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In this research, the authors test'a model in which the regulatory focus of employees at work mediates
the influence of leadership on employee behavior. In a nationally representative sample of 250 workers .
who responded over 2 time periods, prevention fucus mediated the lclanonshlp of initiating structure to
in-role. performance and deviant behavior, whereas promotion focus mediated the l(.lduonshlp of servant

. leadership to helping and creative behavior. The results indicate that even though initiating structure and -
“servant leadership sluue some variance in explaining other variables, each leadership style mcrememal]y '
predicts disparate outcomes after controlling for the other style and dlaposxllonal lendencies. A new '
reguilatory focus scale, the Work' Rc;,ululory Focus (WRF) Scale,’ also was developed and lmlml]y

) vuhdmed For this study.- lmphc.mons for the- 1esults .md the WRF Scale are discussed. .

The role of leadership in preventing bad and promoting good :
behavior al work is concxsely expressed in the practitioner asser

tion thal in the minds.of most employees, “What is right is what the -
1988, p.109). The behavior of

emleu commumc.alec powerfully what is important and how. oth- -

ers should. behave. Bandum_s (1986): social cognitive theory, de-
scribes- how individuals learn by 'attending' to and observing the
behavior of role"models' In ¢ __amz’luons the behavior of role
models who are high instatus ot power. receives particular atten-
tion and is replicated because 1t'_'may be 'pcrcelved as an endorse-
ment of specific beliefs and norms regarding | what is appropriate or
important (Bandura, 1986 Blocknel & ngclns, 2001 Kalk &
Van Dijk, 2007). S

Onc mechanism by ‘which’ lc’lders mﬂucn
mduung a specific self-fegulatory. focus in the miinds of employ-
ees. In Higgins' (1997, 1998) Reculatory Foéis Theory (RFT),

othcrs is thmuah :

P
i

- Keviords: regulatory focus, servant leadership, mmatmg structure .

: _'.(HJ gins, Roney Crowe &Hymes, 1994), sxtuatlonal tmegcrs can
-evoke one focus over another {Crowe & Higg

gins, 1997).
) Prevention focus is evoked when needs for security, attention {0

“ Josses;-or the fulfillment of duties and obligations are emphasized,
_whcrcas promonon focus is evoked when needs for growth, atten-

~tion ‘fo gains, or the attainment of asplrzmons and ideals are
‘emphiasized (Higgins, 1997, 1998). In turn, individuals who are

prevention focused tend to be more conservative and Jess open to

creativity and innovation, whereas individuals who are promotion . .

focused tend fo exhibit * exploratory behaviors, such as creativity

and irinovation (Fiirstéf'F’riedman & Liberman, 2004),
Although expcnmentdl studies. Thave supponed the assertion

that levu]atmy focus can be mduced in people and influence

their subsequenl behavior, few studies have investigated the

promotion focus and prevenuon focus are described gs two-orthog- .
pnal self-regulalory mindsels willi different causes. AlthOUUh a’

person may hdve a disposition favoring one regulatory focus
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antecedents. of ‘people’s revularmy focus ‘in the workplace
(Brockner & Higgins, 2001; Lee, Auker, & Gardner, 2000).
Furthermore, regarding lhe critical influence of leaders as role

‘models, rescarch:has yet to determine whether leaders influence

) employeeé by shaping followers’ regulatory focus (Brockner &

Higging, 2001).

The purpose of this research is to test a modcl based on RFT )

The model, shown in Figure I, deplcts employees’ regulatory
focus at work mediating the influence of feadership on employee

* behavior. Specifically, we examine two leadership styles—

" entially affect: eniployee creativity, helping,
- and devianl behayior.
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initiating structure and servani lcader%hlp—lha( we expect lo exert

different influences on u.gulatoxy focus and, in turn, will differ-
in-role performance,
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The mediating effect of leader-induced reguiatory focus on
mdividual outcomes. :

Reguldtory Focus and Leader Role ModehmT of Inmatmv
Sn ucture and’ Servant Leadership

“RFT stems fiom the * ‘notion that people are monvated to min-
imize dlscrepﬂnmcs berween actual and desired end states {i.e.:

seek pleasure) and maximize the discrepancy between actual and .
., avoid pain)” (Meyer; Becker, & Vdndc-“
berghe. 2004, p. 996). Thc orientation loward secking pleasure is.
congidered a promotion focus, whereds the" orientation (0W'1rd_ :

undesired end states (i.¢

avoiding pain is considered a prevention’ focus (Higgins, ‘1 1997,

1998). Compared w1lh plevenunn -focused individuals, pmmouon- '

Tocused mdmduals are more Ilkely o focus attention on (4)
nurtumn(_e needs rather than becunty needs (Higgins et al., 1954),

(Higgins et al:,- 1994), and (c) gains rather than losses (Shah,
Higgins, & Friedman, 1998). These two mindsets are both goal-
directed, but the differencein onentauon of being either pmmouon
or prevention fucmed ‘stéms from disparate’ causés and results in
dissimilar behavioral manifestations ‘(Brockner &. ngglns 2001;

Higgins, 1997, 1998).
“Regulatory focus can be both a chronic dlspoqmon mﬂuulcud

: bv personality (Wallace & Chen, 2006) and early lite experiences

(Higgins, 1997, 1998), as well as a psychological state that can be
primed or evoked by suuauolml cues (e.g., Friedmian & Forster,
2001, leeumn Idson, Camacho,&menm .1999). In organiza-

tional settings, situational cues, take on added importance as em-

ployees seek oul Jnformatlon related to behavioral expectations
and their potentml consequences (James. James, & Ashe, 1990;
Scott & Bruce,.1994). Situational cues that emphm?e nurturance
needs. attainment of ldEdlS and potenual gains tend to’induce a
promotion. mindset. whereas mu‘lllona] cues that emphasize secu-
rity needs,, fulh]lmenl of obligations, and polenual losses tend 1o
induce prc,vunnon ‘mindset (Higgins,, 1997, 1998). For example,
Wallace and, Chen (2006). found that salety climate in an organi-

zation was posmvelv related to pxevennon focus, More spemﬁc o

leadership. Kark and Van Dijk (2007) have argued that transfor-
mational leaders are likely to evoke a promotion focus in follow-
ers, whereas transactional 1eadcrq are likely to evoke a prevennon
focus. )

Although litile research exists that dlrectly investigates the
behavior of organizational leaders in shaping employees’ regula-
tory focus (Wu, McMullen, Neubert, & Yi, 2008), there is evi-
dence that long-term role modets, such as a caretaker, influence the
regulatory focus of children (Higgins & Silberman, 1998). Fuither,
there is some research to suggest that short-term role models can
have a similar influence on regulatory focus (Lockwood, Jordan, &
Kunda, 2002). Higgins (2000) introduced the concept of regulatory
fit to explain the subconscious process of adaptation in which
people adjust their thinking to become more congruent with the
demands of their environment. Revuhtox y fit has been described
as the mech'\mqm that explmm how employees adapt to the
demands - of their work “situation’ (Camachg, Higgins, & Luger,
2003; Lee & Aaker, 2004}, In particular, a leader’s patiern of
behavior is a salient work environment cue that is likely o evoke
a promotion focus or prevention focus in organizational members
(Brockner, Higgins, & Low, 2004). :

Initiating Structure and Prevention Focus

Tnitiating structire is a leadership style that is oriented toward
defining performance, goal, and role expectations and constraints
(Fleishman, 1973, [998), and that is focused on directing and
structunng subordinates’ tasks (Bass, 1990). At its.core, structur- '
ing behavior is_focused on organizational members meeting and

-adhering to expectatlons (Ha]pm, 1957). Judge, Plccolo and Ihes
' ("OO—L p. 36) described initiating structure as one of the “for, rrotten
: “ones” of historical leadership research that in retrospect has sig-
- nificant plech(.tlve validity for importan(_ leadership outcomes,

such as follower performance. The utility of initiating structure in
predu_tmv performan;.e outcomes sugoests that it remains an im-

portant lcadcrshlp style (Keller, 20086).

'Imu'mna structure directly defines expcctauons but also 1nd1—
reclly commumcates ‘the. value of compliance with or devxanolf
from expectanons In. particular, orvamzauonal members are
keenly aware of behaviors that are rewqrdcd or punished (Kanfer,

'1990). In this sense, initiating structure. is transactional in empha-

sizing expccmtmns and consequences. Much like lransactional
beh'mors structmmq behaviors focus on clarifying what to do to
get the task accomphshcd—behdvlors ‘that are ‘likely to elicit a
prevention {ocus (Kark & Van Dijk, 2007).

Leaders occupy positions of influence within organizations such
that their behavior is readily observed, atiended to, and likely to be
replicated (Wood & Bandura, 1989). To the extent that-a leader
focuses ow the responsibilities and expectations of orvdnlzatlondl
members, this evokes attention to obligations or what ought to be

. done (Kark & Van Dijk, 2007). A leader whose behavior is

oriented toward “oughts” and duties ts likely to induce in organi-
zational members a prevention mindset of ensuring security, ’
avoiding losses. and fulfilling obligations ('Higgins,{ 1997, 1998)..
Prevetmon Focus and In-Role Perfomzance

TndIVIduaIs wuh a prcvumon Iocus lend (o notlce and recqll'
infor maticn re_]ated to the costs of lq_ss. failure, or punishment

{4ty
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(ngtrms & Tykocmskl 1997) Prevention- focus(_d mdwndua).s are .

likely to value safety and follow ruies (Kmk & Van Dijk, 2007).
They '1ppmach tagks with vigilance and coneern (hcmse]ves with

accuracy (Forster, nggms & anco 200'&) Fu1thermorc-
prevention- -focused individuals are concerned with what they -

ought to do, actirig out of obligation and in accordance with
expectations (Higgins, 1997, 1998). Hence, individuals with a
prevention focus acl in a manner that avoids negative outcomes
and complies with e}(plicii expectations or policies (Higgins et al.,
1994). This suggests that employees with a prevention focus would
tulfill explicit performance expectations and avoid deviations from
work role and other organizdtional expu,muons Thus we pre-
dmtul the rollowma hvpolhesns

Hypothesis 1: Oluamzahonal members’ prevention focus will
mediate the relationship between initiating structure 'md in-
role performance.

Prevention Focus and Dewanr Be/zawor

Devrmt behavml is an mtenlmn‘\l violation of arganizational
norms or standacds of appropriate behavior (Rebinson. & Bennett,
: 1993) Tt is-déstructive deviance if that behiavior has the potential
to"cause: he organization or’its members harm or foss (Warren,
2003) Oloam-

. ditected: toward'thé. owamzanou (Colbert, Mount, Harter, Wut &
B'lmck 2004

concemed witl' the’ 1e]at10nshlp of destructive orzanwatwua] “des
vidnee fo re<ru1at01 y-focus; Organizational members with'a pre:
¢ ‘likely to be aware of and’ avoid destructive: "
¢e given. that it represents a departure from . <

" véntion® Foci
orgariizational’ dé
c.xphut or 1mpl|c.1t expccmuons, ‘Bbligations, or norms,-and if discov-
ered is hkely to't $punished,. mummg a real or perceived sense of

1cd1c1cd lhe fol]owm(r hypolhusls

' m(.dlale the r(.lauonshjp between 1nmalma structure and de-
vmn[ hchavmr.,’_. :

"dommanvt‘cmphasm in, slructunn«T bchavmr is on

complumg lhe hsk, adhering to pohc'”s and ]awg ‘or fulfilling
: much Iess dtten on tnven o doma good

sood to’ olhem now and into thé" future. A servanl le'ldel “listens
well-and feels the human condition, Servant leaders are concerned
with the least -privileged in society ‘and: strive to help others grow
as pelsons" (Gmmpetro-MLver, Brown, Browne, & Kubasek.

1998,p. 1734). Servant leadership is.not passive or powerless; it is

characterized as “persoital power consciously controlled and gen-.

erously shared, not.foregone” (Motyneaux, 2003. p..360). In ad-
dition, the servant leader exercises foresight in encodraging others
to be, mmdfu] of and to phn fm ['ulure opporlumues (Greenleaf,
1977/2002). .

Although %hanng some conc_eplual siimilarities with transforma-
tional, consideration, and ethical leadership behavior, servant lead-

@nal deviance.. such as steahnﬂ or. thhholdmg'_
efforl, 18 {yplcqllv ot targeted at any oné person, but instéad s

2; Org cam/a ioial’ mcmbcm pre»cnhon Iouus will -
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ership behavior is distinct in being more focused on promoting the

“dnterests of others, particularly employees and the community

(Bass, 2000, Brown Trevifo, & ‘Harrison, 2005; Ehrhart, 2004;
Graham, 1991). This altruistic and service orientation is prominent
in other conceptualizations of servant leadership (Barbuto &
Wheeler, 2006: Dennis & Bocarnea,. 2004). Specifically, Barbuto
and Wheeler (2006) described servant leadership as including an
altruistic calling, which is the motivation of leaders to put others’

needs and interests ahead of their own, and organizational stew-"
ardship, which is orienting others toward benefiting and serving

the community. A servant leader is one who places a primary

. emphasis on employee growth and service to others as worthwhile

ends in and of themselves (Graham, 1991; Greenleaf, 1977/2002;
Spears, 1998). We submil that the behaviors of servant leaders in
modeling bIh]CS consideration, inclusiveness, and fairness in their
worl context, as well as emphasizing employee development and
service lo the community (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006; Ehrhart,

- 2004), are likely to induce in organizational members the promo-

tion focus of nurturing others, attaining”ideals, "and pursuing
growth (Kark & Van Dijk, 2007).,

Promotion Focus and Helping = "<

) Indw]dudls w1t h @ promotion. focus attcnd to goals related to -
1dcals and. o-xowth or advancement (Higgins. [997. 1998) ‘As such,
they tend to notice and recall infermation and emotions related to

Robinson’ & Befett; 1995). Tn this study, we are o beneﬁts of success and positive outcomes, and they direct their

. dcuons toward pxomounﬁ these desired outcomes™(Higgins et al,,
1994, H]ggms Shah, & Friedman, 1997; Higgins & Tykocinski,
©.1992), Promonon focused individuals direct.energy toward pursu-

‘ing opportumr)es to grow, gain, or achieve aspirations. and they

direct energy away from maintaining the slatus quo. This mindset

: is likely to manifest itself in cooperative and creative behavior that
goes beyond minimum role expectations, :

" Helping behavior is a promotion oriented behavior dlrecl(.d
toward others. Van Dyne and LePine (1998) defined helpmg
behavior as “promotive behavior that emphasizes” small acts of
consideration. Helping is cooperative behavior that . . . builds and
preserves relatiépships; and it emphasizes interpersonal harmony”
{p. 109). The response that people have to their immediate leaders
influences their willingness to help others and (o promote the
welfare of the:overall orgamzanon (Podsakoff, MacKenzie. Paine,
& Bachrach, 2000; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Shanock &
Eisenberger, 2006) Leaders who treat those they lead with respect
and further theu growth Tikely engender positive altitudes. and
promotion- -oriented extrar ole behavior, such.as helping cowarkers
(Podsakoff et al.. 2000; Tierney, Bauer, & Potter, 2002). Thus. we
prcdmted the followmv hypothesis. . .

HVp()I/Ie.SlS 3 Orvammnonal membeu promotlon focus w1l]
mediate the relationship between servant leadership and help-
ing bohawor .-

Promotion Focus and Creativity

Creativity involves the process of producing fresh or novel ideas
(Amabile, 1988; Farmer, Tierney, & Kung-Mcintyre, 2003; Mum-
ford & Gustafson, 1988), whereas innovation involves both the
production and implementation of useful ideas (Kanter, 1988;

bR
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Scott & Bruce, 1994; Van de Ven, 1986). Despile this difference,

creativity and inpovation are suml'lr in being. related to a mindset

that recognizes and seeks novel oppmlunllm for moth and gain

(Amabile, 1996; Tierney, Farmer, & Graen.- 1999). A flexible
mindset and a willingness to take risks are essential (.hmac.tensucs
of individirals who propose and implement novel ideas that are

conlrary to agreed-upon ways of doing things (Baer,. Oldlmm & ..

l999)

The celationship of a plomouon Focus.mindset (o creanve be- .

havior has been demonstrated in ldbommlv ‘experiments in which
participants induced (o have a promotion’ focuis generated more
diverse response categories in a sorting task (Crowe & Higgins,
1997) and outperformed their prevention-induced counterparts-in
tasks requiring creative insight and idea generation (Friedman &
Forster,
more creativé and innovative because of their exploratory orien-
tation and pursuil of ideals and gains. Leaders who model
promotion-focused behavior evoke 4 congruent focus in employ-
ees that encourages creative bchavml (Wu et al., , 2008). Thus, we
predicted the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 4: Organizational members’ promotion focus will

" mediate (he. lelanonshlp belween servant leadership and cre-

dllVC behavmr

Method : :

We leslecl our- plcdu.nons in two phascs In Phase l we devel—

oped. a scale to. caprum ‘the RFT dimensions of. pu.ventxon and

promotion facus, as no existing scale captures the full complement - .- .
ofthese d1mensmns In lese 2,"we. usenl our scale to test: our'

hypothcses
Phase ] Developnwnz ana’ Val/dal/()n of the Work
l\egulat()rv Focus' (WRF, ) Sca/e

Ou1 ﬂml in Ph:we l was, lo devclop a rm.;mne of !he two
duncnmons of RF’I‘ promotion and prevention, lrom the perspec-

2001), Promoton-focused individuals are likely to be

Stage Z Item @evelopmenz

- We developed items o capture the two dimensions oF RFT
Guxded by the theory of regulatory focus, the first three authors
independently developed items for the three aspects of promotion
focus—achievement, ideals, and gains—and for the three aspects
of the prcvonhpp focus—security. oughts, and losses. Next, we
independently sorted the items into the $ix subdimensions—
combined items—and tweaked the wording until we believed the
items reflected the construct of interest. The end result was five
items measuring each of the six 'subdimensions. Although our
overall ‘goal was to create a parsimonious two-factor measure,
conceptually it was imperative that we included items that tap the
different aspects of promotion and prevention to provide the most
comprehensive representation of the larger construct.

Content adequacy, Al this stage it was important to make sure -
that the items we developed adequately reflected the theoretical
construct of interest, so we undertook a coptent adequacy study.

~ Content adequacy reflects the degree to which the items of a

measure are a proper sample of the- theoretical content domain of
the construct (Schriesheim, Powers, ‘Scaridura, Gardiner, &
Lankau, 1993). A survey consisting of’ the 30 WRF items was
acministered td 28 undergraduates enrolled in an uppe1 level

‘business course: -at a southern university: Of these; 46% were male,

and the avelawe age was 21.39 years.
Each respondent was provided witli the defi nmons of thc con-

- st ucts..After familiarizing themselves with the definitions, respon-,
',.dentg read each item and determined which construct. it repre-
- sented.. Responderlts were given extra credit in their course for

compleuna the. $urvey. -The use of college students-as content

. adequacy Taters.-is acceptable, as all that is requucd of content

adequacy Judges is that they possess sufficient intellectual ability

live ol an mchvndual at work. ‘We named our mcasure the WRE .

Scale. We dc.»l;,ncd the WRF Scale to improve on existing scales
by fully representing the mulnplc aspects. of each of the dimen-
sions of RET. For' gxample, the promotion-focus mde of WRF
mcoxpordtes 1ch|evement ideals, and gains,  whereas the
prevention- focus side of WRF 1l1corp0ratcs sc(.umy, oughts, and
Josses. Previous seale development in this area (Higgins et al.,

2001; Walla ace, “Chen, & Kenfer,’ 7()()5) has failed to include the-
.undcallvmu comple‘ﬂty of lhe delmmons of RFT" as p10v1dec[ by

Herns (1997, 1998) and. Brockner and ng"ms (2001). Further,
the WRF Scale was deslnncd to’be more contextual in nature, as it

‘was dcvelopecl io z.nplule “the deuxee of regulatory focus that is

evoked'in a work setting. Thus, our items all focus on work-related
situations and ask our respondents lo consider their behaviors at
work. This makes our scale conceptually distinct from the Regu-
latory Foctis- Questionnaire (RFQ), which . was developed as an
events Teaction questionnaire to- “assess individual’s subjective
histories of success or failure in promotion and prevention self-
regulation” (Higgins et al., 2001, p. 7). The scale was developed in
lwo stages. ) '

and. that they. are free from potential bias (Schriesheim et “al.,
1993)—two qualities that college students normally pOSSEsS.
To examine the content validity of the 30 items, we calculated

"the agreement rate of the content adequacy rtaters on each item.

Results indicated that the ‘agreement rate across the 30 items
ranged from 35.7% to 100%. We required ‘that the item agreement
rate met or exceeded the cutoff (i.e.. 70%) used in previous content
adequacy research (Carlson, Kacmar, & Williams, 2000;
Schriesheim & Hinkin, 1990). Two prevention items failed to meet
the cutoff. We modified the wording of these two items to mare
clearly u,prcsent the constructs, o : B

Exploratory factor analysis.. A survey consisting of all 30
WRF items was administered to 114 undergraduates enrolled in an

- upper level busiﬁek; course at a southern university, Of these, 63%

were male, and' the average age was 22.39 years. Respondents
provided their aorecmenl with each item on a Likert scale ranging
from | (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agr ee)

To ensure an -acceptable response (o item ratio- (Halr Black
Babin, Anderson. & Tatham,. 2006), we conducted two exploralory.
factor analyses using the principal axis factor analysis method—

one for the 15 prevention items, and onc for the 5 promouon
items. In both analyses, our goal was lo create a univariale measure
for each dimension, so we requested one factor. Results suggested
that we eliminate four items from each dimension because of low
factor loadings, resulting in 11 items for promotion representing
achievement, ideals. and gains, and- 11 items for prevention rép-

resenting security, oughts and losses. _;
LI
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9/:/5;@ - liem Refi nement and Reduction

The 2'2 items relained from Round | were taken (o the next stage
of testing. The goal of this part of the study was 1o further refine
and reduce the scale. Of the items retained from Stage 1, the
wording was slightly modified for the four ilems with the weakest
factor loadings to ensure they best lepicscnted the dchnmon and
adequately reflected the work environment.

Participants were recruited with the assistance of i. think inc.

(Daltas, TX). a research' services company that specializes in

Tnternet-based services and surveys to gather information from
willing and mtewsted participants.- Collecting data in this manner
is not new, as this approach has been successfully used in the
management Hierature (Judge, Ilies, & -Scolt, 2006; Piccolo &
Colguitl, 2006). One advantage of usihg a research services com-
pany to collect data is-that they can presereen polential respondents
on a variety of characteristics to ensure the sample is representa-
tive of the population of interest. For our purposes, we requirt_d
that participants work full time, be located in an organization (i.e.,

no telecommuters or “road warriors™), and have direct and frequent
contact with their immediate boss. For the present study, i.think

ifie. recruited individuals possessing these characteristics to com-

plete surveys at two time periods. WRF items were included in our

survey .at both time periods.. We used the responses: hom the .

sccond time pcnod for scale validation. The sample mcludcd 250

mdmdualq employed, full time. The types of jobs partmp"nnlc held »

anved from. lo‘m underwmer to hrst-umde Le.u_hu 1o %counmnt

able l

- Comtentradequacy.  (
. '.nnce‘ (CMYV) issues is to fully pretest and screen items created for
a study (Podsakoff. MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Thus,

e e - '3
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wilh no single job type dominating the sample. Furthermore, the

sample included bath those who had jobs with supervisory respon- .

sibilities (39%). and those who were individual contributors. The
sample was 68% male and 32% female, with an average age of
40.44 years. Participants averaged 6.2 ycars in their current job,
and 83% were Caucasian. ] .

Exploratory ftfc'lor analysis. 'We conducted an exploratory fac-
tor analysis of the WRF items using a principal axis factor analysis

method and an oblimin rotation on the retained 22 items to isolale”

items that performed best. For each of the two factors, all items
loaded “strongly on their assigned factor and did not cross load.
Thus, for sake of parsimony and to pravide equal representation of
the underlying aspects, the (op three performing items from each of
the six.subdimensions were retained. This resulted in a two-factor
solution ‘with eigenvalues for the factors of 9.87 and 3.35. respec-
tively. These two factors explained 57.2% of the variance. The final
18 items with their factor loadings on each factor can be found in
Table 1. Following each item, the subdimensien measured is included
(promotion: achievement, ideals, gains: prevention: security, oughts,
losses) to demonstrate that each is.équally represented. Finally. the
two factors correlated at .46, further suggesting two distinct factors.
The Cronbach alpha for the prevention scaje was 93, and thc. Cron-

bach alpha for the promotion scale was .91.
One way to combal common method vari-

E \plom/w v Factor Ana/vm of the WOIL Renu/ato/\ Focus‘ Smie

S Prevention Promution .’
liem focus . - - focus
o o LI c.unu.nugllt, on (.omplc.lmﬂ my wmk maks t.onu.tly to increase my an .
o s “ security, (Secunly) .890
' 2, At work [ foeus my stiention on complt,lm" my dbbl"llcd
S l&$])0|‘lbjbl]lll(..b (Oughts) . : 879 —-.100
3. Fulfilling my work duties is very important to me. (Ou"hls) 814
4. At wor k. Tstrive to live up w lhu u.xpunsxbxhues and duties given fo
© me by ‘others, {Oudus) 793
5, Atwork, T am often In(.usu! on’aécomplishing tasks that will suppuu °
© myneed for security. (Security) .764
- - 6. 1.dp everything-{ can avoid loss at work, (Losses) - .740.
..7. Job security is an impartant factor for me in any job seuu.h (Secumy) 718
8.1 focus my attention on avoiding Failure at wark, (Losses). _ 688 03
9. 1 am very careful to avoxd exposmrr myxelf to potential losses at work :
. (Losses) : ) 644
10, [ take -chances.at wark to maximize my goals for advancement. (Gains) ‘—.149 .899
11. I tend 10 take risks at work in order fo achieve success, (Gains) ~-.149 .864
12, LF I had an opportunity to participate on a high-risk. high-reward :
project.| would definitely take it, (Gains) 816
13. If my job did not allow for advancement. | would likely find 4 new
“ one, (/\chlevemcnl) , 738
. {4. A chunce to grow is an lmpmlant ruclm for me when looking for Job.
7 (Athievement) 715
15, |- focus on accomplishing job tasks lh.u will Iulth:.r my advancement.
© (Achievement) 678 -
16. 1 spend a great deal ()r tlme envisioning how to Fulfill ' my aspnul]on%
(Ideals) 1152 633
17. My wark priorities-are :mpucu.d by a clear picture of what I aspire ta
be. (1deals) A7 587
234 567

18. At work. I am motivated by my hopes and aspirations. (Idenis)

Nore. N = 250. Loadings less than .10 are suppressed.

4f/
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we assessed the content adequacy- of the retained 18 items.. To
accomplish this, we asked 229 undergraduates enrolled in a prin-
ciples of marketing course at a southern university (o match the
final 18 items to either a promouon- or prevention- ~focus defini-
tion. Respondents were given extra credit in- their course for
completing the survey. The participants were 45% male, and 84%
were Caucasian; 95% were juniors and seniors, and they had an
average age of 21.07 years: After familiarizing themsélves with the
two definitions, respondents read the items and indicated to which
definition each belonged. Results indicated that the agreement rate
across the |8 items avemncd 93.1%, with a range from 72.9% to
98.3%. The average agreement.rate as well as the agreement raie
for each item met or exu,eded the cutoff (i.e., 70%) used in
previous content 'ulequ'my research (lea(m et al, 1_000
Schriesheim & Hinkin, 1990): : -
Incremental validiry.” We conducted a final test of our ncwly
created. WRF Scale to explore it incremental validity over the
RFQ (Higgins et al.. 2001), As noted abuve, the RFQ was devel-
oped as an events’ reaction questionnaire (0 “assess individual’s
subjective histories of success or failure in promotion and preven-

tion self-regulation” (Higgins et al., 2001, p. 7). Thus. although the |

theory upon which-the scales were developed is the same, the goals
of the scales differ. This sugaests. that our scale should explain
additiona) variance ovcr and above that L\plamcd by the RFQ. To

. lest thxs assumption, we ran four regression analyses, one. for each

of our. outcome “variables: m -role; dwmm, creative, and helping

bchwmrs Ti. the first step, we. mcludcd the rc]wam RFQ dimen-.
“sion of either promotion or prevention fnc,us “In the. second step,
W _"ldd(.d lhe relcmntWRF dimension, Ruult% shown in ‘Table 2,
demonstrate, lhdl in all fouir cases, the WRl' Seale! expl.uns signif- .

icant. addmonal _variance in. c.u.h of’ the dcpendcnt vmables of

interest. In tol'\l our scale dcve.lopmr,n( results snggest. that the
final 18-ilem WRF Scale shm\n inTable I demonstrales sufficient :

valuhty and u.lmblhty to be used in subscquent 'ma]yses

Phave 2 Te.sl of r/zrz T heorelzcal /V/odel aj WRF and
Letu/ers/up
.S'(/mple . '

- The same sample of 250 full-time employees d(.b(,l‘lb(_d in Phase
| was used in Phase 2. Our surveys were administered by i.think
inc. a( two nme penod:"» weuks ap.ut 1o’ Jeduu. CMV The

: T'xblc 2.

respondents were required lo complete both surveys to be eligible
for a payment of $10. In the first time period, the participants were
asked to respond to the WRF items, leadership scales, control

variables, and demographic guestions. In the second time period,

the participants were asked to respond to the outcome variables.
Within each survey, the items were randomized to reduce any
potential ordering effects.

Time 1 Mea: sures

Unless mheanse mcln.med all measures used a S-point Likert *
. scale ranging from | (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree),’

ftems were coded such lhﬁt high scores eguate to high levels of the
construct of interest. All of the items used in this study o measure
key variables of interest can be found in Table t or the Appendix.
Servani leadership. We used the 14-item Servant Leadership
Scale developed by Ehrhart (2004; see the Appendix) to measure
servan! leadership. The Cronbach alpha for this scale is .96.
Initiating structure.  We used the |0-iterii Leadership Behavior

‘ Description Questionnaire (LBDQ XII) from Stogdill (1963; see

the Appendix) to measure mmatmu structure. The Cxonbach alpha
for this scale is .92.

WRF Scale. The 18-item scale devuoped in Phase | was used
in this study. The Cronbach alpha for promotion was .91, and the
Cronbach alpha for prevention was..92. The full set of items can be

found in Table 1. )
Dispositional controls. Consistent with theory indicating dis-

.'poemonal influences on situational regulatory focus, we controlled:
for_general affective disposition and specific chronic regulatory

focus (Kark & Van Dijk, 2007). In our regression analyses, we

. ~used Wdtson‘ Clark, and Tellegen's (1988) 10-item measure of
posmve affec( .(PA) to control for a general positive disposition -
. that may. conmbute to promotion focus, and thelr [0-item negative
* . affect (NA) measure to control for'a veneml ‘negative. dlsposmon

-that may conmbute to prevention. focus. We used Higgins et al.’s

(2001) RFQ to control for the theoretically specific chronic regu-
latory focus of individuals. Six items (x = .73) measure promotion
focus with a sample item being “Compar ed to most people, are you
typically unable (o get what you want out of life?” Five items (« =
.82) represent prevention focus. and a sample item is ‘erowmU up
would you ever cross the line by doing things that your parents
would not tolerate?” These scales are used as control variables in

hzcremenla/ Validity Results fm the WorA Regularolj Focus (WRF ) Scale

ln role Deviant behavior
siep - CAGLRT AR B Adjusted B2 AR? B
1 Siep. |: RFQ prevention 009 . 013 082 053 0577 =2
A30 . a4t 353t 125, 075 -.275%

Step 2: WRF prevention
e Creativity

Helping behavior .

Step 15 RFQ promution 101 105 146° 134 138 197
Step 2: WRF pmnmnun 275 A757 455 - .301 169 446™""
Note, = 250. RFQ = Regulutory’ l'm.us Questionnaire,

" Smnddlchzcd betas from the last step.
“p <05 Tp< 0L "p<.00.
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our model to ensure that we are isolating only the effect of Sl e f
regulatory focus evoked by the leader in the work situation. In- . '
cluding PA and™NA as controls also helps to address the issue of , "
CMV (PodsakolT et al., 2000). _ . - b
: ) - Lndis A
<

Time 2 Measures

: N . #

In-role performance. = We measured in-role pel'Fox'lllence. using = =% :,.»
a seven-item scale (¢ = .82) developed by Williams and Anderson =y

= (19915 see the Appz.ndxx) This scale focuses on task specific '
in-role behavior. 11

Deviant behavior. - The Deviant Behavior SC'llC (e = .93) was _ B N 583 =
developed by Bennett and Robinson (2000) and consisted of 12 - ‘Sos
itemns (see the Appendix). :

Helping behavior.  The Helping Behavior Sculc (@ = .93) was it
developed and validated hy Van Dyne and LePine (1998; see the iad . LEEZE
Appendix). The seven-item scale is ‘used {0 assess L‘(ll'l role . ) s=ee
behaviors of a helping orientation, i

Credtive behavior. The Creative Behavior Scale was devel- P
pped by Scolt and Bruce (1994) and includes items related to both V = : 'I i E § g g
creativity and innovation. The iiems, were moditied to be self- L T T
report rather. than. supervisor- -assessed (see the Appendix). The : e w
six-item scale pmduced a Cronbach alpha of 92. . - . e IR S AR NN

R - e ST =
R’esults
| ’ it b
Inma] A/zc/lvsc'.\ _ o Qe E 3 i =8 §

o : A cocesSo

an lo u-.. 'nn our hvporhuu we . conduued conﬁzmmory
lar.Lol analyses (CFAs) on both the leadership scales and the WRF . "I R
\ubdunwslons (prcve_ntlon and promotion) to ensute that they + n ‘23 ::5 3= E: :5 ’g} :*,?
were. mdcpcndcm and that the items:produgced lh(. prucu,d factor ' ? "T“ ? ? ‘,: 'f Cf "T‘

- structures. To conduct our CFAs. we used LISREL 8.80 and a : )
maximum llkchhood exumauon We bwan by estimating a four- P
factor soluuon Two of the factors were for the leadership scales,’ - Mo i d, L
with. thb ]4 servant leadershlp Ltems IOLILIIBQ on-one factor, and the N il 2 2 2 pAR R é’ 2 S
10 items for initjating structure londmv on.a sccond factor. For the :
WRF \t.ales Jol)owmv the theoretical foundation of the construct, cr L p ot r e 1,

e, calculated subscales for Exowth ‘risk,. aspnarlon security, loss, o T Eo ~ %3} ?Q '_—:rr B >

and ‘duty, and.we linked these to either. the: promolion.or prevention : ' =S sdocsessod
tactor. Fit mchccs showcd that the four-Jdctm model fit the data
(normed lu mdcx [NFI] =:.97; comparative fit mdw [CFI] 97, ) : i _
root-mean-square esror of approximation. [RMSEA] =.083), and = ' - 5\;;%\” _%\fw«:ﬂ‘_r:%ﬂ;
all of the standardized loadings were significant (p < 01), To g 1522323 nds523
ensure the two leadership, scales and the two WRF <calcs were = !
distinct, we also estimated a two-factor. model, with one factor for z o0 D D 00 O I~ O O —
leadership, and-one for WRF, The fit smnsncs for Lhe two-factor Qg QR2BITEEZES
model were not as strong as ‘the four-facior' model (NFL = .90; §
CFI = .92, RMSEA = ,178). Further, the chi-square difference § N D T Dol O O 00
lest suggestcd that the four- factor, model. was superior to- the S| E| ZoncizegEnne
two-factor model, Cire(5) = 2,499, p < .001. k] :

" The dcscnptwu statistics for and the correlations among the :‘: " -

variables of interest in our: study can be found in Table 3. As g S¥s5s8E .« 23

expected, the le']duehxp scales were significantly correlated even > £S25E 2 2 £ 2z §

though the CFA results above indicate that.the scales are distinct. S| 2| 322£5822E5<5
Thus. 1o further explore the discriminant validity ol these scales, S| E| Sk 2z £E £z g £
we followed the procedure outlined by For nelt and Larcker (1981) w37 FieELZo0% :jn
and caleulated the square root of the average variance explained =k aESQEzzzxxiz
;8 —-'mm F RS NS S =l

for each of the leadership scales as well as the othtr varmblcsa in-

my

ppear to

rger than all zero-order correlations in the row and column in which they u

Regulatory Focus Questionnaire.

Scale; RF

Focus

ge variance explained that must be la

Work Regulatory ¥

50. Values on the diagonal are the square root of the avera
“*p < .00.

Tp < 0L

=12

,\I

demonstrate discriminant validity (Fornell & Larcker. 1981). WRF

.. Nore.
Tp <05,
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ISR AR ASEE, 2 (35%)
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IERE -

— ~ A58 " EIREBEEREL | (resource-based view) (10 43) ? FELUERERERS -
SRHA AU E B A T ERNVEBRLRE T FEREEE | (sustainable
competitive advantage) (1543 ) -

— - BRAIEET > 4B E (organizational change) ¥R ENIMBESE -
FHAENTEBES KA TTERNER 3L S EnIehRtEE
(dynamic capability) (2543) ? '

SR (L TR R L RURERTE S © (10%)
AT » AT B R E Y (15%)

I FHOEERES ECFA FTHE - BEHEKE ? 10%)
EREEE L FAFERBEREE ? (15%) |




