leaders’ role
in creating “organizational men” (Whyte, 19560 and woman is hopelessly outdated.
But before we write the epitaph for the concept of values-based leadership, further
research is needed. For example, perhaps leader values affect employee behaviors directly
instead of influencing employee values. If this were true, then perhaps leaders would need to
focus less on changing employee values and focus more on changing employee behaviors.
Although I did not examine the effect of leader values on employee behaviors in this dissertation,
I have already collected data on leader values, employee values, and outcomes and will test this
direct-effects process in the future.
Values transmission and acceptance may not be as much a “conversion” experience as
much as a process that unfolds slowly over time. Acceptance might occur only after leaders and
employees have worked together for a long time, and might also be a function of not just leader
transmitted values, but also the values that are transmitted by coworkers. Future research should
explore these possibilities by employing a longitudinal research design and examining the
potential role of coworker values in influencing a focal employee’s values.
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The weakness of the relationship between leader and employee values might be a result
of how I measured values in this study. I conducted a conservative test of the values
transmission and acceptance process, asking leaders about values they are transmitting and
employees about the values they actually use in their work. Given the aforementioned biases
inherent in self-evaluation, it might be unreasonable to assume that a leader’s perception of the
values messages that he or she is conveying would match employees’ perceptions of these same
values messages. Instead of asking leaders about the values messages they are conveying,
employees could provide their perceptions of transmitted values (which would have provide a
better test of the influence of a leader’s values on employees’ values), in addition to reporting
their own values, although this approach is not without its own problems, as it would increase the
likelihood of a same source or common methods bias influencing the results.
Alternatively, I could have asked subordinates about the values that are important to their
work group (a test of the influence of a group’s value system) or about ideologies (i.e. the values
that are used to justify action but are not necessarily accepted or internalized. Indeed, if values
are abstract, implicit and underlying causes that shape attitudes and behaviors (Rohan & Zanna,
2001) then asking people about their values would be difficult. Ultimately, the study of values
might best lend itself to qualitative methods because values might be relatively inaccessible and
not easily recalled. Statements about values might be elicited through interviews or else inferred
from a second order analysis of an individual’s own words.
In any event, this study indicated that larger multi-item scales tapping the four underlying
theoretical dimensions of Schwartz’s values measure have acceptable levels of validity and
reliability and merit use in future research on leadership and values. Given that previous studies
of values-based leadership have never looked at the actual content of values, it is a significant
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development to have fine-tuned a measure that could be used in future research. However, the
hypothesized conflicts that are supposed to exist between opposite poles of Schwartz’s
dimensions were only partially supported as conflicts were found between change orientation
and conservatism but not between self-enhancement and self-transcendence. This might indicate
that Schwartz’s theory is somewhat flawed, or alternatively, could simply be an artifact of the
non-significance of self-enhancement on employee values. In either case, it is important to note
that Schwartz’s theory falls short in this area.
Second, we learned that, although traditional values research has focused on general
perceptions of values congruence, this study indicates that values content matters. While leaders
are able to influence some values like change orientation and self-transcendence, their effects on
others like self-enhancement and conservatism are weak or non-existent. From previous
research on change orientation and creativity, we know that leaders can play a role in fostering a
climate of psychological safety for creative change orientation (Edmunson, 1999), and
encouraging innovative behaviors (Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Tierney, Farmer & Graen,
1999). However, most previous research on creativity has typically emphasized the individual
determinants of creativity (Barron & Harrington, 1981) and therefore, the need to hire
individuals who value creativity. The findings from the present study are important then,
because they suggest that leaders can to some degree shape employees’ change orientation
values.
In terms of self-transcendence values, the traditional views of leadership often portray the
leader as a single heroic figure. This view of leadership is characterized by a series of dyadic
relationships that is characteristic of a prototypical bureaucratic organization. More recently,
leadership scholars have begun to consider the collective notions of leadership (see Bryman,
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1996 for a review) and so understanding how self-transcendence values are conveyed is
important. Getting others to go beyond self-interest for the sake of the collective has been
discussed as a key task of leaders according to the values-based leadership literature (Bass,
1998). The results of this study suggest that leaders can influence employees’ self-transcendence
values. However, more research would be required in order to understand more precisely how
they do so.
The fact that leaders have little effect on self-enhancement values is intriguing, especially
since values-based leadership is thought to instill values of achievement and success in
employees. Are leaders misguided in talking about “winning and self values?” Is there a
distinction between winning for self and winning for the group or organization that was not
captured in this study? Future research should examine this question.
Overall, there were few main or moderating effects that universally explain the values
transmission and acceptance process. In order to understand how values are transmitted and
received, one must consider the kinds of values in question. Given that there is a conflict
between change orientation and conservation, the kinds of values being transmitted can not be
ignored. Leaders must make sure that their values messages are consistent and compatible and
future research should examine not just values congruence but also values content.
Third, we learned that honesty is important for conveying self-transcendence values in
employees. For leaders, honesty is a must if you are conveying humanistic values. This is
important for researchers interested in social issues in management as well as those interested in
organizational citizenship behaviors. Other dimensions of trust were related to employee values
but none moderated the relationship between leader and employee values as honesty did. Given
the high correlations between trust dimensions, perhaps future research should abandon
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simultaneous consideration of multiple dimensions of trust. It might be more appropriate to
develop a new global measure of trust, one with items designed to tap these separate facets of
trust, instead of separating them into such highly correlated dimensions. To explore this
possibility, I selected the highest loading item from the consistency, competency, honesty,
openness, receptivity and affect trust dimensions and re-ran my regressions using this global
measure of trust instead. This measure demonstrated good internal consistency (α = .90). The
results, however, were disappointing as the global measure of trust was not significant, neither
main effects nor moderated effects, in any of the regressions that I examined.
Fourth, we learned that, although demography has its critics, demographic differences in
values exist. This is important because organizational demography’s congruence assumption
that was attacked by Lawrence (1997) is not totally without merit. Contrary to other studies
(Kilduff, Angelmar, Mehra, 2000) that failed to find a relationship between demographic
diversity and some deeper underling differences, some demographic differences do reflect
differences in values. Further research is needed on the symbolic meaning communicated by
leader demographics. The fact that racial diversity in leadership is associated with higher
employee change orientation values is important for those companies who depend on change
orientation. It is also important for the diversity literature which has tended to focus on the
negatives (i.e. Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989) and not the positives of diversity in the workplace.
Fifth, we learned a great deal about potential alternative explanations to the values-based
leadership transmission and acceptance process. We generated enough evidence to rule out ASA
as an explanation, at least as it applies to the work group level. Perhaps ASA does play more of
a role at a different level. For example, ASA may explain values similarity at the organizational
level-- for example between employees who work for Tom’s of Maine as opposed to employees
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who work for Proctor & Gamble. However, in order to test ASA at this level it would be
necessary to collect data from hundreds of organizations which would be difficult. The charisma
explanation that is central to the literature on values-based leadership turned out to be
disappointing. Although one can not rule out the importance of values transmission and
acceptance in the influence process of charismatic leadership on the basis of this one study, the
lack of support for the moderating role of charisma does suggest that much more research on the
relationship between charisma and values is needed. We also learned that power can’t be used
to control values acceptance and that demographic similarity did nothing to facilitate values
transmission. Finally, we learned that there were important occupational differences across most
of the values studied, suggesting that individuals are drawn to particular occupations that are
consistent with their values. Overall, the larger pattern of results suggests that people come to
organizations with a set of values already in place and that organizational attempts to change
them might fail to generate any major internalization of organizational values. That’s not to say
that values-based leadership or other articulations of values in organizations are unimportant.
Rather, their effect on employees’ values is limited.
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CONCLUSION
Values-based leadership is currently a hot topic among leadership researchers and
practitioners. Despite all of the attention that this topic has been receiving recently, there has
been little systematic study of this concept. This study was one of the first to examine the values
transmission and acceptance process between leaders and direct reports and one of the first to
consider values content. Surprisingly, the findings indicate that the term values-based leadership
may in fact be a misnomer, as the effects of leader values on employee values are modest. This
raises the question as to whether values-based leadership is even a viable concept. Perhaps
leaders can get their employees to espouse certain key values or use them in their organizational
decision making, but it might be unrealistic to think that leaders will actually get their employees
to internalize these values. On the hand, values-based leadership might be a concept that makes
more sense at the organizational level where values and other normative control systems are
more relevant compared to the day-to-day direct supervision of work carried out by middle and
lower level managers. The findings would support the notion that values are important
individual differences that are not easily influenced or changed, so even at the organizational
level, it might be unreasonable for organizations to assume that they can change employees’
values to any great degree.
Of the many trust dimensions examined, only honesty produced the hypothesized
moderating effect. Honesty-based trust is very important for conveying self-transcendence
values to employees. As the honesty of corporate leaders comes into question with each passing
day and each new business scandal (i.e. Enron, Tyco, Worldcom), the imperative to build a
reputation for honesty is critical, but it is even more so for managers who want to instill values
such as teamwork, helpfulness and altruism in their employees. Getting employees to go beyond
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self interest for the good of the group is a value that leaders can transmit to their employees, but
to do so effectively, leaders must be seen as honest by their employees. In terms of the lack of
findings for the other trust moderating hypotheses, the high correlations among trust dimensions
indicates that simultaneously studying and testing hypotheses about multiple dimensions of trust
in the same study may be impractical, although in this study, it would not have made much of
difference given that even a global measure of trust failed to significantly moderate values
transmission and acceptance.
Of the many other alternative factors examined in this study, we know now that at the
group level, the initial evidence from this study suggests that power, charisma and ASA do not
appear to play a strong role in the values transmission and acceptance process. That charisma
did not moderate the values transmission and acceptance process argues for more research on the
role of values internalization in the charismatic and transformational leadership influence
process. Demographic explanations generated the most interesting results and merit further
consideration and investigation. There was some evidence that people come to organizations
with their values systems already in hand and that surface level demographic characteristics
partially reflect underlying differences in values. There was also some indication that surfacelevel demographics might serve as signals that convey values information to others—most
notably that racial/ethnic minority leaders in an overwhelming white organization signal the
value of change orientation to employees.
Ultimately this study focuses attention on the importance of examining not just values
congruence, but also values content. Although this research generated unanswered questions,
many of them can be tackled in the future if researchers continue to examine specific values.
Our understanding of topics like values-based leadership will be greatly improved when we
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move beyond simple studies of perceived values congruence to ones that actually focus on values
content.
We know more about values and leadership because of this study, but what we learned
leaves the concept of values-based leadership in a more precarious position than before, at least
when it comes to the assumption that employees internalize their leaders’ values to any major
degree. Leaders can play a role in enhancing employees’ acceptance of change orientation and
self-transcendence values—values that might not otherwise be expected or routinely encountered
in organizations compared to self-enhancement and conservatism values. However, even these
effects are modest. Again, the real effect of values-based leadership might be on employee
attitudes and behaviors and not employee values so perhaps values-based leadership is more
important than the results suggest here. Overall, the preliminary evidence from this study
suggests that although their was some evidence of a values transmission and acceptance process
from managers to their direct reports, further research is needed to determine whether leaders’
attempts to shape and control employees’ values result in only a phony acceptance of values by
employees (Van Maanen & Kunda, 1989) or indeed bring about values internalization as is often
claimed by practitioners and researchers of values-based leadership. In any event, the results of
this study suggest that the topic of values-based leadership needs to move beyond the status of an
unquestionable assumption among leadership theorists and practitioners to one that is subject to
further scrutiny and investigation. Only then, will we know whether values-based leadership is
more hype than reality.
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Figure 1
The Values-based Leadership Process

Transmitted Values
Values that a supervisor
intends to model
(implicitly or explicitly)
for employees such as
achievement, concern for
others, innovation, and
conformity

“Transmission and Acceptance” Process

Moderators: Trust
Trust along multiple
dimensions moderate
transmission-acceptance
because it influences how
followers attend to, interpret
and react to leaders’ values
messages

Accepted Values
Values that employees
accepted from
supervisors such as
achievement, concern for
others, innovation, and
conformity
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FIGURE 2
Dimensions of Schwartz’s Value Theory
Self-transcendence

Openness to Change

Conservation

Self-enhancement
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TABLE 1
DIMENSIONS OF TRUST a., b.

Honesty
(Character;
Integrity)

Benevolence
(Motives;
Intentions;
Loyalty)

Consistency
(Reliable;
Predictable)

Openness
(Disclosure;
Forthright)

Discreteness
(Keep
confidences)

Task
Competence
(Ability)

Interpersonal
competence
(People
skills)

Business
Sense
(Wisdom)

Judgment
(Decision
making)

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

●

●

AUTHORS
Gabarro
(1978)

X

Cook &
Wall (1980)

●

McAllsiter
(1995)
Butler
(1991) c.
JohnsonGeorge &
Swap
(1982)
Rempel &
Holmes
(1986)
Mayer,
Davis &
Schoorman
(1995) d.
Clark &
Payne
(1997)

●

Helping
(Available;
There
when
needed)

Fairness

●

●

X
X

X

X

●

●

●

●

X

X

●

X

X

Receptivity
(Accepting
of ideas)

X

X
●

●

X

X

●

●

●
X

Affect
(Caring;
Feelings;
Concern)

X
●

●
X
X

X

X

X

X

a. Authors have used terms such as facets (Clark & Payne, 1997), conditions (Butler, 1991) and bases of trust (Gabarro, 1978) and factors of trustworthiness (Mayer et al., 1995) but for simplicity I have
labeled them all as dimensions.
b. An “X” indicates that the author(s) explicitly identified separate dimensions of trust while an “●” indicates that these dimensions were inferred from the author(s) discussion and/or measure of trust
c. Butler also included a “promise fulfillment” condition of trust thatI have categorized under the “consistency” dimension
d. Mayer et al. referred to integrity but define so that it is more closely related to consistency, so I am classifying it as such
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TABLE 2
ORIGINAL POOL OF ITEMS FOR VALUES MEASURES1
Self-enhancement Items:
1. Social Power (controlling others, dominating) Schwartz
2. Authority (leading or commanding others) Schwartz
3. Wealth (making money) Schwartz
4. Success (achieving, accomplishing) Schwartz
5. Capability (performing competently, effectively and efficiently) Schwartz
6. Ambition (having high aspirations) Schwartz
7. Influence (impacting people and events) Schwartz
8. Status (acquiring prestige, accolades) Original
9. Rivalry (competing against others) O’Reilly et al.
10. Reputation (getting respect from others) O’Reilly et al.
Self-transcendence Items:
11. Acceptance (tolerating opposing ideas and opinions) Schwartz
12. Equality (ensuring equal opportunity for all) Schwartz
13. Helpfulness (working for the welfare of others) Schwartz
14. Forgiveness (willing to pardon others) Schwartz
15. Harmony (resolving conflict) O’Reilly et al.
16. Justice (treating others fairly) O’Reilly et al.
17. Openness (sharing information freely) O’Reilly et al.
18. Teamwork (working together, cooperation) O’Reilly et al.
19. Respect (treating others with dignity) Original
20. Altruism (caring, assisting others) Original
Change orientation Items:
21. Daringness (seeking adventure, taking-risks) Schwartz
22. Variety (welcoming novelty and change) Schwartz
23. Excitement (appreciating stimulating experiences) Schwartz
24. Creativity (innovating, thinking outside the box) Schwartz
25. Freedom (thinking and acting freely) Schwartz
26. Curiosity (pursuing interests, inquisitiveness) Schwartz
27. Action-orientation (acting quickly to take advantage of opportunities) O’Reilly et al.
28. Experimentation (trying new things) O’Reilly et al.
29. Flexibility (willing to adapt) O’Reilly et al.
30. Taking Initiative (enterprising, inventiveness) O’Reilly et al.
Conservatism Items:
31. Humility (being modest, unassuming) Schwartz
32. Acceptance (carrying out one’s role) Schwartz
33. Tradition (preserving group customs) Schwartz
34. Moderation (avoiding extreme displays of feeling or acting) Schwartz
35. Obedience (meeting obligations, dutiful) Schwartz
36. Self-discipline (exercising self-restraint) Schwartz
37. Honor (showing deference to senior employees) Schwartz
38. Security (protecting the group) Schwartz
39. Order (promoting group stability) Schwartz
40. Conformity (Following the rules, fitting in) O’Reilly et al

1

Items adapted from Schwartz (1992; 1996); O’Reilly, Chatman & Caldwell (1991).
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TABLE 3
EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS OF VALUES MEASURE

Factor1
Conservatism
Conformity
Obedience
Honor
Tradition
Self-Discipline
Experimentation
Curiosity
Variety
Creativity
Daringness
Altruism
Helpfulness
Justice
Equality
Teamwork
Ambition
Success
Taking Initiative

.66
.65
.51
.46
.41

Factor 2
Creativity

Factor 3
Self-Enhancement

Factor 4
Self-Transcendence

-.21
-.23
-.81
-.69
-.61
-.61
-.21

.36
.24
.22

-.23

.80
.44
.44
.39
.34

.32
-.29

All factor loadings <.2 are suppressed; loadings >.3 are bolded.

-.32

-.76
-.53
-.34
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TABLE 4
RESULTS OF CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS
VALUES MEASURE

χ2, df
RMSEA5
SRMR6
CFI7
One Factor
1564.20, 135
.12
.10
.63
Two Factor
856.531, 134
.09
.07
.82
2
Three Factor
647.84 , 132
.07
.07
.87
Four Factor
520.423, 129
.07
.06
.90
4
Five Factor
513.54 , 125
.07
.06
.90
1 2
χ improvement in fit between one factor and two factor model = 767.67, 1 (p <.001)
2 2
χ improvement in fit between two factor and three factor model = 208.79, 2 (p <.001)
3 2
χ improvement in fit between three factor and four factor model = 127.42, 3 (p <.001)
4 2
χ improvement in fit between four factor and five factor model = 6.88, 4 (p >.10, not significant)
5
RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
6
. SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual
7
CFI = Comparative Fit Index
8
NNFI = Non-normed Fit Index
9
GFI = Goodness of Fit Index

NNFI8
.58
.79
.85
.88
.88

GFI9
.74
.87
.90
.93
.93

138
TABLE 5
CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR VALUES MEASURE

Factor1
Conservatism
Obedience
Conformity
Self-Discipline
Honor
Tradition
Experimentation
Variety
Creativity
Daringness
Curiosity
Altruism
Helpfulness
Justice
Equality
Teamwork
Taking Initiative
Ambition
Success

Factor 2
Creativity

Factor 3
Self-Enhancement

Factor 4
Self-Transcendence

.73
.66
.60
.58
.50
.78
.65
.63
.58
.57
.72
.70
.66
.61
.56

Standardized loadings are reported; all loadings significant at p>.001

.72
.70
.59
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TABLE 6
TRUST MEASURE.
Consistency-Based Trust
Do things consistently from one time to the next.
Do the same thing every time the situation is the same.
Behave in a consistent manner.
Act unpredictably
Competency-Based Trust
Do his/her job competently.
Perform his/her tasks with skill.
Do things in a capable manner.
Perform poorly.
Honesty-Based Trust
Always tell me the truth.
Not lie to me.
Deal honestly with me.
Be dishonest.
Benevolence-Based Trust
Not use my mistakes against me.
Never do anything to make me look bad
Allow me to discuss work-related problems with him/her without
Having the information used against me.
Likely to take advantage of me.
Have good intentions for our relationship.
Have my best interests in mind.
Openness-Based Trust
Share his/her thoughts with me.
Tell me what he/she is thinking
Tell me what is on his/her mind
Keep information from me.
Receptivity-Based Trust
Readily take in my ideas.
Really listen to me.
Make an effort to understand what I have to say.
Always fail to listen to what I say.
Affect-Based trust (Adapted From McAllister, 1995)
I can freely share my ideas, feelings and hopes with my supervisor and know (s)he will want to listen.
If I share my problems with my supervisor, I know (s)he will respond caringly .
I will make a considerable emotional investment in my working relationship with my supervisor.
I will feel a sense of loss if my supervisor and I can no longer work together.
I will be emotionally detached from my supervisor.
My supervisor will not care about me as a person.
Helping-based Trust (Adapted From Butler (1991); Cook & Wall (1980)).
Be around when I need him/her.
Lend me a hand if I need it.
Help me out if I get into difficulties at work.
Assist me if I ask for it.
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TABLE 7
CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR TRUST MEASURES

Χ2, df
RMSEA
SRMR
CFI
One Factor
2337.41, 170
.16
.07
.78
Two Factor1
1729.67, 169
.14
.06
.84
2
Three Factor
1333.70, 167
.12
.05
.88
Four Factor3
1116.20, 164
.11
.05
.90
4
Five Factor
917.67, 160
.10
.05
.92
Six Factor5
432.93, 155
.06
.03
.97
1 2
χ improvement in fit between one factor and two factor model = 607.74, 1 (p <.001)
2 2
χ improvement in fit between two factor and three factor model = 395.97, 2 (p <.001)
3 2
χ improvement in fit between three factor and four factor model = 217.50, 3 (p <.001)
4 2
χ improvement in fit between four factor and five factor model = 198.53, 4 (p <.001)
5 2
χ improvement in fit between five factor and six factor model = 484.74, 5 (p <.001)

NNFI
.75
.82
.86
.89
.91
.97

GFI
.63
.71
.76
.78
.81
.92
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TABLE 8
CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS LOADINGS FOR TRUST MEASURE

Factor1
Consistency
Do things consistently…
Do the same thing every…
Behave in a consistent manner
Perform h/h tasks with skill
Do h/h job competently
Do things in a capable manner
Not lie to me
Be honest
Always tell me the truth

Factor 2
Competence

Factor 3
Honesty

Factor 4
Openness

Factor 5
Receptivity

Factor 6
Affect

.90
.89
.83
.93
.92
.86
.92
.91
.90

Tell me what h/s is thinking
Share h/h thoughts with me
Tell me what’s on h/h mind
Really listen to me
Make an effort to understand…
Readily take in my ideas
If I shared my problems…
I can talk freely to my mgr.
I have a sharing relationship…
I would feel a sense of loss…
I have made a considerable…

Standardized loadings are reported; all loadings significant at p>.001

.88
.85
.80
.92
.85
.82
.92
.90
.90
.75
.61
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TABLE 9
CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR OTHER1 MEASURES
Χ2, df
RMSEA
SRMR
CFI
One Factor
4368.22, 230
.19
.18
.63
2
Two Factor
1858.81 , 229
.12
.08
.85
Three Factor
1241.773, 227
.09
.06
.01
4
Four Factor
958.92 , 224
.08
.05
.93
5
Six Factor
777.67 , 215
.07
.05
.95
1
Other Constructs: Charisma, Liking, Reward Power and Coercive Power
2 2
χ improvement in fit between one factor and two factor model = 2509.41, 1 (p <.001)
3 2
χ improvement in fit between two factor and three factor model = 617.04, 2 (p <.001)
4 2
χ improvement in fit between three factor and four factor model = 282.85, 3 (p <.001)
5 2
χ improvement in fit between four factor and six factor model = 181.25, 9 (p <.001)

NNFI
.59
.84
.90
.93
.94

GFI
.43
.69
.78
.84
.88
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TABLE 10
CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS LOADINGS FOR OTHER MEASURES

Factor 1
Charisma
Acts in ways that build my respect
Emphasizes the importance of having a collective sense of mission
Articulates a compelling vision of the future
Talks enthusiastically about what needs to be accomplished.
Specifies the importance of having a strong sense of purpose
Goes beyond self-interest for the good of the group
Expresses confidence that goals will be achieved
Considers the moral and ethical consequences of decisions
Instills pride in me for being associated with him/her
Talks optimistically about the future
Talks about his/her most important values and beliefs
Displays a sense of power and confidence

Factor 2
Liking

Factor 3
Reward Pwr.

Factor 4
Coercive Pwr.

.89
.89
.85
.85
.85
.85
.83
.81
.80
.80
.78
.71

My supervisor is the kind of person one would like to have as a friend
I like my supervisor very much as a person
My supervisor is a lot of fun to work with
Influences my getting a pay raise if I accept his values
Influences my getting a promotion if I accept his/her values
Provides me with special benefits if I accept his/her values
Increases my pay level if I accept his/her values
Makes things unpleasant here if I don’t accept his/her values
Makes being at work distasteful if I don’t accept his/her values
Makes my work difficult for me if I don’t accept his/her values
Gives me undesirable job assignments if I don’t accept his/her values

Standardized loadings are reported; all loadings significant at p>.001

.86
.85
.79
.93
.89
.83
.78
.92
.92
.88
.76
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TABLE 11
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, RELIABILITIES, AND CORRELATIONS

1. Self-dr

Mean

SD

5.64

1.06

.72

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

2. Other-dr

6.01

.88

.38

.78

3. Innovate-dr

4.73

1.13

.56

.28

.77

4. Conserve-dr

4.55

1.21

.41

.55

.25

.76

5. Self-ldr

5.74

.89

.07

-.04

.14

.02

.70

6. Other-ldr

6.19

.75

-.03

.07

-.06

.09

.31

.78

7. Innovate-ldr

5.01

1.03

.08

.00

.14

.03

.54

.39

.76

8. Conserve-ldr

4.36

1.15

-.05

.07

-.11

.13

.24

.45

.22

.70

9. Soc. Des- ldr

10.83

3.25

-.02

.05

.02

.09

.07

.14

.15

.09

.74

10. Soc. Des- dr

10.11

3.73

.13

.18

.04

.15

.01

-.12

.03

-.08

-.02

.77

11. Age-lead

46.8

6.88

.08

.02

.06

.14

.01

.00

.04

.07

.06

.01

12. Age-dr

43.78

9.56

-.08

.03

.12

.02

-.05

.00

.02

-.02

.03

.02

.11

13. Ten. w ldr

2.68

2.88

-.06

.01

-.07

.09

.02

.06

.00

.02

.07

.09

.18

.18

14. Charisma

3.81

.92

.11

.14

.08

.21

.05

.00

.00

-.02

.07

.14

.04

.09

.03

.96

15. Rew. Power

1.85

.95

-.03

-.15

.03

-.01

.06

.01

.06

.06

.09

-.15

.05

-.01

-.07

-.21

16. Coer. Power

1.59

.83

-.06

-.12

.03

-.06

.02

.05

.06

.08

.06

-.11

.04

-.03

-.04

-.45

17. Liking

3.90

.94

.06

.14

.00

.15

.02

.01

-.03

-.05

.00

.10

.00

.04

.03

.73

18. Competency

4.29

.80

.13

.18

.04

.21

.06

-.01

-.03

.00

.01

.17

-.01

.02

.04

.70

19. Consistency

3.71

1.01

.12

.17

.00

.26

.03

.01

-.01

-.01

.04

.18

.05

.05

.01

.65

20. Affect

3.80

1.01

.08

.18

.00

.22

-.02

.04

-.07

.00

.04

.14

.02

.05

.12

.75

21. Honesty

4.10

.98

.13

.11

.03

.19

-.01

-.03

-.04

-.04

.03

.20

.02

.04

.00

.66

22. Openness

3.66

.96

.12

.17

.08

.14

.08

-.03

.03

-.04

.08

.20

.07

-.03

-.01

.62

23. Receptivity

3.90

.91

.13

.20

.06

.19

.05

.02

-.01

-.01

.02

.14

.01

-.01

.00

.70

24. Turnover-6m

6.37

12.7

.09

.07

.05

.07

.09

-.04

.00

.09

.00

.04

.11

.02

-.04

.09

25. Turnover-1yr

10.01

14.6

.07

.04

.06

.03

.09

-.09

-.03

-.02

-.08

.04

.08

.03

-.06

.04

26. Interaction

9.57

11.4

.06

.14

-.01

.13

-.01

.02

.00

.00

-.07

.07

-.02

-.09

.08

.19

--

--

-.10

-.20

.00

-.26

.03

-.07

-.02

-.18

.01

-.10

.03

.03

.01

.05

--

--

-.06

-.14

.00

-.18

-.04

-.14

-.13

-.23

.03

-.08

.01

-.03

-.04

-.06

29. Gender-dr

--

--

.06

-.24

.11

-.14

.14

-.05

.10

-.04

.01

.02

.05

-.08

-.01

-.01

30. Gender-ldrb

--

--

-.12

.08

.06

.07

-.02

.08

a

27. Race-dr

a

28. Race-ldr

b

.13

-.18

.16

Pairwise deletion n= 520-567
Significant correlations (p<.05) are shown in bold.
Reliabilities are shown in the diagonal
a
coded 1 = white, 2 = nonwhite
b
coded 1 = male, 2 = female

-.11

.17

-.24

.17

-.11
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TABLE 11 (Continued)
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, RELIABILITIES, AND CORRELATIONS

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

15. Rew. Power

.92

16. Coer. Power

.72

.92

17. Liking

-.24

-.48

.86

18. Competence

-.20

-.41

.62

.93

19. Consistency

-.26

-.43

.59

.69

.90

20. Affect

-.27

-.49

.81

.66

.65

.91

21. Honesty

-.30

-.49

.64

.75

.75

.67

.93

22. Openness

-.23

-.40

.58

.62

.62

.64

.63

.88

23. Receptivity

-.30

-.50

.69

.71

.71

.75

.74

.71

.90

24. Turnover-6m

.04

.09

.04

.08

.07

.05

.05

.07

.07

25. Turnover-1yr

-.01

.05

.04

.04

.04

.02

.02

.02

.04

.84

26. Interaction

-.03

-.08

.19

.13

.18

.23

.14

.17

.17

.17

.07

.03

-.04

.01

.01

-.05

-.02

-.01

.00

-.01

-.16

-.11

-.09

.00

-.08

-.03

-.08

-.08

-.05

-.07

-.01

-.04

-.20

-.18

-.05

.28

.16

.09

-.04

-.01

-.08

-.08

-.04

-.05

-.11

-.07

-.09

-.08

.11

.02

.01

-.04

.00

.02

-.02

-.06

.00

.01

-.03

.09

.10

-.03

.21

.06

c

27. Race-dr

c

28. Race-ldr

b

29. Gender-dr

b

30. Gender-ldr

Pairwise deletion n= 520-567
Significant correlations (p<.05) are shown in bold.
Reliabilities are shown in the diagonal
a
coded 1 = white, 0 = nonwhite
b
coded 1 = male, 0 = female

29

.26
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TABLE 12
PARTIAL CORRELATIONS (CONTROLLING FOR LEADER AND DIRECT REPORT
SOCIAL DESIRABILITY)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

1. Self-dr
2. Other-dr

.37

3. Innovate-dr

.56

.27

4. Conserve-dr

.40

.53

.25

5. Self-ldr

.07

-.05

.13

.01

-.01

.09

-.06

.09

.31

7. Innovate-ldr

.08

-.01

.13

.01

.54

8. Conserve-ldr

6. Other-ldr

.39

-.04

.08

-.11

.14

.24

.43

.22

9. Age-lead

.08

.01

.06

.14

.01

-.01

.04

.06

10. Age-dr

-.08

.03

.12

.01

-.05

.00

.02

-.02

.11

11. Ten. w ldr

-.07

-.01

-.07

.07

.01

.06

-.02

.02

.18

.18

12. Charisma

.10

.11

.07

.19

.04

.01

-.02

-.01

.04

.08

.01

13. Rew. Power

-.01

-.13

.03

.01

.06

-.02

.06

.04

.05

-.01

-.06

-.20

14. Coer. Power

-.04

-.11

.03

-.05

.02

.03

.05

.07

.04

-.03

-.03

-.44

.71

15. Liking

.05

.13

.00

.13

.02

.03

-.04

-.04

.00

.04

.02

.73

-.23

-.48

16. Competency

.11

.16

.03

.18

.06

.01

-.03

.01

-.02

.02

.02

.69

-.18

-.40

.61

17. Consistency

.10

.14

-.01

.24

.02

.03

-.02

.00

.04

.05

.00

.64

-.25

-.42

.58

.68

18. Affect

.06

.16

-.01

.20

-.02

.05

-.08

.01

.02

.04

.11

.74

-.26

-.49

.81

.65

19. Honesty

.11

.08

.02

.16

-.01

-.01

-.05

-.03

.02

.04

-.02

.65

-.29

-.49

.64

.74

20. Openness

.10

.14

.07

.11

.07

-.02

.01

-.03

.06

-.04

-.03

.61

-.21

-.39

.57

.61

21. Receptivity

.11

.18

.06

.17

.05

.04

-.01

-.01

.01

-.01

-.01

.69

-.29

-.49

.69

.70

22. Turnover-6m

.09

.06

.05

.07

.09

-.04

.00

.09

.11

.01

-.05

.08

.05

.10

.04

.08

23. Turnover-1yr

.06

.04

.06

.03

.10

-.07

-.02

-.01

.08

.03

-.06

.05

.01

.06

.03

.04

24. Interaction

.05

.14

-.01

.13

-.01

.03

.00

.02

-.02

-.09

.08

.19

-.02

-.07

.19

.12

-.08

-.19

.00

-.25

.04

-.08

-.01

-.19

.03

.03

.02

.07

.02

-.05

.02

.03

-.05

-.13

.00

-.18

-.04

-.15

-.13

-.25

.01

-.03

-.03

-.05

-.01

-.09

-.03

-.07

.05

-.24

.10

-.15

.14

-.05

.10

-.04

.05

-.08

-.01

-.02

.16

.10

-.04

-.02

.12

-.19

.16

-.12

.18

-.22

.19

-.09

.07

.07

-.02

.08

.03

-.03

.00

.01

a

25. Race-dr

a

26. Race-ldr

b

27. Gender-dr

b

28. Gender-ldr

Pairwise deletion n= 520-567
Significant correlations (p<.05) are shown in bold.
Reliabilities are shown in the diagonal
a
coded 1 = white, 2 = nonwhite
b
coded 1 = male, 2 = female
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TABLE 12 (Continued)

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

17. Consistency
18. Affect

.64

19. Honesty

.74

.66

20. Openness

.63

.63

.61

21. Receptivity

.72

.74

.74

.70

22. Turnover-6m

.07

.04

.05

.06

.07

23. Turnover-1yr

.03

.02

.01

.02

.04

.84

24. Interaction

.18

.23

.13

.17

.16

.07

.06

-.04

.00

.01

.02

.01

-.16

-.11

-.08

-.08

-.04

-.05

.00

-.03

-.20

-.17

-.05

.27

-.08

-.08

-.05

-.06

-.11

-.07

-.09

-.08

.12

.02

-.03

-.07

-.01

.01

-.03

.09

.09

-.04

.22

.07

c

25. Race-dr

c

26. Race-ldr

b

27. Gender-dr

b

28. Gender-ldr

Pairwise deletion n= 512-550
Significant correlations (p<.05) are shown in bold.
Reliabilities are shown in the diagonal
a
coded 1 = white, 0 = nonwhite
b
coded 1 = male, 0 = female

.26
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TABLE 13
RESULTS FROM MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
Conservatism Values
Step 1
Step 2

Social desirability-Leader
.08*
.08*
**
Social desirability-Direct report
.14
.14**
Leader position
- .20***
- .21***
***
Leader age
.16
.16***
Leader race (1=white, 0=nonwhite)
DR age
DR race (1=white, 0=nonwhite)
- .18***
- .18***
DR gender (1=male)
Charisma
.13
.13*
Coercive power
Leader values
.06
.10
†
Consistency
.11
.05
Competence
.07
.16
Honesty
- .02
- .05
Openness
Receptivity
Affect
Consistency x Leader Values
.09
Competence x Leader Values
- .16
Honesty x Leader Values
.04
Openness x Leader Values
Receptivity x Leader Values
Affect x Leader Values
Honesty x Honestya
Leader Values x Leader Values
Leader Race x Leader Values
R2
.22***
.22***
2
***
Adjusted R
.21
.20***
†
*
**
***
= p < .10; = p < .05; = p < .01;
= p < .001
a curvilinear term included per Gazanch (1997)

Self-Transcendence
Step 1
Step 2

.07
.19***
- .21***

.07†
.19***
- .21***

- .18***
.03
- .04
.02
.05
.22**
- .17*

- .18***
.04
- .06
- .24
.08
1 .04†
-2 .56***

.00

.00
.11
- .97
1 .70*

Change orientation
Step 1
Step 2

.02
- .01
.23***

.03
- .01
.24***

- .01
.12**

.59*
.11*

.08†
- .06
- .03
- .06
.11†
.10

.21***
.18***

.01
.07
.17**

.10***
.08***

- .65*
.11***
.08***

.01
.07
.16**

-.10*
-.12*

- .10*
- .12*

.02
.08
- .03
.09

.23
- .25
.57
- .05

- .08
.69
- .17
- .28
.06

- .06
.87***
- .04
.19***
.17***

.21
.00
- .50
.07
.32
.07

Self-Enhancement
Step 1
Step 2

- .25
.57
- .05

.08***
.08***

.06***
.06***
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TABLE 14
TESTS for ASA
CONSERVATISM VALUES
DR Tenure
< 1 year
≥ 1 year

Social desirability-Leader
Social desirability-Direct report
Leader values
Turnover in past 6 months
Turnover in past 1 year
Interaction with Mgr.
Leader Values x Turnover 6mths
Leader Values x Turnover 1year
Leader Values x Interaction

.08
.11
.21

Turnover in past 6mths
Step 1
Step 2

.08*
.17***
.12**
.06

.08
.19***
.11*

Turnover in past 1yr
Step 1
Step 2

.09*
.16***
.09*
- .13

.08†
.16***
.13**
.03

.08†
.16***
.08
- .14

Interaction
Step 1
Step 2

.08†
.16***
.11*

.09*
.16***
.15**
.07

.11**

.33†

.20
.18
- .22

SELF-TRANSCENDENCE VALUES
DR Tenure
< 1 year
≥ 1 year

Social desirability-Leader
Social desirability-Direct report
Leader values
Turnover in past 6 months
Turnover in past 1 year
Interaction with Mgr.
Leader Values x Turnover 6mths
Leader Values x Turnover 1year
Leader Values x Interaction
†

= p < .10;

*

= p < .05;

**

= p < .01;

.20†
.20†
.03

.04
.21***
.11*

Turnover in past 6mths
Step 1
Step 2

.05
.20***
.10*
.06

.05
.20***
.08†
- .07

Turnover in past 1yr
Step 1
Step 2

.06
.20***
.10*
.04

.06
.20***
.09†
- .06

Interaction
Step 1
Step 2

.06
.18***
.08†
.13**

.06
.18***
.06
- .07

.14
.10
.20
***

= p < .001
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TABLE 14 (continued)
Tests for ASA
CHANGE ORIENTATION VALUES
DR Tenure
< 1 year
≥ 1 year

Social desirability-Leader
Social desirability-Direct report
Leader values
Turnover in past 6 months
Turnover in past 1 year
Interaction with Mgr.
Leader Values x Turnover 6mths
Leader Values x Turnover 1year
Leader Values x Interaction

.16
- .07
.16

- .02
.05
.12*

Turnover in past 6mths
Step 1
Step 2

.00
.03
.14**
.05

.00
.03
.15**
.08

Turnover in past 1yr
Step 1
Step 2

.00
.02
.14**

.00
.02
.16**

.06

.14

Interaction
Step 1
Step 2

.02
.04
.13**
.00

.02
.04
.11†
.07
- .16

- .03
- .09
.15

SELF-ENHANCEMENT VALUES
Social desirability-Leader
Social desirability-Direct report
Leader values
Turnover in past 6 months
Turnover in past 1 year
Interaction with Mgr.
Leader Values x Turnover 6mths
Leader Values x Turnover 1year
Leader Values x Interaction
†

= p < .10;

*

= p < .05;

**

= p < .01;

DR Tenure
< 1 year
≥ 1 year

Turnover in past 6mths
Step 1
Step 2

Turnover in past 1yr
Step 1
Step 2

Interaction
Step 1
Step 2

.04
- .09
.16

- .02
.12**
.05
.09*

- .01
.12**
.06

- .01
.13**
.07

- .04
.18***
.04

- .02
.12**
.05
.03

.05

- .01
.12**
.05

- .01
.13**
.03
.07

- .09
.04

- .26

.06
.15
.31
***

= p < .001
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TABLE 15
Results from Multiple Regression Testing for Values Conflict
Conservatism Values
Step 1
Step 2

Social desirability-Leader
Social desirability-Direct report
Leader position
Change orientation- Leader
Conservatism- Leader
Self-Enhancement- Leader
Self-Transcendence- Leader
Change orientation*Conservatism
Self-Enhance*Self-Transcend
R2
Adjusted R2
†
= p < .10; * = p < .05; ** = p < .01;

.08†
.18***
- .22***
.05
.07

.07†
.18***
- .21***
.35*
.49*
- .57*

.09***
.10***
***
.08
.09***
***
= p < .001

Self-Transcendence
Step 1
Step 2

.06
.22***
- .27***

.06
.22***
- .27***

.00
.02

.08
.07

Change orientation
Step 1
Step 2

.01
.00
.19***
.11*
- .08†

.01
.00
.19***
.10
- .10

Self-Enhancement
Step 1
Step 2

- .02
.11*
.10*

- .02
.11*
.10*

.05
.00

.37
.25

.02
.11***
.10***

- .11
.11***
.10***

.07***
.06***

.07***
.06***

.03**
.02**

- .47
.03**
.02**
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TABLE 16
Hypotheses and Results
Hypothesis
1. The relationship between values transmitted by supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be stronger when followers’
consistency-based trust in supervisor is greater, regardless of the values in question.
2. The relationship between values transmitted by supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be stronger when followers’
competency-based trust in supervisor is greater, regardless of the values in question.
3. The relationship between values transmitted by supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be stronger when honestybased trust is greater.
4. The relationship between change orientation values transmitted by supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be
stronger when benevolence-based trust is greater.
5. The relationship between self-transcendence values transmitted by supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be
stronger when benevolence-based trust is greater.
6. The relationship between self-transcendence values transmitted by supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be
stronger when affect-based trust is greater.
7. The relationship between change orientation values transmitted by supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be
stronger when helping-based trust is greater.
8. The relationship between self-transcendence values transmitted by supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be
stronger when helping-based trust is greater.
9. The relationship between change orientation values transmitted by supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be
stronger when openness-based trust is greater.
10. The relationship between change orientation values transmitted by supervisors and the ones accepted by followers will be
stronger when receptivity-based trust is greater.
11. The relationship between change orientation (conservatism) values transmitted by supervisors and the ones accepted by
followers will be weaker when transmission of conservatism (change orientation) values is greater.
12. The relationship between self-enhancement (self-transcendence) values transmitted by supervisors and the ones accepted by
followers will be weaker when the transmission of self-transcendence (self-enhancement) values is greater.

Results
UNSUPPORTED
UNSUPPORTED
PARTIALLY SUPPORTED
NOT TESTED
NOT TESTED
UNSUPPORTED
NOT TESTED
NOT TESTED
UNSUPPORTED
UNSUPPORTED
SUPPORTED
UNSUPPORTED
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TABLE 17
Results from Post Hoc Regression Analysis To Test For Occupational/Cultural Differences in Values
Conservatism Values
Employee Organizational Tenure: < 1 year
≥ 1 year

Leader positiona
- .34**
- .19***
R2
.12**
.04***
2
**
Adjusted R
.11
.03***
†
*
**
***
= p < .10; = p < .05; = p < .01;
= p < .001
a
coded 1 = corporate/hospital CEO; 0 = nurse manager

Self-Transcendence
< 1 year
≥ 1 year

- .28**
.08**
.07**

- .23***
.05***
.05***

Change orientation
< 1 year
≥ 1 year

.28**
.08**
.07**

.24***
.06***
.06***

Self-Enhancement
< 1 year
≥ 1 year

.07
.00
.00

.15**
.02**
.02**
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APPENDIX C
MEASURES
Reward Power (My supervisor…)
“Increases my pay level if I accept his/her values”
“Influences my getting a pay raise if I accept his values”
“Provides me with special benefits if I accept his/her values”
“Influences my getting a promotion if I accept his/her values”
Coercive Power: (My supervisor…)
“Makes my work difficult for me if I don’t accept his/her values”
“Makes things unpleasant here if I don’t accept his/her values”
“Makes being at work distasteful if I don’t accept his/her values”
“Gives me undesirable job assignments if I don’t accept his/her values”
Charisma
“Instills pride in me for being associated with him/her”
“Talks optimistically about the future.”
“Specifies the importance of having a strong sense of purpose.”
“Goes beyond self-interest for the good of the group.”
“Expresses confidence that goals will be achieved.”
“Talks about his/her most important values and beliefs.”
“Displays a sense of power and confidence.”
“Talks enthusiastically about what needs to be accomplished.”
“Considers the moral and ethical consequences of decisions.”
“Articulates a compelling vision of the future.”
“Acts in ways that build my respect.”
“Emphasizes the importance of having a collective sense of mission.”
Liking
“I like my supervisor very much as a person.”
“My supervisor is the kind of person one would like to have as a friend.”
“My supervisor is a lot of fun to work with.”
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