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Abstract

Promoting employee responsibility-taking: An examination of the situational and individual
antecedents of responsibility-taking behaviors

Gian Zlupko

This dissertation examines the individual and situational antecedents of employee
responsibility-taking behaviors. Despite their importance for work performance, little research
has explored the factors that encourage employees to self-regulate these demanding behaviors,
which require fulfilling existing commitments and proactively taking ownership for emerging
tasks. Drawing on self-determination theory, this dissertation investigates the impact of
leadership style on responsibility-taking. Additionally, drawing regulatory mode theory, the
effects of goal pursuit strategies were examined, both as stable individual dispositions and as
situationally-induced motivational states.

Across two studies, including a cross-sectional survey of full-time workers and a
randomized experiment, we found that autonomy-supportive leadership promoted responsibility-
taking, while controlling leadership did not. Furthermore, our findings showed that this effect
was mediated by employees’ perceptions that their leader satisfied their core psychological needs
for competence and connection. In addition, these benefits were most pronounced for individuals
primed to work with urgency, who were less willing to take responsibility when leaders failed to
provide a compelling rationale for the work’s importance. By contrast, leadership style did not
significantly affect participants’ willingness to engage in responsibility-taking behavior among

those primed for deliberative, careful work. These findings highlight key motivational



mechanisms underlying responsibility-taking and clarify the conditions under which leadership

support is most influential.
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Chapter 1 — Introduction

Global trends are impacting the nature of work in profound ways, creating new
expectations for employees (Culshaw, 2023; Fraccaroli et al., 2024). Two key macro trends
driving these changes are uncertainty and interdependence. Uncertainty, largely precipitated by
the rapid pace of technological disruption, has made it increasingly difficult for organizations to
predetermine tasks and the skills needed to perform them (Bititci et al., 2012). As a result,
employees are expected to take a more active role in defining and carrying out work tasks and
priorities (Grant & Rothbard, 2013; Parker et al., 2006). Additionally, the growing need for
team-based and collaborative work in knowledge-intensive service sectors has led to increased
interdependence between individuals and colleagues (Chen & Kanfer, 2006), complicating the
traditional boundaries of tasks. Employees across industries rely now on others to access
resources and input that are necessary to complete their own work (Chen & Kanfer, 2024).

In light of these trends, leaders across the business and civil sectors are emphasizing the
critical role of individual responsibility-taking for organizational survival in the 21% Century
(Ahir et al., 2022; Lin, 2012). Specifically, given the rise of uncertainty, leaders are eager to
understand what motivates employees to not only meet their current obligations, but also to
proactively take responsibility for emerging tasks (Carucci, 2020; Grant & Ashford, 2008; Wang
et al., 2024). Without a focus on fulfilling existing obligations, leaders fear that priorities will be
lost in constantly-changing work environments (Lin, 2012). At the same time, without assuming
responsibilities for emerging tasks, there is concern that teams will struggle to innovate and
adapt (Sonnentag & Spychala, 2012). Compounding these issues, as organizations become

increasingly reliant on teams (Chen & Kanfer, 2024), employees are pressured to be responsbile



for more in environments that are highly collaborative, which obscure traditional boundaries of
task ownership. In short, employees are now required to demonstrated a higher degree of
ownership and self-initiative over their work in environments that are uncertain and highly
collaborative (Gagné et al., 2022).

Research has identified several employee behavioral competencies that are deemed vital
for organizational success in today’s uncertain and highly collaborative work environments. For
example, organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB; Smith et al., 1983) are voluntary,
discretionary actions that go beyond formal job requirements and are aimed at benefitting the
organization (Dalal, 2005). OCBs include helping coworkers, volunteering for extra-role
activities, and upholding workplace norms (Organ & Ryan, 1995). Another behavioral
competency vital in today’s workplace is proactive work behavior (Grant & Ashford, 2008;
Parker et al., 2010), which consists of prosocial and adaptive behaviors that actively improve
work practices or processes such as challenging the status quo or implementing solutions to
faulty procedures (Grant et al., 2011). Both of these behaviors have been linked through meta-
analyses to positive individual outcomes such as favorable managerial ratings, task and overall
job performance, as well as to beneficial organizational-level outcomes, including reduced costs,
increased productivity, newcomer socialization, and customer sastisfaction (Dalal, 2005;
Gonzalez-Mulé¢ et al., 2014; Thomas et al., 2010; Zhao et al., 2023). While these competencies
are invaluable for navigating uncertainty and interdependence, we argue that they do not fully
capture the breadth of what is now expected of employees. For instance, OCBs focus on efforts
that benefit others or the organization in general but do not address task-specific responsibilities.
Moreover, proactive behaviors are oriented toward future and change-related tasks, yet are

largely silent on employees' accountability towards their existing obligations.



Given these gaps and the call for greater personal responsibility-taking, research is
needed to develop an understanding of the factors that promote employee responsibility-taking
(Bolino & Klotz, 2022; Carucci, 2020). As a first step in responding to this call, recent research
conducted by Ajaikumar et al. (2024) defined the responsibility-taking behavior (RTB) construct
for work settings and validated an associated measure. Their construct points to the specific
activities that are required of employees to account for existing and future task-related
responsibilities while accommodating for uncertainty and interdependence. Based on findings
from multiple studies, Ajaikumar et al. (2024) demonstrated that their measure of responsibility-
taking was positively related to job performance, conscientiousness, and OCB, providing initial
evidence for its importance in organizational settings. However, while the outcomes of engaging
in responsibility-taking behavior are clear, we have yet to understand what motivates employees
to engage in these behaviors. Therefore, this dissertation seeks to identify the individual and
situational factors that promote employee responsibility-taking behaviors.

We accomplish these aims as follows. First, through literature review, we develop
theoretically-grounded hypotheses of the individual and situational factors that promote
responsibility-taking behaviors. Specifically, we draw on self-determination theory (Deci &
Ryan, 1985a, 2000) and regulatory mode theory (Higgins et al., 2003; Kruglanski et al., 2000) to
explain the factors that would be expected to promote responsibility-taking behaviors. Second,
the research hypotheses are tested across two studies using separate methodologies. In the first
study, we explored whether our hypothesized relationships exist in organizational settings
through a cross-sectional survey of full-time workers across various industries and professions in
the United States (U.S.). Then, in study two, we conducted a randomized experiment to isolate

our hypothesized relationships and examine whether they can be manipulated. Finally, we



discuss findings with a particular focus on developing an actionable set of recommendations for

practitioners who seek to cultivate responsibility-taking behaviors within their organizations.

Chapter 2 — Literature Review

2.1 The New Demands of Work: How Uncertainty and Interdependence Shape

Responsibility-Taking

Global trends like increases in inter-firm competitiveness and the speed of technological
advancement have accelerated the pace of change in organizations today, significantly affecting
how employees approach their work (Cappelli et al., 2017; Pasmore, 2015; Qureshi & Woo,
2022). Researchers characterize these global trends as ‘“VUCA’, referring to the volatile,
uncertain, complex, and ambiguous conditions impacting organizations (Baran & Woznyj,
2021). Two aspects of VUCA environments that significantly impact employees’ ability to
complete work tasks are uncertainty and interdependence (Gagné et al., 2022). Each pose
implications for the extent to which an individual may take and demonstrate responsibility for
work tasks.

Uncertainty caused by the rapid nature of technological developments and changes in
global supply chains make work tasks less predictable (Ahir et al., 2022; Griffin et al., 2007).
Under such conditions, employees are expected to be more proactive and deliberative in
executing tasks. Specific behaviors such as taking initiative and relying on personal discretion in
planning and executing work tasks are seen as invaluable against the backdrop of uncertainty
(Fuller et al., 2006; Grant & Ashford, 2008; Parker, 1998; Sonnentag & Spychala, 2012). As an
example, illustrating the impact of uncertainty on medical professionals, Gardner (2007) states:

“While the core responsibility of medicine — to provide quality patient care — has not

changed, the field of medicine is changing so rapidly that individual physicians must
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figure out for themselves how to best uphold the core professional responsibility...many

face tensions in their daily work that force them to negotiate where to focus their

attention” (pg. 253).

As Gardner (2007) describes, the pace of change and uncertainty impacting the medical industry
demand unprecedented levels of personal discretion for physicians in carrying out their
responsibilities.

In addition to uncertainty, the rise in interdependence places further strain on work tasks,
blurring the boundaries of task ownership. In many industries, the interdependence of tasks has
emerged as a result of the global shift away from routinized manual labor to knowledge-intensive
service economies (Parker et al., 2001; Qureshi & Woo, 2022; Raveendran et al., 2020). Such
work requires more complex arrangements of teams and areas of expertise than was historically
required for rote, mechanized labor. Whereas employees were once responsible for discrete tasks
assigned them individually, tasks now involve multiple dependencies on the work of others
(Chen & Kanfer, 2006). This shift requires employees to be more team-oriented and prosocial,
even when it comes to fulfilling their own responsibilities. Additionally, interdependence has
been shown to lead to other challenges that are unique to working with others. For example,
diffusion of responsibility (Whyte, 1991) — a phenomenon in which individuals are less inclined
to take responsibility when others are present — is expected to further constrain individuals’
ability to fulfill prior obligations or take on role related-tasks (Lin, 2012).

Given the clear challenges they pose, uncertainty and interdependence have sparked
discussion on the importance of responsibility-taking in organizational settings (Griffin et al.,

2007). In response, scholars and leaders alike have emphasized the need to better understand the



specific behaviors employees must engage in to take on responsibilities in the absence of clearly-

defined tasks or clearly-demarcated task ownership (Raveendran et al., 2020).

2.2 A New Era of Responsibility

In organizations and beyond, leaders have noted how uncertainty and interdependence
have created an imperative for individual responsibility-taking behaviors. For example, during
his tenure at Apple, Steve Jobs introduced the Directly Responsible Individual (DRI) initiative to
address the challenges associated with fast-growth and complex, cross-functional work that has
been critical to the company’s success (Lee, 2011). The DRI initiative required that each project
be assigned a “directly responsible individual” who is accountable for the progress or failure of
the work. Speaking to the success of the initiative, a former Apple employee noted, “In a fast-
growing company with tons of activity, important things get left on the table not because people
are irresponsible, but because they’re really busy” (Lin, 2012, p. 2). Reflecting on the importance
of the DRI initiative, it has recently been credited as a key component of Apple’s approach to
management, helping the company keep pace with rapid technological change while delivering
products through highly-complex, collaborative work (Filloux, 2011; Lee, 2011).

Additionally, in the popular press, publications like Forbes and Harvard Business Review
have documented the rise of the workplace phenomena associated with employees failing to take
responsibility, further underscoring a timely interest in understanding the factors that promote or
inhibit responsibility-taking. For example, trends like “quiet quitting” — where employees
disengage from tasks requiring personal initiative (Bolino & Klotz, 2022) — and the “somebody
syndrome”, where individuals quickly assign responsibility to others while overlooking their
own accountability (Hurst, 2023), are viewed as responses to the stress and pressure generated by

increasing uncertainty and complexity at work.



Finally, civil sector leaders have noted how the macro trends of uncertainty and
interdependence shape daily life in the 21% Century. For example, in a keynote address given in
the months just before the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic, managing director of the
International Monetary Fund, Kristalina Georgieva presciently noted, “If I had to identify a
theme at the outset of the new decade it would be increasing uncertainty” (Ahir et al., 2022).
Sharing this sentiment more than a decade earlier, Barack Obama highlighted how uncertainty
and interdependence shape daily life in the 21% Century. In particular, citing the uncertainty of
financial markets and the challenges of working with others from different backgrounds in a
globalized world, Obama stated in his 2009 inaugural address that what is required of individuals
is:

“a new era of responsibility — a recognition that we have duties to ourselves, our nation,

and the world; duties that we do not grudgingly accept, but rather seize gladly, firm in the

knowledge that there is nothing so satisfying... than giving our all to a difficult task™ (p.

5).

Therefore, given the premise that individuals face uncertainty and increased
interdependence in their work and lives, the question becomes: what drives individuals to take
responsibility? Specifically, in organizations, what conditions can leaders and managers create
that motivate employees to ‘seize’ responsibility? This is the central aim of this research — to
examine the factors that promote employee responsibility-taking behavior.

Before exploring the factors that promote employee responsibility-taking, we first
illustrate the construct in greater detail by exploring how employee responsibility-taking has
been conceptualized in organizational scholarship over time.

2.3 Brief History of Conceptualization of Employee Responsibility-Taking Behaviors



A review of organizational scholarship on responsibility-taking reveals that there are
three periods in which the concept of employee responsibility-taking has been shaped.
Specifically, expectations about what employees ought to take responsibility for has evolved
during three paradigms in organizational scholarship, each of which reflect key assumptions
about the role that employees were expected to play in completing work tasks. Consistent with
similar reviews (Fuller et al., 2006; Griffin et al., 2007), our account, summarized in Figure 1,
describes evolution of the concept of employee responsibility-taking as follows.

Task Adherence * Industrial Revolution through mid-20* Century
+ Influential perspectives: Frederick Taylor (1911)

» Mid-to-late 20" Century
* Influential perspectives: Job characteristics model,
Hackman & Oldham (1976)

.. « Late 20" Century to present
Proactivity & . . L .
\\__> Interdependence Influential perspectives: citizenship

behaviors (Smith et al., 1983),
proactivity (Parker et al., 2006)

Autonomy

Figure 1: Evolution of Concept of Employee Responsibility

Taylorism and Task Adherence

Beginning in the years following the Industrial Revolution, Early 20"-Century views on
employee responsibility were strongly influenced by Frederick Taylor’s Principles of Scientific
Management (Taylor, 1911). In Principles, employee responsibility was conceptualized as
adhering to, and efficiently completing, prescribed tasks. While this aspect of responsibility
appears obvious today, Taylor’s work was groundbreaking at the time because organizations
struggled with clearly delineating responsibilities. One of the key recommendations advanced in
Principles was for organizations to enhance the division of labor between management and staft,

separating planning (management) from execution (labor) functions. Taylor aimed to create work



environments in which employees possessed a precise understanding of the specific tasks in
which they were responsible. Illustrating the mechanistic nature in which Taylor viewed
employee responsibility, he states:
Perhaps the most prominent single element in modern scientific management is the task
idea. The work of every workman is fully planned out by the management at least one
day in advance, and each man receives in most cases complete written instructions,
describing the task which he is to accomplish, as well as the means to be used in doing
the work (Taylor, 1911, p. 39).
In the years that followed the publication of Principles, Taylor’s ideas were widely adopted,
leading to early conceptions of responsible workplace behavior being largely mechanistic with a

strong emphasis on adherence to prescribed tasks (Oldham & Fried, 2016).

Job Design and the Role of Autonomy

The mid-20" Century marked a pivotal period in the evolution of responsibility, largely
as a response to the overly mechanistic nature of work that had emerged from the Taylorist
approach to management. This era saw a growing recognition that work had become too
repetitive and boring, leading to significant issues like absenteeism and falling productivity
(Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Humphrey et al., 2007). In response, Hackman & Oldham (1976,
1980) developed the job characteristics model, which emphasized autonomy and the sense of
ownership over one’s work as key means of regaining both morale and productivity.

Hackman and Oldham (1980) argued that when employees experienced increased
autonomy — “discretion in scheduling and determining the procedures used to carry out the
work”, they would feel more personally responsible for their successes and failures of their work

(p. 79). Thus, personal discretion came to be viewed as a new dimension that employees could,



and should, be viewed as taking responsibility. As a result, managers took steps to redesign the
characteristics of one’s job to expand workers’ decisional autonomy, hoping to increase workers’

sense of ownership over — and felt responsibility toward — one’s work.

Proactivity and Interdependence as Responsibility-Taking

Finally, the late 20th century brought another significant shift in the understanding of
employee responsibility, driven by the rapid pace of organizational change and market
uncertainties (Cappelli et al., 2017). During this period, researchers began to recognize that the
job design perspective, with its focus on adjusting static characteristics of jobs, failed to address
the dynamic nature of modern work environments (Sonnentag & Spychala, 2012). Organizations
increasingly viewed their success as contingent on personal initiative and internal collaboration
(Axtell & Parker, 2003; Grant et al., 2009; Griftin et al., 2007). Further, to keep up with the pace
of organizational change, managing others became less about assigning clearly delineated tasks
and more focused on empowering employees to become self-directed (Parker & Strauss, 2014).
The pace of change in organizations was such that it had become increasingly challenging for
organizations and leaders to predetermine tasks and skills expected of subordinates (Bititci et al.,
2012).

As a response to these pressures, research on concepts such as organizational citizenship
behaviors and taking charge became prominent (Smith et al., 1983; Morrison & Phelps, 1999).
These behaviors were seen as going beyond formalized role descriptions, reflecting the growing
expectation that employees not only fulfill the tasks laid out in their job descriptions but also take
initiative and be self-directing (Griffin et al., 2007; Parker et al., 2006). In terms of impact of the
importance of personal initiative, employees became viewed as being responsible for the tasks

they had previously agreed to perform while, at the same time, assuming responsibility for future
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achievement (Fuller et al., 2006). Specifically, as Fuller et al. (2006) explains, the retrospective
and prospective aspects of responsibility came into focus at this time. “Feelings of responsibility
can result from either looking back over past behavior or events one has caused, or foreseeing
Sfuture behaviors of events one may cause” (Fuller et al., 2006, pg. 1091). In effect, the inability
for organizations to delegate all possible work tasks opened up the possibility for responsibility
to signify the willingness of an individual to take after-the-fact accountability for existing
obligations as well as before-the-fact accountability for future achievement!.

Also in the late 20™ Century, because of the growing awareness of the interdependence of
work tasks, employees experienced growing pressure to cooperate and help others even if the
link between such behaviors and their own task performance was less direct (Griffin et al., 2007).
Thus, the late 20" Century marked a period in which scholarship and practice emphasized the
proactive aspects of responsibility-taking as well as the socially-situated nature of work,

accounting for the increasing interdependence of one’s tasks on those of others.

Summary of Key Developments in Conceptualization of Employee Responsibility-Taking

As depicted in Figure 1, our historical account reveals that the notion of what employees
are responsible for has changed over time alongside major changes in organizational
environments. Summarizing this shift in responsibility, Griffin et al. (2007) note that research on
task and role performance has evolved from a sole focus on task adherence to behaviors related
to also include proactively taking-on tasks, relying on increased personal discretion, and

collaborating with others. Therefore, consistent with Griffin et al. (2007), we assert that the

! This past and future-oriented quality of responsibility-taking articulated by Fuller et al. (2006) draws on similar
conceptualizations of employee responsibility-taking such as (Culbert, 1974)’s after-the-fact accountability and
before-the-fact-consciousness, and (Graham, 1986)’s assigned and assumed responsibility for work tasks.
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pressures on employees that uncertainty and interdependence have created have led to an

expanded range of behaviors necessary for performance.

2.4 Interdisciplinary Conceptualizations of Responsibility-Taking

This broadened view of employee responsibility-taking is consistent with recent
theorizing on individual responsibility in separate disciplines outside of organizational
scholarship. For instance, similar to Fuller et al. (2006)’s work on felt responsibility in
organizations, sociologists Dwyer & Minnegal (2012) argue that individual responsibility-taking
in everyday life possesses both retrospective and prospective orientations. Specifically, Dwyer &
Minnegal (2012) suggest that responsibility is characterized by an individual’s accountability
towards prior obligations and future duties. These concurrent, sometimes conflicting,
orientations of responsibility-taking highlight its complexity. In organizational literature, similar
behaviors to responsibility-taking like citizenship and proactive work behaviors, emphasize what
else employees can do or how they can change their environments (Parker et al., 2010; Smith et
al., 1983). While these future-oriented behaviors are vital for organizational survival (Podsakoff
et al., 2009), and while they characterize aspects of responsibility-taking, they do not account for
employee efforts directed toward fulfilling existing obligations. This is an issue because given
the rise of uncertainty in today’s fast-paced organizational climates, focusing on obligations is
equally important, as employees are often challenged by competing priorities and the need to
balance multiple demands (Skousen et al., 2021).

In addition to its past and future orientation, scholars in other disciplines have also noted
the social and discretionary qualities of responsibility-taking, which also appear in the
organizational literature. For instance, philosopher John Rundell defines responsibility as “an

outcome that is exercised by social actors who have a capacity to make rational, reflexive
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decisions” (2012, pg. 77). According to this definition given by Rundell, responsibility-taking
involves both social consideration — understanding how one’s actions impact others — and
personal discretion — determining whether or not doing so will be worth the effort, risk, or
reward.

Together, these sociological and philosophical perspectives align with the
aforementioned qualities of responsibility-taking that emerged within organizational scholarship.
Collectively, scholarship on the concept of responsibility-taking suggests that it represents the
ability to demonstrate 1) accountability for prior agreements, ii) proactive accountability for role-
related tasks, iii) the use of personal discretion in planning and executing tasks, and, iv) the
ability to work interdependently.

The behaviors that enable employees to address these demands are vital for work
performance in the 21% Century (Griffin et al., 2007). However, despite the proliferation of
research on the ways in which employees respond to these job demands, we argue that separate
constructs in organizational research address some — but not all — of these demands. The two
constructs that come closest to addressing each of these demands are organizational citizenship

behavior (Smith et al., 1983) and proactive behavior (Crant, 2000; Grant & Ashford, 2008).

2.5 Constructs Related to Employee Responsibility-Taking Behavior

Research on citizenship and proactive behaviors share the premise with responsibility-
taking that employees are not merely passive respondents reacting to their context but, instead,
play an integral role in shaping and determining work outcomes (Parker et al., 2010). However,

as discussed below, OCB and proactivity differ from responsibility-taking in key ways.

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB)

13



OCBs describe employee behaviors aimed at helping co-workers or benefitting overall
organizational functioning (Dalal, 2005; Rioux & Penner, 2001). Additionally, OCBs are viewed
as discretionary; the underlying behaviors are not formally prescribed by one’s job requirements
but are valued for their positive contribution to organizational functioning (Chiaburu et al., 2022;
Schnake, 1991). OCBs therefore require personal initiative and autonomy, like responsibility-
taking. However, unlike responsibility-taking, OCBs do not focus on task. Instead, OCBs are
conceptualized as generally benefitting others or the organization as opposed to carrying out
role-related tasks (Moorman & Blakely, 1995; Smith et al., 1983). In contrast, responsibility-
taking is driven by a sense of accountability to and the fulfillment of role-related tasks (Pasmore

etal., 2021).

Proactivity

Proactivity is another closely related construct to responsibility-taking.
Proactivity is described as anticipatory, self-directed action that employees take to benefit
themselves or their organizations (Frese et al., 1996; Parker et al., 2006). Examples of proactivity
include seeking feedback, taking initiative, and implementing new ideas (Grant & Ashford,
2008). The emergence of research on proactive behaviors is associated with the growing
recognition of the importance of employees’ agency and ownership over work processes in
uncertain and interdependent systems (Grant & Rothbard, 2013). These qualities — personal
initiative and the sense of sense of ownership over ones’ work outcomes — connect
responsibility-taking and proactivity (Griffin et al., 2007; Pasmore et al., 2021). However, unlike
responsibility-taking, the primary emphases of proactive behavior concerns involvement in
future and change-oriented activities (Parker et al., 2010). Underscoring this central thrust in the

original definition of proactive behaviors, Crant (2000), defines the construct as “taking initiative
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in improving current circumstances or creating new ones; it involves challenging the status quo
rather than passively adapting to present conditions” (pg. 436). That is, proactive work behaviors
focus on improving faulty processes or addressing organizational issues. In contrast,
responsibility-taking also requires a focus on the commitment to, and fulfillment of, prior
obligations (Ajaikumar et al., 2024). In sum, there is a goal striving nature to both concepts but
proactivity only focuses on future-oriented changes that are less task-specific whereas
responsibility-taking also emphasizes a commitment to existing obligations.

Given these gaps associated with the citizenship and proactive behaviors constructs,
Ajaikumar et al. (2024) recently proposed and demonstrated initial validation of a measure of
employee responsibility-taking behavior. The following section briefly introduces the measure
before shifting to the core focus of this research, which is to identify potential antecedents of

responsibility-taking.

2.6 The Responsibility-Taking Behavior Construct

Responsibility-taking behavior (RTB) was recently defined by Ajaikumar et al. (2024) as
the “extent to which an individual demonstrates adaptability, ownership, and the propensity to
assume accountability for work tasks in ambiguous and interconnected environments.
Individuals who demonstrate [responsibility-taking] display initiative, ownership, adaptivity,
and perceptiveness to the interconnectedness of colleagues, challenges, and change that is
inherent in today’s organizational climate.” (pg. 4-5). Empirical research to date has identified
that the RTB construct is represented by four dimensions: accountability, peer encouragement,
furtherance, and ownership mentality (Pasmore et al., 2021). Definitions and example behaviors

associated with each dimension are presented in Table 1 and are detailed as follows.
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RTB Dimensions

Accountability. Pasmore et al. (2021) defined accountability as the efforts taken by an
employee to be held to account for one’s performance. Individuals demonstrating high
accountability seek feedback on their task performance and take steps to address gaps between
what is expected of them and their current results. As such, accountability behaviors enable the
retrospective and prospective aspects of responsibility-taking; they enable an employee to hold
themselves to account for previously negotiated responsibilities while also proactively managing
future responsibilities by expectation-setting and gaining feedback. Accountability is similar to
the concept of felt responsibility in Hackman & Oldham’s job characteristics model which
describes the extent to which an individual feels “personally accountable for the results of the
work that he or she does” (pg. 162; Hackman & Oldham, 1976).

Peer Engagement. The second dimension, peer engagement, is defined as the extent to
which an individual makes efforts to influence the performance of team members or stakeholders
who have dependencies on their assignments. Unlike OCB, which focuses on prosocial efforts
demonstrated to generally benefit others (Dalal, 2005; Smith et al., 1983), peer engagement
behaviors are the prosocial activities that are required to carry out one’s tasks under work
conditions requiring high interdependence. In essence, peer engagement behaviors are not
intended to merely help others but to accomplish one’s own responsibilities alongside others.
The demand for peer engagement coincides with the rise of team-based and knowledge-intensive
work in post-industrial economies (Chen & Kanfer, 2006). Specifically, organizations have
turned to teams to accomplish complex goals that require the coordination of tasks across many
organizational specialties (Chen & Kanfer, 2024). Where scholarship and practice have

historically focused on managing and motivating individuals, research has now, in response,
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emphasized the role that individuals play in actively participating in, and shaping, work
processes in team-based structures (Grant & Ashford, 2008). Peer engagement underscores how
responsibility-taking fits into these social dimensions.

Furtherance. Furtherance describes an employee’s focus on continuous improvement in
task completion and in role-related skillset acquisition. Examples of furtherance include pursuing
learning opportunities related to one’s role. Furtherance is closely linked to research on
proactivity at work (Grant & Ashford, 2008), which highlights the anticipatory actions that
employees take to benefit their work or the broader organization. Furtherance contributes to the
future-oriented aspects of responsibility-taking, such as an individual’s ability to carry out
subsequent work tasks that satisfy performance expectations. Furtherance shares this quality with
RTB’s accountability dimension, although furtherance behaviors fulfill an individual’s
commitment to task improvement while accountability fulfills a sense of duty to role-related
tasks overall.

Ownership Mentality. Finally, the ownership mentality dimension of RTB captures
behaviors that foster a sense of congruence between one’s personal responsibilities and the
espoused values of one’s organization. Ownership mentality is similar to constructs that describe
the extent to which individuals take steps to integrate the espoused values into one’s own work.
For example, the process of internalization from self-determination theory (Deci et al., 2017;
Deci & Ryan, 1985b) and duty orientation (Hannah et al., 2014) similarly explain how an
individual’s connection to their organization’s or team’s values can guide behavior and reinforce
a broader sense of responsibility and a proclivity to be self-directed. Furthermore, unlike OCB,
which often emphasizes discretionary efforts to benefit the organization as a whole, ownership

mentality reflects a responsibility to regulate one’s own work in alignment with the
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organization’s broader goals or mission. Examples of these behaviors from the RTB measure

include actively integrating the organization’s long-term objectives into one’s work and staying

informed about major change initiatives to ensure alignment with evolving priorities.

Table 1: RTB Dimension Definitions and Examples

RSB Dimension Definition & Description Example Primary
associated job
demand

1. Accountability | Accountability is defined as the efforts an | [ ask questions if my | Uncertainty
employee demonstrates to hold oneself goals are not clear
accountable for one’s responsibilities.
Individuals that demonstrate high
accountability strive to deliver their best
possible effort on work tasks and
persevere through setbacks that would
hinder task completion.
2. Peer Peer engagement is defined as the extent I proactively share Interdependence
Engagement to which an individual makes efforts to any resources, tools,
influence the performance of team or skills I have that
members or stakeholders who have could help a peer
dependencies on their assignments. with their work
Individuals who demonstrate high levels
of peer encouragement seek ways to
support colleagues that may be
unintentionally hindering team
performance or are underperforming.
These individuals are willing to take joint
responsibility for tasks to ensure high-
quality work unit output.
3. Furtherance Furtherance is defined as efforts related to | When I see Uncertainty
improving the outcomes of one’s work something that can
assignments. be improved, I do
something about it
Individuals who demonstrate high levels
of furtherance focus on acquiring new 1 strive to keep on top
skills that improve the quality of their of changes taking
work output. place in the broader
organization
These individuals are also expected to
take part in change initiatives and seek out
opportunities to experiment with novel
ways of working.
4. Ownership Ownership mentality is defined as I keep on top of Uncertainty/
Mentality behaviors related to an employee’s sense changes taking place
of commitment toward the long-term in the broader Interdependence

success of their organization.

organization
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Individuals who demonstrate high levels
of ownership mentality stay informed of
development occurring within the
organization, take steps to integrate the
organization’s strategic goals in their own
work, and steward organizational
resources as they would their own.

Note: Adapted from Ajaikumar et al. (2024)

2.7 Existing Research on Responsibility-Taking Behavior

In addition to demonstrating initial validity for the RTB measure’s factor structure,
Ajaikumar et al. (2024) demonstrated that RTB is positively and moderately related to job
performance. In particular, Ajaikumar et al. (2024) showed that RTB predicted leader ratings of
trainees’ job performance at the end of a 10-week military training camp. In terms of the
relevance of these findings to non-military settings, the trainees’ performance evaluation was
determined based on their task effort and completion on highly collaborative tasks, mirroring the
high degree of interdependence in organizational life. Further, the tasks that trainees were
presented with were novel to them for learning purposes, mirroring the demand for employees to
adapt to new or evolving business environments, and acquire new skills, under conditions of
pronounced uncertainty. Lastly, the same researchers found that the RTB-performance
relationship held while controlling for conscientiousness, which is notable given that
conscientiousness is the strongest and most consistent personality predictor of job performance
(Barrick & Mount, 1991; Dudley et al., 2006; Salgado, 1997). Together, these findings highlight
the importance of RTB as a critical set of behaviors for performance. Additionally, given the
research setting, the results provide initial evidence in support of the assumption that RTB enable

performance under conditions involving high interdependence and task novelty.
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2.8 Current Study
Antecedents of Responsibility-Taking Behavior

Despite initial evidence that RTB positively relates to job performance, it is unclear what
individual and situational factors promote responsibility-taking. While there is a demand for
more individual responsibility-taking from leaders in the business and civil sectors alike
(Carucci, 2020; Hurst, 2023; Obama, 2009), the potential barriers to demonstrating
responsibility-taking are numerous. For example, the willingness to hold oneself to account for
prior obligations and one’s quality of work require effort, humility, and confidence that the
consequences of doing so will not outweigh the benefits. Similarly, the behaviors underlying the
peer engagement dimension demand a lot of employees. For instance, taking joint accountability
for team errors might be perceived by peers as controlling, while requesting help on large tasks
could be viewed as social loafing. These social risks involved with responsibility-taking parallel
known challenges associated with related behaviors such as proactive helping (Chi et al., 2023)
and voice behaviors, which include discretionary expression of constructive concerns intended to
improve organizational functioning (Detert & Burris, 2007; Liang et al., 2012). These literatures
point to the important role that unique social contexts play in determining whether an individual
will feel permitted to — or prohibited from — engaging in socially-risky behaviors.

Therefore, given the potential barriers to responsibility-taking behavior, research is
needed to identify the factors that would give rise to responsibility-taking. To do so, we draw on
two theories that individually offer compelling and complementary rationale about the individual
and situational factors that would be expected to promote employee responsibility-taking
behavior. Specifically, we argue that self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985b, 2000)
explains a ‘reason to’ motivation while regulatory mode theory (Higgins et al., 2003) articulates

a ‘can do’ explanation for RTB. We draw on each theory to develop theoretically-grounded
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hypotheses as to why certain individual and situational factors highlighted by each of these
theories, such as leadership styles and goal pursuit strategies, would be expected to promote

employee responsibility-taking.

2.9 Self-Determination Theory (SDT)

Self-determination theory is a theory of motivation that highlights the social-contextual
factors that promote individuals willingness to be self-driven, proactive, and responsible (Deci et
al., 2017; Deci & Ryan, 2000). The theory states that that humans have three basic psychological
needs that are essential for motivation and optimal functioning — autonomy, competence, and
relatedness (with others) (Deci & Ryan, 2012). Autonomy refers to an individual’s desire to
possess a sense of ownership over one’s actions, competence refers to an individual’s need to
feel effective and capable, and relatedness describes an individual’s need to feel connected to
others and to belong to a group (Deci & Ryan, 2000).

SDT posits that the extent to which these basic needs are satisfied in the workplace has
significant implications for employees’ motivation to be proactive and self-directed.
Furthermore, the theory states that work environments can either support or thwart these basic
psychological needs. When employees experience autonomy, competence, and relatedness
satisfaction, they are more likely to be “agentic and inspired, striving to learn; extend
themselves; master new skills and apply their talents responsibly” (Deci & Ryan, 2000, p. 68).
Moreover, SDT explains that the satisfaction of basic needs accomplishes these desirable ends
because they provide meaningful rationale for tasks, competence-promoting feedback, and a
sense of obligation to others (Deci & Ryan, 1985b). That is, the satisfaction of basic needs
promotes internalization, the process whereby individuals experience stronger alignment

between work behaviors and their own values even when the behaviors may not be intrinsically
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rewarding on their own. In contrast, environments that frustrate these basic psychological needs
can lead to low motivation and disengagement (Deci et al., 2017). As Deci & Ryan (2000) note,
needs-thwarting environments provide little reason for employees to perform work behaviors,
leading to low motivation and negative outcomes. Illustrating this negative impact of needs-
thwarting environments on individual responsibility-taking in particular, Deci & Ryan (2000)
state that needs-thwarting environments lead individuals to:

“...reject growth and responsibility. Regardless of social strata or cultural origin,
examples of both children and adults who are apathetic, alienated, and irresponsible are
abundant. Such non-optimal human functioning can be observed among millions
who...wait listlessly for the weekend as they go about their jobs. The persistent,
proactive, and positive tendencies of human nature are clearly not invariantly apparent”
(p. 68).

Thus, the extent to which individuals’ basic psychological needs are satisfied is presumed to play
a pivotal role in motivating responsibility-taking. However, because need fulfillment is shaped
by the broader work environment (Deci & Ryan, 2000), leadership is also presumed to play a
particularly influential role in fostering conditions that encourage—or discourage—
responsibility-taking. Specifically, research has shown that needs-supporting leadership styles
have been shown to be crucial external factor that facilitate basic need satisfaction and, in turn,
behaviors associated with RTB such as being proactive and self-directed (Slemp et al., 2018).
Therefore, summarizing these relationships, the following review of empirical research suggests
that the satisfaction of basic needs serve as proximal influences on responsibility-taking.
Additionally, findings suggest that the satisfaction of basic needs serve as mediators that explain

the more distal connection between autonomy-supportive leadership and responsibility-taking.
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Basic Need Satisfaction as Motivational Pathways to Responsibility-Taking

One of the primary ways in which basic needs satisfaction (BNS) promotes
responsibility-taking is through its influence on motivation. When individuals experience
autonomy, competence, and relatedness satisfaction, they are more likely to develop autonomous
motivation—a state in which they engage in work behaviors because they align with personal
values and identities (Gagné & Deci, 2005). Supporting this assumption, meta-analytic evidence
has identified the positive link between BNS and identified motivation, a more self-determined
form of motivation that supports sustained engagement with work tasks (Slemp et al., 2018; Van
den Broeck et al., 2016).

In contrast, when employees experience controlled motivation—where behaviors are
externally regulated by rewards or punishments—they are less likely to self-initiate and willingly
take responsibility. Supporting this assumption, research has shown that controlled motivation
undermines proactive behavior and discretionary effort (Ryan et al., 2022). Given that
responsibility-taking often involves discretionary actions beyond formal job requirements, it is
expected to be more prevalent when employees are autonomously motivated.

Taken together, these findings on the positive relationship between BNS and autonomous
motivation are crucial to developing an explanation as to why SDT basic needs satisfaction
would be expected to promote responsibility-taking. For instance, while it is possible that
employees could temporarily demonstrate responsibility-taking behaviors to seek reward or
avoid punishment (external regulation), responsibility-taking is concerned to a larger extent with
the behaviors that individuals take upon themselves in licu of clear orders or priorities such as
under conditions of uncertainty. Therefore, individuals would be expected to demonstrate

responsibility-taking behavior when their basic needs are satisfied, enabling them to more
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strongly identifying with the value of responsibility-taking, regarding doing so as useful,

worthwhile, or personally important (Hardré & Reeve, 2009).

The Unique Contributions of Each Basic Need

While the satisfaction of all three basic needs is expected to contribute to responsibility-
taking, each is expected to play a distinct role in shaping how employees engage with their work
responsibilities and offer unique rationale for RTB motives.

BNS Autonomy. The basic need for autonomy is defined as individuals’ need to possess
a sense of ownership over activities and feel psychologically free (Deci & Ryan, 2000).
According to SDT, autonomy represents the experience of volition and choice rather than being
controlled by external forces (Deci et al., 1994). Further, autonomy is not simply about having
unrestricted freedom, as is implied by independence. Instead, autonomy refers to feeling in
control of one’s behavior and acting in alignment with one’s values and interests (Gagné &
Hewett, 2024). Illustrating this distinction, Van den Broeck et al. (2010) suggest that an
employee who follows a supervisor’s request is not acting independently in the strictest sense but
experiences autonomy when the supervisor provides meaningful rationale for the request and
enables follower to choose how to carry out the task. This is an important distinction when
considering why autonomy would be expected to support RTB. Responsibility-taking requires
both a proactive initiative-taking element as well as a sense of accountably for previously
negotiated tasks. Thus, a sense of autonomy in choosing how to enact one’s responsibilities — not
mere freedom from all constraints — is expected to be crucial for employee RTB.

Research findings suggest on the outcomes associated with satisfaction of individuals’
need for autonomy support this assumption. For instance, in a meta-analysis, Van den Broeck et
al. (2016) found that autonomy BNS positively and uniquely related work commitment and

proactivity, both of which are assumed to be necessary for performing RTB. In a separate study,
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(Gagné, 2003) found that autonomy BNS positively predicted volunteer hours whereas lower
perceived work autonomy predicated higher rates of volunteer turnover at a volunteer
organization. These findings suggest that when individuals possess a sense of choice and
ownership over their behavior at work and are not excessively pressured by external rewards or
punishments, they may be more likely to take on additional responsibilities while remaining
effortfully committed to tasks that they previously agreed to.

Hla. BNS autonomy will positively relate to responsibility-taking behaviors.

BNS Competence. In addition to the satisfaction of the need for autonomy, fulfilling an
individual’s need for competence is also expected to be related to RTB. The need for competence
refers to an individual’s innate desire to feel effective in their actions, attain desired outcomes,
and succeed in difficult tasks (Gagné, 2014; Slemp et al., 2018). According to SDT, individuals
are motivated by opportunities that allow them to apply their acquired skills and abilities.
Moreover, SDT suggests that such opportunities help individuals develop confidence and a sense
of self-efficacy in carrying out their responsibilities at work (Deci & Ryan, 1985b).

Research findings suggest that when an individual’s need for competence is met, they are
more likely to engage in RTB at work. For instance, in Van den Broeck et al. (2016)’s meta-
analysis, the researchers found that, across studies and cultures, the need for competence is
positively and uniquely associated with behaviors and outcomes integral to responsibility-taking
such as proactivity, task performance, and effort. These findings therefore suggest that when
individuals have greater confidence in their ability to accomplish their work and access needed
resources, they would feel more confident in their ability to exert control over their work
priorities, which is believed to be essential for responsibility-taking.

H2a. BNS competence will positively relate to responsibility-taking behaviors.
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BNS Relatedness. In addition to needs for autonomy and competence, the need for
relatedness is also expected to be positively associated with responsibility-taking. The need for
relatedness concerns an individuals’ desire to be meaningfully connected with others (Deci et al.,
2017). In their meta-analysis, Van den Broeck et al. (2016) showed that the need for relatedness
satisfaction was positively related to proactivity and commitment, when controlling for the other
basic SDT needs. Their findings suggest that relatedness captures an important social dimension
of motivation at work. Individuals who experience meaningful connection are more likely to be
effortfully involved and committed to their responsibilities, possibly through a sense of
obligation to maintain positive social relationships and reciprocal exchange with others.

H3a. BNS relatedness will positively relate to responsibility-taking behaviors.

Autonomy-Supportive vs. Controlling Leadership

While the satisfaction of basic psychological needs serves as a direct mechanism for
fostering responsibility-taking behavior, SDT argues that the extent to which these needs are
fulfilled is shaped by the broader work environment (Deci et al., 2017; Deci & Ryan, 2000).
Among situational factors, leadership style plays a crucial role in either supporting or thwarting
employees basic psychological needs (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Within the SDT domain, researchers
have examined clusters of leadership behaviors as either ‘autonomy-supportive’ or controlling.
Autonomy-supportive leadership (here forth, ‘ASL’) is characterized by leaders’ ability to
encourage followers’ sense of autonomy, enable opportunities for follower choice, and take
interest in followers’ perspectives (Baard et al., 2004; Hardré & Reeve, 2009). In contrast,
researchers have characterized needs-thwarting leadership behaviors as controlling, describing
this style of leadership as one in which leaders exert strong pressures to follow prescribed tasks,
afford minimal autonomy, and employ reward strategies that emphasize adherence (Deci et al.,

1999, 2017). The controlling leadership style aligns with traditional management theories like
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agency theory, which views employees as primarily self-interested and rational, responding to
external controls such as rules and performance-based incentives (Gagné & Hewett, 2025). From
this perspective, management can only align employee goals with organizational objective
though control mechanisms like monitoring, regulations, and reward systems (Gagné & Hewett,
2024). While external controls and managerial oversight may prompt short-term responsibility-
taking, SDT suggests that such conditions do not foster the internalization of organizational goals
or cultivation of a sense of autonomy and self-initiative. As a result, controlling leadership is
unlikely to sustain or reliably predict RTB in the long run.

Empirical findings support these assumptions. ASL is an antecedent to employee basic
needs satisfaction and positive outcomes. For instance, in their meta-analysis, Slemp et al. (2018)
found that ASL was consistently related to the satisfaction of basic need and, in turn, proactive
and prosocial work behaviors. Similarly, Baard et al. (2004) explored the relationship between
employees’ perceptions of their manager’s leadership style on their own work performance.
Baard et al. (2004) found that perceived ASL was positively related to needs satisfaction and
positively related to actual managerial-rated performance evaluations. Finally, examining the
role of different motivational communication strategies, Reeve et al. (2002) conducted an
experiment on the effects of ASL versus controlling leadership task instructions on follower
behavior. Specifically, Reeve et al. (2002) showed that when task instructions were delivered
with adequate rationale and concern for the participant in line with ASL, participants were more
likely to identify with the personal value of the task which, in turn, explained their increased
effort on the task. In contrast, Reeve et al. (2002) showed that when instructions were
communicated in controlling manner, participants experienced significantly less personal value

in the experimental task and demonstrated less effort as a result. The controlling leadership style
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did not include the rationale and expressed support for the participant as was shown in the ASL

condition, and instead utilized words like ‘should’, ‘must’, and ‘ought’ (Reeve et al., 2002).
Collectively, these results from meta-analysis and experimental studies indicate that ASL

is a key contextual factor supporting employee self-determination (Ryan et al., 2022). Therefore,

in line with research findings, we propose that ASL will be positively related to basic

psychological needs satisfaction. Further, given existing findings, ASL is expected to be

positively related to responsibility-taking behavior.

H1b. ASL will positively relate to BNS autonomy.

H2b. ASL will positively relate to BNS competence.

H3b. ASL will positively relate to BNS relatedness.

H4. Autonomy-supportive leadership will be positively related to responsibility-taking

behavior.

The Mediating role of BNS in the Leadership-RTB Relationship
Finally, SDT posits that the link between supportive leadership and positive follower

outcomes is explained by leadership’s role in nurturing and fulfilling basic psychological needs.
Existing research substantiates this assumption. For instance, Leroy et al., (2015) found that the
satisfaction of followers’ basic needs significantly mediated the relationship between leadership
and work performance. Likewise, Kovjanic et al. (2012) demonstrated that the satisfaction of
each basic need differentially mediated the relationships between leadership style and various
employee outcomes. Specifically, they showed that need satisfaction for relatedness explained
the positive relationship between leadership and affective commitment, and the satisfaction of all
three needs mediated the relationship between leadership and job satisfaction. Together, these
findings support the assumption that the beneficial impact of supportive leadership on follower

behavior is largely attributable to its role in satisfying basic psychological needs. Therefore, we
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propose the following in the context of the current study, where each BNS is expected to
positively mediate the relationship between ASL and RTB.
Hlic. BNS autonomy will mediate the relationship between ASL and RTB such that when ASL
increases, BNS autonomy increases, which, in turn, leads to higher levels of RTB.
H2c. BNS competence will mediate the relationship between ASL and RTB such that when ASL
increases, BNS competence increases, which, in turn, leads to higher levels of RTB.
H3c. BNS relatedness will mediate the relationship between ASL and RTB such that when ASL
increases, BNS relatedness increases, which, in turn, leads to higher levels of RTB.
2.10 Regulatory Mode Theory

In addition, the needs-based explanations that SDT offers, Regulatory Mode Theory
(RMT) shows how differences in individuals’ goal pursuit strategies lead them to prioritize
different activities, offering an alternative explanatory framework for understanding the motives
underlying RTB. The theory posits that goal pursuit involves two distinct functions, locomotion
and assessment, which characterize the motivations to get things done versus think things
through, respectively (Higgins et al., 2003; Kruglanski et al., 2000). A close examination of
these separate goal pursuit strategies is warranted in the context of RTB as it is yet unclear which
— if either — of these two pursuits would be expected to be predominantly influential for RTB. On
the surface, it appears that RTB requires a mix of both. For instance, RTB describes individuals’
efforts to be proactive — which may relate to a ‘getting it done’ goal pursuit — as well as
feedback-seeking efforts — which may relate to a ‘thinking it through’ goal pursuit. Drawing on
RMT below, and its supporting empirical research, we argue how these goal pursuit strategies
would be expected to give rise to RTB.

Furthermore, we provide rationale for the integration of RMT and SDT for understanding

employee RTB in our review. We argue that SDT highlights a “reason to” motivation for RTB.
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Namely, the satisfaction of core psychological needs, such as feeling socially connected with
others or personally invested in, provide individuals with a compelling rationale for engaging in
RTB. Separately, RMT highlights a “can do” motivation or RTB by explaining differences in
goal pursuit strategies that drive individuals to take on and accomplish the complex, demanding
tasks associated with RTB. While both theories have vast literatures, relatively few studies have
tested their predictions alongside one another?. This presents an opportunity to explore the
relative contributions of these "reason to" and "can do" motivations and whether their combined

effects offer a more comprehensive, additive explanation of RTB.

RMT Overview
Regulatory mode theory proposes that individuals can be motivated to pursue action

taking via two different goal pursuit strategies — locomotion and assessment (Pierro et al., 2011).
Locomotion is concerned with moving from task to task while assessment is concerned with
evaluating different goals and different means to pursue them (Higgins et al., 2003). When
individuals are motivated by locomotion orientation, they are concerned with taking initiative
and maintaining progress (Kruglanski et al., 2000). As a result, they are less inclined to
deliberate over multiple alternatives, focusing instead on swift and seamless action (Kanze et al.,
2021). Colloquially, locomotion is characterized by a desire to “get on with it” and “make
something happen” (Higgins et al., 2003). Separately, when individuals are motivated by an
assessment orientation, they are concerned with critically evaluating competing priorities or
goals and determining their relative quality (Kruglanski et al., 2000). As a result, they are more

likely to expend effort on planning out the best course of action. Individuals operating under an

2 A literature search on Web of Science database revealed that, at the time of writing, only two empirical studies
have tested research hypotheses that draw from both SDT and RMT within the same study, Pierro et al. (2009) and
Sok et al. (2016).

30



assessment orientation are motivated to, and rewarded when, they have had a chance to carefully
evaluate different goal pursuits, dedicating the necessary time and effort before reaching a
decision (Kanze et al., 2021). Colloquially, assessment is characterized striving to “get it right”
(Higgins et al., 2003).

Furthermore, RMT posits that locomotion and assessment are both ‘trait-like’ and ‘state-
like’ (Higgins et al., 2003). Regarding their trait-like quality, studies have shown that each mode
can be reliably measured as an individual difference variable, wherein individuals vary in the
extent to which they rely on one or both of these goal pursuit orientations in their everyday life
(Kruglanski et al., 2000). Regarding their state-like quality, research has shown that each mode
can be situationally induced (Pierro et al., 2009). Specifically, research has shown that situational
influences on employee behavior, such as corporate mission statements or leadership
communication styles, prime individuals to pursue tasks under a locomotion or assessment
orientation (Kanze et al., 2021). This state-like quality of regulatory mode poses opportunities

for designing interventions to enhance RTB, which we will discuss.

Summary of Relevant RMT Findings

While it is possible that RTB requires a combination locomotion (e.g. “getting things
done”) and assessment (e.g. “getting it right”) as previously suggested, findings from research on
regulatory mode suggest that RTB is more likely to be related to locomotion than assessment
orientation. There are three areas of research findings that support this assumption. First,
locomotion has been shown to relate to key measures of task orientation and effort that are
thought to be essential for responsibility-taking. For example, Kruglanski et al. (2000)
demonstrated that locomotion was positively related to tasks persistence and inversely related to
fear of failure. Similarly, Pierro et al. (2006b) showed that locomotion was positively related to

employee task involvement and task commitment across multiple organizational samples.
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Additionally, Pierro et al. (2006a) demonstrated that locomotion was positively related to
employee effort, job involvement, and subsequent job performance. In contrast, findings from
show that assessment orientation tends to undermine task focus and effort (Kruglanski et al.,
2000; Pierro et al., 2006b).

Offering theoretical rationale for these findings, Pierro et al. (2006b) explain that while
assessment orientation may be instrumental for evaluating amongst a range of competing tasks, it
can delay individuals’ ability to ‘get on with it” compared to locomotion. As a result, locomotors
tend to accomplish more tasks and rise more readily to challenges. In contrast, assessors
accomplish less and often require external justification for effort expenditure (Higgins et al.,
2003). Considering these tendencies, while some degree of these assessments’ emphasis on
appraisal and planning would be useful for RTB, the majority of the behaviors outlined by
responsibility-taking construct favor those driven by personal initiative and persisting through
setbacks. That is, the core thrust of RTB is about the willingness of the individual to self-
regulate. In sum, the task-oriented nature of responsibility-taking and the effort required of
employees to demonstrate the underlying behaviors, we suggest that locomotion would
positively relate to RTB.

A second reason why locomotion would be expected to promote responsibility-taking is
that locomotion has been shown to prompt decisiveness (Higgins et al., 2003). Decisiveness
would be expected to provide crucial support for qualities of responsibility-taking, such as one’s
willingness to be proactive and rely on their own personal discretion. For example, Kruglanski et
al. (2000) showed that when individuals were induced to adopt a locomotion orientation, they
spent less time on predecisional considerations before taking action. Conversely, separate studies

have shown that assessment positively relates to procrastination and higher levels of stress when
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having to make decisions at work (Chen et al., 2018; Pierro et al., 2011). One explanation for the
differences in deliberation and procrastination tendencies between regulatory modes is that
assessors desire to have certainty about competing priorities that they are evaluating, leading to
more time spent making comparisons and less time taking action (Higgins et al., 2003). Further,
assessment is associated with higher discomfort with ambiguity (Taylor & Higgins, 2002). These
findings suggest that under conditions of uncertainty, assessment orientation is likely to prompt
an increased emphasis on striving to reduce ambiguity by evaluating all possible courses of
information. These aspects of assessment orientation would likely be detrimental to an
individual’s willingness to demonstrate responsibility-taking, which requires taking action under
uncertain conditions without prior knowledge of the outcome.

Third, research has shown that locomotion and assessment relate to different goal
orientations, which also poses implications for responsibility-taking. In the goal orientations
literature, performance goals emphasize gaining favorable judgments from others while learning
goals involve developing one’s competence (Dweck & Yeager, 2019). Applied to regulatory
mode, research has shown that locomotion is associated with learning orientation, where
individuals are open to approaching new challenges and acquiring new skills (Kruglanski et al.,
2000; Pierro et al., 2009; Taylor & Higgins, 2002). In contrast, research has shown that
assessment is related to a performance orientation, which involves the desire to display
competence, attempting to do better than others in social comparison, and believing that one’s
skills and abilities are fixed (Dweck & Leggett, 1998; Higgins et al., 2003).

These findings are somewhat counterintuitive. For instance, seem that a “get it done”
attitude associated with moving from task to task could preclude personal investment in learning,

whereas assessment, with its emphasis on identifying the best approach, would seem more
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conducive to learning. However, Higgins et al. (2003) explain that regulatory mode influences
learning orientation based on differences in underlying goals. Assessors aim to acquire skills to
meet external performance standards, however this focus can heighten fear of failure, ultimately
discouraging learning. Offering evidence in line with this, Taylor and Higgins (2002) found that
assessment is associated with the belief that individuals cannot fundamentally change who they
are, reflecting a less optimistic view of personal growth.

These findings suggest that locomotion is more likely to foster responsibility-taking from a
learning and growth-oriented perspective. In contrast, assessment may weaken this relationship,
as individuals high in assessment may see themselves as less capable of adapting to new
challenges or overcoming fear of failure.

In summary, these findings suggest that due to the relationship between locomotion and
task performance, decisiveness, and learning orientation, locomotion is also expected to be
related to responsibility-taking. Additionally, due to the relationship between assessment and
procrastination and fear of ambiguity, assessment is not expected to be related to responsibility-
taking behavior. Therefore, based on the review of findings from previous research on
locomotion and assessment, we propose the following hypotheses.

HS5. Locomotion will be positively related to RTB.

H6. Assessment will not be related to RTB.
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Figure 2: Summary of research hypotheses. Mediation hypotheses (H1c, H2c,
and H3c) are not explicitly shown but will be tested. H6 specifies no relationship between
assessment and RTB.

Possible Interaction between RMT and SDT
Finally, the relative paucity of research that has simultaneously explored predictions from

RMT and SDT present an important opportunity for this research to contribute to such a gap.
However, several theoretical questions arise when considering the possible interaction between
these theories.

First, it is unclear how strong the hypothesized main effect of locomotion on RTB will be
when accounting for the effects of supportive leadership. While locomotion is expected to
promote RTB by fostering a proactive, task-focused approach, it is also possible that needs-
supportive leadership enhances assessment orientation in a way that similarly encourages RTB.
Specifically, under autonomy-supportive leadership (e.g. my manager listens to how I would like
to do things and My manager tries to understand how I see things before suggesting a new way

to do things), it is possible that assessors are more readily satisfied in their pursuit identifying the
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‘right thing to do’, affording greater focus on accomplishing the tasks themselves. If this is the
case, assessors may not only engage in RTBs that align naturally with their tendency to seek
clarity (e.g., asking questions when goals are unclear) but also demonstrate greater self-initiated
effort, a core characteristic of RTB.

However, existing findings from a relevant study on the interaction between regulatory
mode and transformational leadership raise other possibilities. Specifically, Benjamin & Flynn
(2006) found that locomotors and assessors were both motivated by transformational leadership,
but that this positive effect was more pronounced for locomotors than assessors. This finding is
relevant to the current context examining in that ASL and transformational leaderships share
similarities. Transformational leaders inspire optimism and articulate a vision for achieving
desirable end states (Bono & Judge, 2004). Thus, it could be that the positive effect of ASL on
RTB is even stronger for locomotors than it is for assessors. Additionally, Benjamin & Flynn
(2006) studied the interaction between regulatory mode and transactional leadership, a style of
leadership characterized by an emphasis on contingent rewards and corrective action. The
researchers found that locomotors experienced a stronger ‘misfit’ to transactional leadership,
marked by a significant decline in motivation, compared to assessors. Collectively, these
findings suggest that locomotion may be more sensitive to leadership style than assessment.

Despite the relevance of these findings to the current research questions, Benjamin and
Flynn (2006) were primarily interested in motivation within the transformational leadership
paradigm, which emphasizes how leaders inspire individuals to exceed standard performance
expectations. While RTB is challenging and complex, and motivation to go beyond day-to-day

responsibilities plays a role, our focus on SDT and ASL is specifically concerned with the
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conditions that foster employees’ internal drive to perform RTB, particularly when no one is
looking or without formal instruction.

Therefore, it is unclear whether the same joint effect of locomotion and ASL would
promote RTB in the same way that transformational leadership and locomotion jointly fostered
general motivation in previous research. Thus, in Study 1, we first examine the direct effects of
regulatory mode and leadership style on RTB, controlling for the influence of the other. Then, in
Study 2, we explore both their main and interaction effects on RTB to examine whether the

relationship is more nuanced.
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Chapter 3 — Empirical Studies

Based on a review of the latest literature, the previous chapter outlined situational and
dispositional motives underlying employee RTB. In the current chapter, these hypothesized
relationships are tested across two studies leveraging separate methodologies. Study-specific
discussions and results summaries are presented in the current chapter, while overall takeaways

based on the results of both studies are reserved for the subsequent chapter.

3.1 Study 1

The primary goal of Study 1 was to examine whether the hypothesized motives
underlying RTB were present among full-time employees across various professions and
industries. To achieve this, we conducted a cross-sectional online survey of working
professionals. This initial naturalistic exploration served as a crucial first step in assessing the
extent to which these motivational antecedents relate to RTB which subsequently could be used
to inform potential interventions to promote these behaviors.

3.2 Study 1 Method

Sample Size

Prior to data collection, an a priori power analysis was conducted to determine the
sample size needed to test the hypothesized model in Figure 2 with structural equation modeling
(SEM). Following recommendations from Wang & Rhemtulla (2021), and using their
accompanying online for SEM power analysis program?, results identified a sample size of 530
participants needed to achieve power of .80 for parameter estimates. The estimated power for

parameter estimates was based on 1,000 Monte Carlo simulations, assuming .30 effect sizes for

3 https://yilinandrewang.shinyapps.io/pwrSEM/
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direct effects and .09 for indirect effects. In alignment with guidance from Wang & Rhemtulla
(2011), these assumed parameter effects that were entered into the power analysis software were
selected from previously demonstrated effect sizes reported in Ajaikumar et al. (2024).
Additionally, the final sample size recommendation of 530 participants aligns with separate
heuristics for sample size requirements reported in the SEM literature, such as have a minimum

five-respondents-per-item ratio (Bentler & Chou, 1987).

Participants and Design

Following power analysis, an initial sample size of 572 participants was recruited to
ensure minimum sample size requirements were met while accounting for potential data removal
during data quality inspection. Participants were recruited to complete the survey on Prolific, an
online data collection platform (Palan & Schitter, 2018). Using available sampling filters, all
participants were required to be adults and full-time employees living in the United States. The
survey questionnaire that was administered on Prolific was developed in Qualtrics and contained
measures of basic psychological needs, leadership style, regulatory mode, and responsibility-
taking behavior.

A final sample of 535 participants was retained after data inspection checks (see results).
Of these, 48% were men (n = 256), 51% were women (n = 258), and 1% identified as non-binary
(n=15). The racial composition of the sample was 66% White (n = 355), 5% Asian (n = 25), 27%
Black (n = 145), 0% Latino (n = 0), and 2% who selected "Other" (n = 10). Regarding age
distribution, 9% of participants were between 18 and 24 years old (n = 47), 40% were 25-34
years old, 29% were 35-44 years old (n = 80), 6% were 55-64 years old (n = 30), and 1% were
65 years or older (n = 6). Finally, all participants were full-time employees. Complete

demographic statistics for Study 1 are presented in Table 4.
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Common Method Bias

Because survey responses were collected cross-sectionally, steps were taken to address
the concern of common method bias, which can artificially inflate or deflate relationships
between variables when measured cross-sectionally. Following recommendations from
Podsakoff et al. (2003) and Fuller et al. (2016), Harman’s single-factor test was conducted to

assess the extent to which common method bias may have impacted study results (see results).

Study 1 Measures

To minimize cognitive effort and survey fatigue, all scales were administered on a 7-
point Likert scale. A complete list of survey items presented in Appendix A. Scale reliabilities

are presented below and in Table 7.

Satisfaction of Needs for Autonomy, Competence, and Relatedness. Basic
psychological needs satisfaction was measured using the Work-related Basic Need Satisfaction
Scale (W-BNS; Van den Broeck et al., 2010). Each basic need scale was measured by three
items. An example item for the satisfaction of the need for autonomy includes, “I feel free to
express my ideas and opinions in this job” (a =.59). An example item for the satisfaction of the
need for competence includes, “I doubt whether I am able to execute my job properly” [reverse-
coded] (o =.79). Finally, an example item for the satisfaction of the need for relatedness
includes, “I often feel alone when I am with my colleagues” [reverse-coded] (o = .79).

Autonomy-Supportive Leadership. Autonomy-supportive leadership was measured by
6-items adapted from Williams & Deci (1996). Participants were instructed that the questions in
this scale referred to the primary manager or leaders to whom they report directly. An example

item includes, “I feel that my manager provides me choices and options” (o = .90).
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Regulatory Mode. Locomotion and assessment orientations from regulatory mode were
measured by 4-items each selected from by Kruglanski et al. (2000). An example locomotion
item includes, “By the time I accomplish a task, I already have the next one in mind” (a0 =.78).
An example assessment item includes, “I often feel that I am being evaluated by others” (o =
74).

Responsibility-Taking Behavior (RTB). RTB was measured by participant responses to
a previously-validated 30-item scale developed by Ajaikumar et al. (2024) (o = .94). RTB is
comprised of four dimensions. An example item from the accountability dimension includes, “I
ask questions if my goals are not clear” (o =.79). An example item from the furtherance
dimension includes, “I stay on top of industry trends to ensure my work is current” (o = .80). An
example item from the ownership mentality dimension includes, “I build towards the long-term
goals of our organization in any work that I do” (o = .85). Finally, an example item from the peer
engagement dimension includes, “I am comfortable taking joint accountability if an error occurs
in our teamwork” (a0 = .87).

Covariates: Proactive Personality and Conscientiousness. Proactive personality and
conscientiousness scales were also included in the Study 1 questionnaire as covariates to control
for their relationship with RTB. Proactive personality was measured with 4-items were adapted
from Detert & Burris (2007). An example proactive personality item includes, “If I see
something I don’t like, I fix it.” (a = .81). Additionally, conscientiousness was measured with 3-
items were adapted from the previously-validated Mini-International Personality Item Pool
(Donnellan et al., 2006). An example conscientiousness item includes, “I make a mess of

things.” [reverse-coded] (o = .60).
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Attention Check. One attention check item was included to verify that participants were
carefully reading through the survey questions. The question stated, “If you are reading this
question, select answer 3”.

Demographic Variables. Finally, standard demographic questions were administered at
the end of the questionnaire. Participants were invited to voluntarily offer their responses to
seven questions asking them about their age, race, gender, education level, employment status,
professional industry, and work role. A detailed breakdown of the sample’s demographic

characteristics is presented in Table 2.

3.2 Study 1 Results

Preliminary Analyses

Several preliminary analyses were conducted to investigate data quality before
conducting hypothesis testing. First, data were screened for quality responses including survey
completion time, responses to an attention check question, and potential outliers on the RTB
outcome variable. Second, the data were inspected for common method bias. Third, means,
standard and correlations for all study variables were inspected. Finally, response distributions

were assessed for univariate and multivariate normality.

Data Screening

To ensure data quality, we applied several data screening steps to an initial sample of 572
participants. First, three respondents did not consent to the study and were removed. Second,
responses to the attention check item were reviewed, and all participants passed. Next, 20
outliers were removed due to completion time following recommendations from Meade & Craig

(2012). Specifically, 14 participants took more than three standard deviations longer than the
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sample mean (M = 9.8 minutes, SD = 6.6 minutes), while six completed the survey in under three
minutes, suggesting careless responses.

Response data were also screened for potential ‘fraudster’ bot responses.
Researchers point out that the recent rise in artificial intelligence-powered bots that are designed
to take online studies, pose an issue for the scientific integrity of online research (Pinzon et al.,
2024). Therefore, following recommendations from Teitcher et al. (2015), Qualtrics’ built-in
CAPTCHA technology was utilized to provide a post-hoc report on responses that were deemed
to be attributable to bots*. Qualtrics’ bot detection capability identified 6 respondents as being
potentially delivered by bots and these responses were therefore removed.

Finally, we screened for outliers on the dependent variable, RTB, following Kline’s
(2016) recommendations. Four responses were more than three standard deviations below the
mean RTB score (M = 5.65, SD = .68) and were removed to prevent distorted parameter
estimates in SEM.

After applying these data screening steps, the final sample size for Study 1 was 535

participants.

Common method variance

Next, the responses to Study 1 were inspected for common method variance. As
previously discussed in the Method section, common method variance is an issue that can arise
when data are collected cross-sectionally, leading to artificially inflated or deflated the
relationships between variables. Therefore, following recommendations Podsakoff et al. (2003)
and Fuller et al. (2016), Harman’s single-factor test was performed to assess the potential

influence of common method bias. The test indicates that if common method bias were present,

4 https://www.qualtrics.com/support/survey-platform/survey-module/survey-checker/fraud-detection/
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one factor would explain more than 50% of the total variance in the response data (Harman,
1967).

Harman’s single-factor test was conducted using an exploratory factor analysis on all of
the study’s variables including covariates. The results reported in Table 5 indicated that a single
factor explained 26.85% of the variance, which is below the critical threshold of 50%. Therefore,

common method bias was not considered to be a significant concern in this study.

Means, standard deviations, and correlations

Means, standard deviations, and correlations for all study variables are reported in Table
8. The average overall RTB response for survey participants was 5.78, which is relatively high
on a 7-point response scale, indicating generally positive self-reports for individuals’ willingness
to demonstrate RTB. Moreover, the overall variability in RTB responses (SD = .68) was slightly
lower than a standard normal distribution of 1 (Allen & Yen, 1979), further indicating that the
majority of participants self-reported RTB clustered on the higher end of the response spectrum,
a phenomenon that has been observed in previous research on RTB (Ajaikumar et al., 2024).

Next, inspection of the correlations reported between RTB and study variables, provided
initial support for research hypotheses (Table 8). Specifically, a moderate positive correlation
between RTB and ASL was observed (» = .46, p <.01). Additionally, regarding basic needs
satisfaction variables, a small statistically significant correlation between RTB and satisfaction of
need for autonomy was observed (» = .20, p <.01) while moderately strong correlations were
observed between satisfaction of the needs for competence (» = .56, p <.01) and relatedness (r =
42, p <.01). Further in-line with study hypotheses, locomotion was moderately strongly related

to RTB (r = .64, p <.01), while assessment was not related to RTB (» =-.02, p = .57).
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Finally, correlations among study variables aligned with expectations from the study’s
two theoretical frameworks. For instance, supporting self-determination theory, ASL and all
basic needs satisfaction variables were significantly positively correlated. Additionally,
intercorrelations between the BNS variables were moderately positively correlated, ranging from
r=.26to r =.39. That these coefficients were not overly high lend support to recommendations
from research in SDT that each basic need represents meaningfully different criteria in an
individual’s experience of their work context and should not be averaged into a single composite
(Van den Broeck et al., 2016). Likewise, consistent with regulatory mode theory, locomotion and
assessment orientation showed a zero correlation in the sample data, providing support for the
theory’s claim that the two regulatory mode orientations are orthogonal (Higgins et al., 2003;

Kruglanski et al., 2000).

Univariate and Multivariate Normality

Finally, before proceeding to hypothesis testing, the sample data were inspected for
univariate and multivariate normality as violations of these assumptions pose implications for the
recommended estimation technique used for SEM as well implications for model fit indices
(Bandalos, 2002; Finch et al., 1997).

Following recommendations from Kline (2016), variable response distributions were
assessed for univariate and multivariate normality. According to Kline (2016), severe non-
normality reported in SEM literature entails absolute values of skew greater than 3 and kurtosis
greater than 8. Skew and kurtosis for all study variables are reported in Table 6. Results show
that skew and kurtosis did not provide evidence of severe non-normality. However, a Shapiro-

Wilk test conducted on the RTB distribution indicated a significant departure from normality, W
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=.982, p <.01. That being said, RTB’s skew was -.42 and kurtosis, .00, indicating that this
departure was small.

Next, Mardia’s test was conducted on all study variables to assess multivariate normality,
a key assumption required for maximum likelihood estimation in SEM. Results from Mardia’s
test indicated that the assumption of multivariate normality was not met for overall skewness (p
<.01) and kurtosis (p <.01).

Kline (2016) reports that, like other significance testing, slight departures from univariate
and multivariate normality can reach statistical significance without being severe, which appears
to be the case in the current study. However, to ensure robustness, SEM was estimated using
robust maximum likelihood estimation, which corrects biased standard errors under non-

normality (Finch et al., 1997).

Study 1 Main Analyses

All study hypotheses (Figure 2), including the hypothesized mediation paths, were tested
using SEM in the following steps. First, model fit statistics for the hypothesized model were
examined. Specifically, following Kline (2024), SEM fit was evaluated in two parts. First, global
model fit indices were evaluated, providing an overall assessment of the hypothesized model’s
correspondence with the data. Then, local fit indices were evaluated, which provide information
about specific paths or restrictions within the model’s larger system where misfit between the
observed and model-implied covariances were detected. Next, model comparisons were
conducted to determine whether alternative specifications provided a better fit to the observed
data. Finally, direct and indirect effects were analyzed for the model retained after model

comparisons. SEM was conducted in R using the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012).

46



Global Fit Results

Global fit indices for the hypothesized model, as well as for the rival models used for
model comparisons, are reported in Table 9. Regarding the hypothesized model, global fit
indices were mixed X*(1,305, 535) =2,661.21, p < .01, TLI = .87, CFI = .86, RMSEA = .04,
SRMR = .07. Specifically, two of the fit indices, CFI and TLI, were below the recommended
cut-off of .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Next, local fit was inspected to identify specific differences

between predicted and observed values that may be reflected in these global fit results.

Local Fit Results

Following Kline (2024), correlated residuals for each pair of measured variables were
calculated using the lavaan package in R and are presented in Table 11. Individual item residuals
represent variance specific to the item (e.g. random or systematic error), controlling for that same
item’s shared variance with its respective scale counterparts. Correlated residuals near zero
indicate that the specified model closely aligns with the observed data, while large absolute
values suggest areas where the hypothesized model conflicts with observed covariances.
Specifically, large residuals may indicate a missing path that should be included or a restricted
path that would be supported if the assumption were relaxed (Kline, 2024). Additionally,
correlated residuals may point to the influence of an external common cause that accounted for
by the model (Landis et al., 2008).

Inspection of the largest correlated residuals presented in Table 11 indicated that there
were two study scales in particular wherein their hypothesized relationships were misfit to the
sample data. First, two items from the need for relatedness scale exhibited relatively large
correlated residuals with items from other study scales, including need for autonomy and RTB.

According to Maydeu-Olivares (2017), one way to qualify the relative size of correlated
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residuals in a given sample is to calculate the average correlated residual. The average correlated
residual for all study items was .02. By comparison, the correlated residuals between the need for
relatedness items with items in the need for autonomy and RTB scales were between .27 and .30.
These values underscore the magnitude of local misfit in the model’s specification, namely the
loading of these need for relatedness items onto only the need for relatedness latent factor and
not autonomy or RTB.

Regarding the RTB-specific items, need for relatedness demonstrated correlated
residuals with items from the peer encouragement and ownership mentality dimensions. These
correlated residuals may suggest that, in addition to the influence of each item’s respective latent
factor and the direct relationship between satisfaction of the need for relatedness and RTB, there
exists an additional, omitted common influence between need for relatedness and RTB, which

future research could investigate.

Model Comparisons

Next, model comparisons were conducted to test the extent to which rival SEM
specifications fit the data better than the hypothesized model. Researchers recommend
conducting model comparisons, testing competing alternative structures, to retain the model that
maximizes goodness-of-fit while maintaining parsimony (Lin et al., 2017). In the current study,
the following three alternative models were specified, which are shown in Figure 3. Model A in
Figure 3 did not include the mediational paths from autonomy-supportive leadership through the
satisfaction of basic psychological needs to RTB. Instead, this model challenges the assumption
derived from self-determination theory, that leadership is a needs-satisfying antecedent. Instead,
Model A merely accounted for the direct effects of all endogenous variables on RTB. Model B
depicted in Figure 3 removed basic psychological needs variables, challenging the current

study’s argument that they are important antecedents to RTB. Finally, Model C in Figure 3
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expanded on the hypothesized model by incorporating the effects of conscientiousness, a known
covariate with RTB (Ajaikumar et al., 2024), and proactive personality, which is also believed to

positively related to RTB.

Hypothesized Model Model A. Direct Effects Only
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Figure 3: Hypothesized and Alternative Model Specifications.

Following Anderson & Gerbing Anderson & Gerbing (1988), a series of chi-square
likelihood ratio tests were used to statistically compare the goodness-of-fit for rival models
nested within the hypothesized model. Models that are said to be ‘nested’ contain the same study
variables but impose different restrictions. Results from the likelihood ratio test can either
indicate that there is no difference between the rival models’ goodness-of-fit, and that the more
parsimonious model should be retained or that one of the rival model fits better than the other
and should therefore be retained, assuming the added complexity is valuable for theoretical

development (Merkle et al., 2016).
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Nested model comparisons. Results from likelihood ratio test reported in Table 9
revealed that the model with direct effects only (Model A, Figure 3) fit the data less well than the
hypothesized model (Ay?> = 193.4, p < .01). These results do not support mediation per se, which
is instead determined by the statistical significance of the parameter estimates for the indirect
paths from leadership to RTB through each mediator (below). However, that the hypothesized
model fit the data better than the model with direct effects provides support for the SDT-derived
assumption that autonomy-supportive leadership is a significant antecedent to the satisfaction of
basic psychological needs. Next, a likelihood ratio test conducted for the comparison of the
hypothesized model and the model without the basic psychological needs variables (Model B,
Figure 3) revealed that the model without the basic psychological needs variables fit the sample
data significantly worse than the hypothesized model (Ay? = 222.91, p < .01). Results from this
model comparison provide support that the inclusion of the basic psychological need variables
captured useful explanatory value in the sample data. Again, these findings do not support
mediational hypotheses per se but provide initial support for the decision to measure basic
psychological needs in the context of studying employees’ willingness to demonstrate RTB.

Non-nested model comparison. Finally, since the chi-square likelihood ratio test cannot
be used for non-nested models which do not contain the same set of variables (Merkle et al.,
2016), model Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC)
values were interpreted to compare the hypothesized model with the covariates model (Model C,
Figure 3). Lower values for AIC and BIC indicate models that better balance the trade-off of
goodness-of-fit and model complexity (Kline, 2016). Results reported in Table 9 revealed that
the AIC and BIC values were lower for the hypothesized model than for the covariates model.

These results suggest that the hypothesized model achieved better fit to the data while
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maintaining overall complexity. While the rival model that included conscientiousness and
proactive personality did increase R’ accounted for in RTB as expected, the results of model
comparisons justify retaining the hypothesized model for subsequent analyses. Following model

comparisons, direct and indirect effects were interpreted based on the hypothesized model.

Direct Effects

Direct effects for the hypothesized model were calculated with the lavaan package in R.
Standardized parameter estimates and bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals are presented in
Table 10 and visually depicted in Figure 4. Results provided mixed support for the study
hypotheses.

First, in-line with self-determination theory, the direct effect of autonomy-supportive
leadership on the satisfaction of basic psychological needs was moderately to strongly positive
and significant, providing support for hypotheses (H1b, H2b, and H3b). In particular, the positive
effect of autonomy-supportive leadership on basic psychological needs satisfaction ranged from
B = .38, on satisfaction of need for competence, to B = .74, on satisfaction of need for
relatedness. Second, two of the three direct effects of BNS on RTB were positive and significant.
Specifically, the relationship between BNS competence and RTB was small to moderate (B =
.17, p <.01) and the relationship between BNS relatedness and RTB was small (B =.04, p <.01).
These findings provided support for Hypotheses H2a and H3a. Regarding the relationship
between BNS autonomy and RTB, we did not find support for Hypothesis H1a. In particular,
while the simple bivariate correlation between BNS autonomy and RTB was positive and
significant (r =.20, p < .01), the relationship was no longer significant while controlling for the

unique effects of all other variables in the SEM framework.
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Figure 4: Standardized direct effects for hypothesized SEM. Indirect effects provided
in Table 10.

Second, the direct effect of autonomy-supportive leadership (ASL) on RTB ‘over and
above’ BNS was estimated. Results indicated that, despite the moderately strong positive
correlation between ASL and RTB (r =.46, p <. 01), the effect was no longer significant after
controlling for the other hypothesized relationships.

Third, direct effects for locomotion and assessment orientation were estimated. Results
demonstrated that locomotion was positively and moderately related to RTB (B = .34, p <.01),
providing support for Hypothesis HS5. Additionally, the direct effect of assessment on RTB was
not significant (B = .03) with its 95% confidence interval containing zero. These results provide

support for Hypothesis H6 that assessment would not be related to RTB.

Indirect Effects

The final main analyses conducted in Study 1 concerned indirect effect of ASL on RTB
through BNS as mediators. Indirect effects were estimated alongside all other relationships in the

hypothesized model. Results presented in Table 10 revealed that none of the indirect effects were
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significant with standardized effects ranging from B = .02 to B = .04 and all bootstrapped 95%
confidence intervals containing zero. Thus, there was no evidence in Study 1 to support

Hypotheses Hlc, H2¢c and H3c concerning the mediating role of BNS.

3.3 Study 1 Discussion

Overall, results from Study 1 revealed several main takeaways. First, in-line with
research hypotheses derived from self-determination theory, findings supported argument that
satisfaction of individuals’ need to feel competent in their work, and meaningfully related to
others, relates to higher levels of willingness to take responsibility at work. These findings
suggest that individuals’ need to feel both competent and related to others at work are integral to
elevated levels of RTB. Moreover, results suggest that these needs are complementary. The
satisfaction of each relatedness and competence uniquely, and additively, related to greater
willingness for responsibility-taking while controlling for the other as well as other key
antecedents such as one’s dispositional regulatory mode.

Study 1 also revealed that locomotion orientation, but not assessment orientation, was
positively related to RTB. As hypothesized drawing on regulatory mode theory, one explanation
for these results are individuals who move more freely from task-to-task at work (locomote)
experience fewer barriers to RTB, such as the social consequences of holding others accountable
or maintaining momentum.

Despite these findings, there were several limitations specific to the cross-sectional
design that were responded to with experimental design in the subsequent study. First, the data
obtained were observational, limiting the ability to draw causal inferences on the relationships

between the presumed motivational influences of RTB that were highlighted. Similarly, the
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correlational design was not effective in minimizing the influence of omitted influences over
RTB that could confound the relationships observed.

In addition, there were a few theory-specific limitations in Study 1 posed by the cross-
sectional design or measurement choices. For instance, regarding self-determination theory, we
did not find evidence to support the supposed mediating role of BNS on leadership and employee
outcomes like RTB willingness. This is despite strong empirical support from existing research
on the mediating role that basic needs satisfaction plays in explaining the connection between
leadership and follower outcomes (Baard et al., 2004; Deci et al., 2001, 2017; Leroy et al., 2015).
One explanation for this lack of finding from simulation research shows that, despite the
prevalence of testing for mediation in cross-sectional designs, the failure to establish temporal
precedence in mediational pathways can bias estimates making it more difficult to detect indirect
effects (Maxwell & Cole, 2007). In light of this issue, Maxwell & Cole (2007) raise concerns
about drawing conclusions from processes that are presumed to be longitudinal in nature but that
were tested on cross-sectional data. As one remedy, Maxwell & Cole (2007) recommend
experimental designs for tests of mediation as such designs establish temporal precedence and
control for omitted common causes through randomization.

Similarly, there were several theory-specific limitations identified regarding regulatory
mode theory in Study 1. For instance, while we found evidence supporting the hypothesized
relationship between locomotion and RTB, the connection between regulatory mode and
leadership may be more nuanced. As discussed in our literature review, previous studies like
Benjamin and Flynn (2006) have found evidence of an interaction between regulatory mode and
transformational leadership on general work motivation, an employee outcome related to RTB.

Such results suggest that there may be a similar interaction between leadership style and
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regulatory mode. Although this interaction could be tested within a SEM framework, fitting
latent interaction terms requires substantially larger sample sizes to produce unbiased estimates
(Klein & Moosbrugger, 2000; Kline, 2016). Given that this interaction was not part of our formal
hypotheses, our a priori power analysis was conducted accordingly, prioritizing the primary
relationships of interest. Therefore, an additional benefit to retesting the research hypotheses
using a 2 x 2 experiment is to inspect for the possible interaction, which a factorial design readily
lends itself. Another limitation associated with the exploration of regulatory mode hypotheses in
Study 1 concerns the content breadth of each regulatory mode construct that was examined.
Specifically, it is possible that the four items used to measure each regulatory mode did not
capture the full content breadth of each construct, possibly attenuating the relationships under
examination. For instance, the assessment items (Appendix A) targeted the self-evaluative aspect
of the construct but did not address other key characteristics identified in the literature, such as
attention to detail and evaluating alternatives prior to taking action (Kanze et al., 2021).
To address this limitation, Study 2 employed experimental manipulations adapted from prior
research that better reflected the full content breadth established in the original scale validation
(Kruglanski et al., 2000).
Study 2

In Study 2, we re-tested our hypotheses using a randomized experimental design to
isolate the effects of leadership style and regulatory mode, controlling for potential confounds
and strengthening the internal validity of the conclusions drawn in Study 1.
3.4 Study 2 Methods
Sample Size

Before recruiting participants, an a prior power analysis in G*Power (Erdfelder et al.,

2007) was conducted to determine the minimum sample size needed to test for main and
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interaction effects using a 2x2 factorial design assuming medium effect sizes. Results from the
power analysis indicated that a minimum sample size of 128 participants, or 32 per cell, was
needed for a sufficient test of our hypothesized main and interaction effects. However, recent
recommendations suggest sample sizes closer to 50 participants per experimental cell for 2 x 2
designs (Brysbaert, 2019). Therefore, the target minimum sample size for the current study was

200 participants.

Participants
Participants were recruited to take part in the experiment using Prolific. An initial sample

size of 220 participants was recruited to ensure minimum sample size requirements were met
while accounting for potential data removal during data quality inspection. The same sampling
filters utilized in the previous study were applied to the current study. Namely, all participants in
the experiment were required to be adults, working full-time, and living in the U.S.
Additionally, individuals who participated in the previous study were not able to take part in the
current study.

A final sample of 209 participants was retained after data inspection checks (see results).
The average sample size per cell was 52.5 participants. Among the participants, 53% were men
(n=111), 46% were women (n = 97), and 2% identified as non-binary (n = 2). The racial
composition of the sample was 67% White (n = 141), 9% Asian (n = 19), 19% Black (n = 40),
0% Latino (n = 0) and 3% who selected "Other" (n = 6). Regarding age distribution, 8% of
participants were between 18 and 24 years old (n = 17), 39% were 25-34 years old (n = 81), 60%
were 35-44 years old (n = 33), 7% were 55-64 years old (n = 15), and 1% were 65 years or older
(n = 3) Finally, all participants were full-time employees.

Research Design
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The study was a 2 x 2 between-subjects randomized online experiment. Leadership style
(autonomy-supportive leadership vs. controlling leadership) and regulatory mode (locomotion
vs. assessment) were treated as independent variables and participant responses to the same
previously-validated RTB scale used in the previous study were collected as the dependent
variable. Additionally, participant responses to manipulation checks and additional scale
measures were collected to test the robustness of our experimental manipulations and our

mediation hypotheses, respectively.

Procedure
Participants were first presented with informed consent and told that they would be

taking part in a vignette-based study involving a fictional consulting firm. Participants were
instructed that their role in the study would involve imaging themselves as an employee at a firm
presented to them. They were told their participation entailed reading general overview materials
about the firm, reviewing a brief work scenario, and responding to a questionnaire about their
imagined experience at the firm.

After agreeing to the informed consent, participants were randomly assigned to one of
four conditions. Participants in all conditions were instructed to read a brief overview page about
the firm including the consulting services it provides and its clients’ industries (see appendix B).
Next, participants were prompted to read a team overview for the consulting practice that they
were asked to imagine themselves on. The team overview messaging manipulated regulatory
mode (see Table 11below and appendix C). Then, participants were prompted to read a brief
work scenario in which they received an email from their direct manager. The email messaging
manipulated leadership style (see Table 12 below and appendix C). Finally, the participants were
instructed to respond to a survey questionnaire about the company, which contained

manipulation checks, mediators, and the dependent variable (appendices D and E).
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Regulatory mode manipulation

Regulatory mode was manipulated by varying the motivational messaging in the team
overview that participants were assigned to. The manipulation was adapted from Kanze et al.
(2021), who developed company mission statements that utilized exclusively locomotion or
assessment word choice. As shown in Table 11, the predominant locomotion team overview
statement contained 10 locomotion words and no assessment words whereas the predominant
assessment team overview statement contained 11 assessment words and no locomotion words.
Further, following Kanze et al. (2021)’s recommendations to maintain parity in the overview
statements besides the regulatory mode manipulations, word lengths were identical (e.g. 68
words) and statement objectives besides regulatory mode were equivalent. Besides the difference
in regulatory mode messaging, both overviews outlined the team’s primary objective being to
serve its clients and conveyed the qualities sought in prospective team members.

Table 11: Regulatory mode team overview statements

Locomotion Assessment
A little about ourselves: A little about ourselves:
e  We pride ourselves on being doers in a hurry e  We pride ourselves on being accurate and
who are eager to deliver results to our clients. thorough when delivering results to our clients.
e Our team focuses on maintaining high e  Our team focused on evaluating every possible
momentum, always ready to mobilize alternative to ensure our clients receive
quickly to meet client needs. exhaustive recommendations.
e  We make it our goal to remove business e We are committed to considering all aspects of
obstacles that clients face. a problem, taking the time to review each
e  We value making impactful changes in retail solution carefully.
consulting and encourage our associates to e  We value associates who are methodical and
take initiative and drive results. have a critical eye, bringing meticulous thought
to every project.

Autonomy-supportive leadership manipulation

After being exposed to the regulatory mode manipulations, participants progressed

through the vignette and read material containing additional information about their role at the
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firm and their manager. Then, participants read through a work scenario, previously developed
by Yu (2024) and Yu & Block (2024), where they received an email from their manager about a
recent presentation that they delivered to a client. The email messaging manipulated leadership
style by adapting previous manipulations from Reeve et al. (2002). In their experiment, Reeve et
al. (2002) manipulated autonomy-supportive leadership by communicating task importance to a
participant engaged in a learning exercise. Specifically, their autonomy-supportive leadership
condition articulated how the task was an opportunity to gain a new skill that the participant
could use in the future and communicated task importance using non-controlling language. In
contrast, the controlling condition did not provide the participant with a rationale for doing the
task and utilized controlling language (e.g.‘must’, ‘ought’). Both emails are presented Table 12.

Table 12: Autonomy-Supportive and Controlling Leadership Manipulations

Autonomy-supportive leadership

Hi there,

I heard the client meeting didn’t go well last Friday, so
I’d like to check in with you tomorrow.

For your next presentation, try exploring a few ways to
make your points clear and impactful. Finding a style
that works best for you is important, especially as you
develop your skills. I’m here to support you and am
confident you’ll find an approach that feels natural.

See you soon.

Best,
Bill

Hi there,

I heard the client meeting didn’t go well last Friday, so
I’d like to check in with you tomorrow.

For your next presentation, it is essential that you
follow the standard methods to make your points clear
and impactful. Using the required approach is
important and crucial to meet our firm’s standards.
Moving forward, I will expect you to align with these
methods.

See you soon.

Best,
Bill

Besides manipulating leadership type, we maintained parity between the manipulations

by imposing identical word counts in each email (e.g. 65 words) and maintaining the same exact

words across both emails besides the SDT-specific manipulations. Additionally, manipulation
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checks were administered in the study’s questionnaire to ensure that the manipulation of

leadership communication had the intended effect (appendix D).

Measures

Following experimental manipulations, all participants responded to the measures
outlined below, which were administered via survey questionnaire. The questionnaire contained
our manipulation checks, mediating variables, and the dependent variable, RTB. Before
responding to the questionnaire, participants were instructed to respond to the questions in the
survey by rating the extent to which the following would be true for them at the fictional
consulting firm based on the vignette.

Responsibility-Taking Behavior (RTB). RTB was assessed using participant responses
to the same previously-validated RTB scale administered in the previous study (a = .95). A
sample item includes, “I would ask questions if my goals were not clear”.

Satisfaction of Needs for Autonomy, Competence, and Relatedness.

Basic psychological needs satisfaction was measured using the Work-related Basic Need
Satisfaction Scale (W-BNS; Van den Broeck et al., 2010), which was the same scale
administered in the previous study. Each basic need scale was measured by three items. An
example item for the satisfaction of the need for autonomy includes, “I would feel free to express
my ideas and opinions in this job” (a = .66). An example item for the satisfaction of the need for
competence includes, “I would doubt whether I would be able to execute by job properly”
[reverse-coded] (o = .85). Finally, an example item for the satisfaction of the need for relatedness
includes, “I would feel like I could really talk about things that really matter to me” (a0 = .58).

Regulatory Mode Checks. Next, to test the robustness of the experimental manipulations,
two questions were administered in the questionnaire for each independent variable. Starting

with the regulatory manipulation, the first manipulation check asked participants what the team
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overview emphasized and offered a fixed-choice between two response options. The response
options included, “Being doers in a hurry” or “Being accurate and thorough”. The second
manipulation check for regulatory mode asked participants to provide their response to a
statement, ranging on a 5-point Likert scale, from ‘Strongly disagree’ to ‘Strongly Agree’. The
statement was worded, “The team overview emphasized maintaining high momentum more than
carefully thinking things through”.

Leadership Style Manipulation Checks. Similar to the regulatory mode manipulation
checks, the first manipulation check administered to assesses the robustness of the leadership
manipulation asked participants to respond to a forced choice question. The question asked,
“What did your manager emphasize in their email to you?”, and response options were either
“Finding a style that feels natural” or “Following the standard methods required by the firm”. In
addition, the second manipulation check assessing the leadership style manipulation was a 5-
point Likert item ranging from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree”. The items stated, “The
manager offered encouragement to develop your own approach and offered support”.

Attention Check. To ensure participants were paying attention and responding to the
survey questionnaire effortfully, the same attention check item administered in the previous
study was included in the current study’s questionnaire. While it could be argued that the
manipulation checks already capture a measure of the extent to which a participant is taking part
in the experiment and questionnaire effortfully, the attention check was included nonetheless as
an added precaution and to maintain consistency with the previous study. The attention check
stated, “If you are reading this question, answer 3”, and the response options ranged from the

numbers 1 to 5.
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Demographic Variables. Finally, the same standard demographic questions that were
administered in the previous study were presented at the end of the current study’s questionnaire.
Participants were invited to voluntarily offer their responses to seven questions asking them
about their age, race, gender, education level, employment status, professional industry, and
work role. A detailed breakdown of the sample’s demographic characteristics is presented in

Table 12.

3.5 Study 2 Results

Preliminary Analysis

Similar to Study 1, several preliminary analyses were conducted to investigate data
quality before conducting hypothesis testing. First, data quality were inspected by reviewing
survey completion time, responses to an attention check, and potential outliers on the RTB
outcome variable. Second, participant responses to the manipulation check questions were
statistically analyzed to test the robustness of the experimental manipulations. Third, means,
standard and correlations for all study variables were inspected. Finally, several statistical

assumptions were assessed to inform the primary analyses.

Data Screening

To ensure data quality, the same data screening steps demonstrated in Study 1 were
applied to a sample size of 220 participants. First, inspection of participant responses indicated
that all participants consented to the study, completed it in its entirety, and passed the attention
check. Next, 4 outliers were removed due to completion time. Their responses were more than
three standard deviations greater than the mean response time (M = 11.48 minutes, SD = 6.63),

indicating potential quality issues with these participants’ responses such as being distracted
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(Meade & Craig, 2012). Next, the data were screened for bot responses using the same Qualtrics
CAPTCHA screening capability reported in Study 1. The CAPTCHA method flagged 3
responses as having an elevated likelihood of being attributable to a bot, and these responses
were therefore removed. Next, there were no outliers identified on the response variable, RTB,
and lastly three participants were not full-time workers and were removed from the sample.
Following these data screening measures, the final sample size was 209 participants, allowing for
an average sample size of 52.5 participants per experimental cell, which aligned with our

intended sample size.

Manipulation Checks

Next, a series of statistical tests were conducted to test the robustness of the experimental
manipulations. Results indicated that the experimental operationalizations for both independent
variables were successfully manipulated. Regarding the regulatory mode manipulation, a chi-
square test of independence revealed that there was a significant difference between the
regulatory mode condition that participants were assigned to and their responses to the forced
choice manipulation check (X?(1, N=213) = 97.56, p <.01). Additionally, a one-way analysis of
variance (ANOVA) revealed that regulatory mode assignment was significantly related to the
responses to the second manipulation check, (F (1,207) =97.9, p < .01). Further, inspection of
group differences confirmed that these significant group differences were in the expected
direction across both manipulation checks. In particular, participants assigned to the locomotion
condition perceived the fictional team that they were assigned to as emphasizing fast task
completion and maintaining high momentum. In contrast, participants assigned to the assessment

condition perceived their team as emphasizing meticulousness and thoughtfulness.
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Similarly, results indicated that leadership style was successfully manipulated.
Specifically, a chi-square test of independence revealed that the leadership condition was
significantly related to responses to the forced-choice manipulation check, X*(1, N=213) =
158.18, p <.01). As anticipated, the proportion of respondents in the autonomy-supportive
condition suggested that their leader was encouraging and suggested finding as style in working
with clients that suits them personally. In contrast, participants assigned to controlling leadership
condition reported that the leader emphasized following the standard practices of the firm. These
results were further supported by a one-way ANOV A, which revealed a significant effect of
leadership condition on responses to the second manipulation check, (F (1,211) =350.70, p <
.01). Once again, inspection of group difference confirmed that participants assigned to the
autonomy-supportive leadership condition perceived their manager as offering the
encouragement to develop one’s own approach whereas the group assigned to the controlling
leader perceived their leader was discouraging the development of their own unique style in their
client-facing work. Thus, results from the analysis of all manipulation check items indicated that

both independent variables successfully manipulated the intended construct.

Means, standard deviations, and correlations

Means, standard deviations, and correlations for all study variables are reported in Table
14. Regarding RTB, results indicated that the mean was relatively high on a 7-point Likert scale
(M=5.67,SD =.79), suggesting a majority of positive responses to the RTB scale. These
characteristics align with the findings from Study 1 as well as findings from previous RTB
research (Ajaikumar et al., 2024). Means and standard deviations for the BNS variables were
more moderate, ranging from M = 3.88 (autonomy) to M = 5.33 (competence) with somewhat

higher variability, SD = .77 (autonomy) to SD = 1.37 (relatedness).
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In addition, correlations were consistent with the results in Study 1. In particular, RTB
was moderately to strongly positively related to each of the BNS variables, ranging from
autonomy (» =35, p <.01), competence (r =.70 , p <.01), and relatedness (r =.66 , p <.01).
Additionally, intercorrelations between the BNS variables were also moderately to positively
correlated, ranging from » = .38 to » = .68.

Main Analysis

A two-way ANOVA was conducted in order to test the hypotheses corresponding with
the direct effects of leadership style and regulatory mode on RTB. The overall ANOVA results
are reported in Table 15, mean comparisons for main effects are reported in Table 16 and 17, and
results from pairwise comparisons to interpret the interaction effect are reported in Tables 19 and
20.

Results reported in Table 15 indicated that there were two main effects and a significant
interaction effect. First, results from the two-way ANOVA indicated that there was a significant
main effect of leadership style on RTB, F (1, 205) = 20.87, p < .01. Inspection of group means
indicated that participants assigned to the autonomy-supportive leadership conditions reported
greater willingness to demonstrate RTB (M = 5.90, SD = .58) than participants assigned to the
controlling leadership condition, (M = 5.43, SD = .91). Additionally, results demonstrated that
the magnitude of this main effect of leadership style on RTB was moderate, n%, = .09. These
results indicated that, as hypothesized, exposure to an autonomy-supportive leadership style
promote followers’ RTB whereas a controlling leadership style does not.

Next, the ANOVA revealed that the main effect of regulatory mode on RTB was also
significant, F' (1, 205) = 6.12, p < .05, with a small effect size, %, = .03. Inspection of the group

means indicated that, on average, participants assigned to the assessment group reported higher
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willingness to demonstrate RTB (M = 5.79, SD = .66) than the locomotion participants assigned
to the locomotion conditions (M = 5.54 , SD = .89). These results were contrary to our hypothesis
that locomotion, not assessment, would be related to RTB. The effect size for this main effect
was small, n?, = .03.

Finally, ANOVA results indicated that the interaction between leadership style and
regulatory mode was significant, ' (1, 205) = 6.19, p <.05. To interpret the interaction, Tukey’s
HSD tests were conducted for pairwise comparisons and Bonferroni corrections were applied to
control for Type I error rate. Results from the first set of pairwise comparisons reported in Table
19 revealed that under autonomy-supportive leadership, there was no difference in RTB by
regulatory mode with both groups exhibiting an equivalent mean response (M = 5.90). However,
RTB significantly varied by regulatory mode under the controlling leadership condition.
Specifically, under controlling leadership, participants assigned to the locomotion group reported
significantly lower RTB (M = 5.18) than participants assigned to the assessment group (M
=5.68), p < .01. This interaction is visually demonstrated by the non-parallel lines in interaction

plot in Figure 5.

Leadership Type
= Controlling

= Supportive

RTB Response

Assessment Locomotion

Regulatory Mode
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Figure 5: Interaction Plot. Effect of regulatory mode on RTB under different
leadership styles shown.

Further, inspection of the interaction plot in Figure 5 indicates that, conditioning on the
assessment group, there was a relatively small difference in RTB between leadership type.
Reviewing this difference, pairwise comparisons reported in Table 20 indicated that this
difference was not significant, revealing that for participants assigned to assessment messaging
condition, there was no difference in RTB between controlling leadership (M =5.68 , SD =.71)
and ASL (M =5.90, SD = .61).

Collectively, these results suggest that the interaction between leadership style and
regulatory mode on RTB is driven largely by variability in the locomotion condition, where
leadership style had a pronounced effect. Namely, leadership style mattered significantly for
participants that received the locomotion condition whereas leadership style did not matter for
participants assigned to the assessment condition. Additionally, the moderate effect size of the
main effect of leadership style indicates that, when averaged across regulatory modes, leadership

style accounts for a substantial and non-trivial portion of the variance in RTB.

Mediation

Finally, mediation analysis was conducted to examine the hypothesized relationship
between leadership style and RTB through the satisfaction of basic needs. Mediation analysis
was conducted in PROCESS Macro (Preacher & Hayes, 2004). Since a significant interaction
between leadership style and regulatory mode was detected in the previous ANOVA, an
interaction term was included in the mediation analysis to condition the direct effect of
leadership on RTB while accounting for the significant interaction demonstrated in the ANOVA
results. However, the mediation paths were not assumed to be moderated by regulatory mode as

no prior research hypotheses were developed regarding how the mediating role of BNS on the
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leadership-RTB relationship could vary under different levels of regulatory mode®. Results from
mediation analysis are reported in Table 21 and are provided visually in Figure 6 in path diagram
form.

Results indicated two of the three hypothesized mediational paths from leadership style to
RTB through BNS were significant. Specifically, results demonstrated that the indirect effect of
ASL on RTB through BNS competence was significant (b = .24, 95% CI = .16 to .47). This
finding indicates that autonomy-supportive leadership was positively associated with
participants’ satisfaction of need for competence, which in turn led to higher RTB. Additionally,
results indicated that there was a significant indirect effect of ASL on RTB through satisfaction
of the need for relatedness (b = .21, 95% CI = .15 to .41). Autonomy-supportive leadership was
positively associated with participants’ satisfaction of need for relatedness, which in turn led to
higher RTB. Finally, results did not find support for the hypothesized indirect effect of ASL on
RTB through satisfaction of the need for autonomy (b = .02 , 95% CI =-.03, .07).

Collectively, these relationships, including the significant interaction term between
leadership style and regulatory mode that was previously demonstrated in an ANOVA

framework, accounted for 57% of variance explained in participants’ RTB responses.

5 Model 5 in PROCESS Macro.
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Figure 6: Mediation Model. Unstandardized parameter estimates for mediation model in
Study 2. Indirect effects reported in Table 21.

3.6 Study 2 Discussion

The purpose of this study was to experimentally test the hypothesized effects of
leadership, BNS, and regulatory mode on RTB. Study 2 contributed to the current research and
expanded on Study 1 in several ways.

First, we found support for several of our hypotheses. Regarding the influence of leadership
style, we found that autonomy-supportive leadership promoted RTB as hypothesized. Further
supporting our hypotheses, controlling leadership style led to lower levels of participants’
willingness to demonstrate RTB.

Second, we found support for two of the three hypothesized mediating roles of BNS
which contributed to a deeper understanding of the leadership-RTB relationship. Specifically, the
significant mediating roles of relatedness and competence highlight the multifaceted impact of

autonomy-supportive leadership on RTB. These relationships suggest that key drivers of RTB
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include a social dimension, such as feeling a sense of belonging and meaningful connection to
others, and a self-efficacy dimension, such as possessing confidence in one’s ability to carry out
one’s responsibilities and access necessary resources. Furthermore, these findings underscore
autonomy-supportive leadership as a critical factor in satisfying these fundamental needs for
RTB.

Additionally, we found a significant interaction between leadership style and regulatory
mode, leading to an additional set of takeaways. We found that when participants were primed
by assessment messaging — emphasizing carefulness and meticulousness — their willingness to
demonstrate RTB was not significantly affected by leadership type. However, when participants
were primed by locomotion messaging — emphasizing urgency — RTB varied significantly based
on leadership style. Specifically, the results indicated that the joint presence of locomotion
messaging with controlling leadership style led to significantly lower RTB responses than
assessment messaging with controlling leadership. Additionally, we found no difference between
the regulatory mode groups under autonomy-supportive leadership. These findings are consistent
with one particular finding from the previously-discussed study by Benjamin & Flynn (2006),
who found that locomotors were more sensitive to, and less motivated by, transactional leaders
than assessors. One possible explanation for these findings is offered by the ‘regulatory fit’
hypothesis expressed in research on regulatory mode (Higgins, 2000). The hypothesis suggests
that when an individuals’ regulatory mode orientation is consistent with other motivational
forces, such as leadership, individuals not only feel that their goal pursuit is correct but they
derive more value from the goal pursuit, experiencing the pursuit as rewarding, meaningful, and
important (Higgins, 2002). In the context of the current study, the regulatory fit hypothesis

suggests that one possible reason why there was no difference in RTB scores between leadership
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styles for participants in the assessment group is that the controlling leaders achieved some
degree of consistency with assessment group’s goal pursuit, which was to identify a correct way
to do things. Namely, the controlling leadership instructed to the participants to “follow the
standard methods and procedures of the firm”, satisfying the assessment orientation’s drive to
identify a correct way of presenting to the client. In contrast, the significantly lower RTB scores
in the locomotion-controlling group suggest that the leader’s demand to strictly follow standard
procedures may have hindered locomotors’ ability to pursue their goals in their own way. As a
result, they may have struggled to see the value in their goal pursuit strategy, making them less
willing to exert additional effort, as required by RTB.

Finally, we did not find evidence of need for autonomy’s mediating role in the
relationship, which may be accounted for by a few possible explanations. First, from a
measurement perspective, the reliability of the BNS autonomy scale was poor which may have
attenuated its relationship with RTB and its role as a mediator. Another explanation is that
autonomy, in itself, may not be a key driver of RTB. While RTB involves initiative-taking and
proactive behaviors, simply having autonomy may not inherently encourage these behaviors in
the same way that feeling connected to others or having confidence in one’s abilities does. A
similar pattern emerged with locomotion, which is interesting considering that both constructs
capture a sense of being self-directed. The fact that locomotion was not more influential in
promoting RTB under supportive conditions suggests that RTB may be driven more social
effects, such as the sense of connection with others (relatedness), and self-efficacy-like effects
(competence), than by the perception that one possesses volition and momentum; merely

possessing autonomy or a sense of agency is necessary but insufficient to initiate acting upon it.
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A third explanation for the lack of observed relationship between autonomy and
responsibility is that the relationship may operate in the reverse direction than was tested.
According to Spitzmuller & Van Dyne (2013) individuals may engage in proactive behaviors to
satisfy a need for autonomy. Specifically, this ‘self-benefitting’ hypothesis described by
Spitzmuller & Van Dyne (2013) suggests that individuals may engage in proactive behaviors as a
way of enhancing their sense of volition and control over their work environment. Supporting
this idea, Chi et al. (2023) found that prior proactive helping behaviors increased individuals’
sense of autonomy, which in turn predicted further proactive behavior over time. Applied to
RTB, these findings suggest that taking on responsibilities may not be driven by autonomy itself
but rather serve as a way for individuals to cultivate a stronger sense of ownership and control
over their work. Alternatively, autonomy may be unrelated or even negatively related to
responsibility-taking. For instance, research on the “dark side” of job autonomy has shown that
high levels of job autonomy led individuals to feel unconstrained by rules which, in turn,
promoted unethical behaviors (Lu et al., 2017). These findings challenge the assumption that
autonomy necessarily fosters responsibility-taking. If this effect were present in our study, it is
possible that we would have observed a negative correlation between BNS autonomy and
responsibility-taking behavior. However, Lu et al. (2017) also found that the negative
relationship between autonomy and ethical behavior was less pronounced when individuals
valued the importance of job autonomy. Thus, it is possible that in our study, the effect of
autonomy-supportive leadership, which offered followers a rationale for developing their own
agency and volition, may have ‘washed out’ any negative effects of autonomy in the overall
study data, even if such effects were present under controlling leadership conditions. Future

research should further examine the relationship between autonomy and responsibility-taking.
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3.7 Post-Hoc Analysis for Study 1

Finally, given that the interaction between regulatory mode and leadership style was not
initially hypothesized but emerged as significant in Study 2, it was important to assess whether a
similar pattern could be observed in Study 1 for consistency. Thus, to explore the robustness of
the locomotion-leadership style interaction, we conducted a follow-up analysis on the Study 1
data to examine whether the same effect was present. Regression was used to test for the
presence of an interaction between locomotion and autonomy-supportive leadership that was
observed in Study 2. In particular, a multiple regression model was fit containing the main
effects of ASL, locomotion, and assessment on RTB as well as an interaction term between ASL
and both assessment and locomotion. These were the same main and interaction terms assessed
in the Study 2 ANOVA.

Results from the regression reported in Table 22 indicated that ASL and locomotion
positively interacted in the Study 1 data, (= .09, p <.01), demonstrating consistency with the
results from Study 2. Additionally, the main effect of locomotion was no longer significant, (f=-
.03, p =.83), which was also observed in Study 2. Together, these results suggest that
locomotion alone does not significantly relate to RTB. Rather, these post-hoc analyses revealed
that for individuals primarily driven by a locomotion orientation, autonomy-supportive
leadership plays a crucial role in their willingness to demonstrate RTB.

Additionally, demonstrating further consistency with the experimental results, regression
results revealed that the interaction between assessment and ASL was not significant, (f=-.01, p
=.54). These results indicated that for individuals for whom assessment orientation is

predominant, their RTB was not affected by the style of leadership. The same pattern was
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observed in the experiment in Study 2, where there was no significant difference in assessors’
RTB by leadership style.

Together, these results provide a more nuanced interpretation of the relationship between
leadership and regulatory mode than were originally hypothesized. These findings support the
conclusions drawn from our experiment, which showed that individuals operating with high
urgency are likely to engage in RTB only if they are led by managers who provide rationale for
the work and articulate the importance of the work for one’s personal growth. Without such
leadership, such urgency — as characterized by locomotion orientation — does not encourage
RTB, as was originally assumed. By conducting this post-hoc analysis, we lend further support
to the interaction observed in our experimental results, and greater generalizability around the

conditions under which particular leadership styles matter most for RTB.
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Chapter 4 — General Discussion

In response to calls to better understand personal responsibility-taking in the workplace,
the purpose of the current research was to identify the motivational antecedents of employee
responsibility-taking behavior. While responsibility has been a core component of theoretical
frameworks on employee productivity and job satisfaction (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Taylor,
1911), responsibility-taking as a behavioral construct has received little attention. This is an issue
because now more than ever, there is a need to understand employee responsibility-taking
behaviors as uncertainty and the complexity of work unprecedented (Griffin et al., 2007). In such
environments, traditional top-down planning is less feasible, requiring employees to be more
self-directed in identifying what their roles demand (Grant & Rothbard, 2013). Additionally, as
economies shift toward service and knowledge-intensive sectors, work has become more
complex, requiring employees to coordinate with others, not just for a collective benefit but
because individual performance is now deeply tied to collaboration (Chen & Kanfer, 2024).

Responding to these expanded set of expectations incumbent on employees, Ajaikumar et
al. (2024) presented a construct definition and initial validation for a measure of individual
responsibility-taking. Their empirical results showed these behaviors were positively linked to
job performance as expected. However, their work also conceptually expressed the challenges
and complexities believed to be associated with these behaviors, such as RTB’s dual focus on
fulfilling existing commitments while proactively taking ownership for emerging, role-related
tasks.

In light of the challenges and complexities that RTB asks of individuals, the current
research aimed to better understand what factors promote this behavior and why. To do so, we

drew on self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000) and regulatory mode theory (Kruglanski
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et al., 2000). Specifically, we investigated differences in leadership style as a situational
influence on follower motivation. We also examined basic psychological needs satisfaction as an
indicator of how well one’s environment provides the essential conditions for motivation and
self-direction, and regulatory mode orientations—both as chronic individual differences in goal
pursuit strategies and as team-level motivational messaging that shapes situational influences on
goal pursuit.

There were three main areas of findings that revealed key insights about the motives
associated with employee responsibility-taking and the consequent implications for practice that
they offer. The first area of insight concerns the relationship between basic psychological needs
and RTB. Across both studies, we found that the satisfaction of individuals’ universal needs for
competence (feeling confident and capable in their work) and relatedness (feeling meaningfully
connected to others) promoted responsibility-taking. Additionally, contrary to expectations,
satisfaction of the need for autonomy was not associated with RTB. This challenges the
assumption that a sense of autonomy motivates responsibility-taking, which is surprising given
the self-initiating nature of the behaviors underlying the RTB construct.

As previously discussed, one interpretation of these findings is that autonomy alone does
not inherently drive RTB. Autonomy may be necessary but insufficient, particularly when
controlling for competence and relatedness. Alternatively, it’s possible that the relationship
between autonomy and RTB is more nuanced and complex. The ‘self-benefiting’ hypothesis
(Spitzmuller & Van Dyne, 2013), for example, posits that a primary reason why individuals
engage in proactive behaviors, such as responsibility-taking, is to achieve a sense of autonomy

and control over one’s work environment. Likewise, there may be other self-benefitting
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outcomes that an individual hopes to attain through RTB, such as improving one’s self-image
within an organization.

The second key finding concerns the importance of leadership style for RTB. We found
that autonomy-supportive leadership was consistently positive positively correlated with
responsibility taken behavior across both studies. Further, when incorporating the effects of basic
psychological needs, our experimental results showed that the autonomy-supportive leadership
led to an increase in basic psychological needs satisfaction with which, in turn, promoted
willingness to engage in RTB. These results aligned with previous research, which has shown
that autonomy supportive leadership positively promotes individuals’ willingness to be self-
directed (Ryan et al., 2022; Slemp et al., 2020). According to SDT, these findings suggest that
autonomy-supportive leadership, through its positive impact on basic needs satisfaction, promote
a greater degree of self-determination in goal striving, making individuals feel more in control of
their behavior (Slemp et al., 2018). Our findings also supported the anticipated negative effects
of controlling leadership. Unlike autonomy-supportive leadership, which promotes followers’
sense of self-determination and choice, controlling leadership neglects these values. In particular,
our experimental results showed that, on average, controlling leadership led participants to report
lower levels of willingness to engage in RTB.

Finally, by examining regulatory mode orientation, our findings also revealed specific
instances in which leadership style mattered most for employee responsibility-taking.
Specifically, our experimental results demonstrated that leadership style mattered most for RTB
when individuals were primed with motivational messaging that emphasized urgency and
individual initiative-taking. For individuals experiencing this locomotion messaging, autonomy-

supportive leadership significantly promoted their willingness to perform RTB. Whereas for
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individuals experiencing the same locomotion messaging, controlling leadership produced a
significant decline in willingness to engage in RTB. These results suggest that, in terms of
promoting RTB, supportive leadership is most necessary when teams encourage espouse getting
things done quickly and encourage individual initiative. These are crucial insights because the
recent demand for responsibility-taking emerges from a macro landscape in which organizational
uncertainty and the speed of technological change are pronounced (Gagné et al., 2022). Our
results suggest that under these conditions supportive leadership is essential for RTB.
Additionally, the same pronounced difference by leadership style was not observed for
individuals exposed to assessment messaging. Individuals who experienced the assessment
messaging — which emphasized being careful and detail-oriented — experienced no significant
boost or decline in willingness to engage in RTB as a function of leadership style. While this
interaction between leadership style and regulatory mode was not hypothesized, post-hoc

exploratory analysis demonstrated consistency in these results in both studies.

4.1 Practical Implications

There are several key implications for practitioners stemming from our research findings.
One clear implication is that leaders should align their managerial style with the principles of
autonomy-supportive leadership, as outlined in SDT, to encourage RTB among employees.
Specifically, leaders can adopt behaviors and strategies identified in the SDT literature to foster
an environment that supports employees’ sense of self-determination, competence, and
relatedness. Beyond leadership style, managers should actively assess whether employees'
psychological needs for competence and relatedness are being met, as the satisfaction of these
needs were found to mediate the relationship between leadership and RTB. For example, leaders

can evaluate whether employees feel confident in their ability to accomplish difficult tasks,
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master their responsibilities, and demonstrate general self-efficacy in their roles. Similarly,
leaders can assess the extent to which employees feel a sense of meaningful connection with
their colleagues, perceive themselves as part of a team, and have opportunities for social
interaction. By leveraging SDT, organizations have access to well-established measurement tools
for articulating leadership competencies and diagnosing these psychological needs to address
gaps.

From an employee’s perspective, our findings highlight how supportive leadership and
need satisfaction contribute to RTB. Understanding these relationships can help job seekers
identify the organizational conditions that would support them for success. While many
organizations emphasize a desire for “self-starters” and comfort with ambiguity, our findings
suggest that the willingness of an employee to take responsibility under such conditions crucially
depends on leadership quality. Ironically, when teams promote a sense of urgency but lack
supportive leadership, individuals are less likely to self-initiate RTBs. Therefore, job seekers
should be mindful of potential instances of misalignment between an organization's expectations
and its leadership support. During interviews, special attention should be given to identifying any
conflicting signals between an emphasis on locomoting, such as maintaining urgency, and the

actual leadership climate.

4.2 Limitations and Future Research

As highlighted earlier, one interesting finding was the absence of a relationship between
autonomy satisfaction and RTB. Prior research suggests that some proactive behaviors are
pursued for self-serving purposes, such as increasing one’s sense of autonomy or enhancing
one’s image within the organization (Chi et al., 2023; Spitzmuller & Van Dyne, 2013). These

findings imply that a separate set of motives may also drive responsibility-taking beyond the

79



factors identified in the current study. One promising framework for uncovering these motives is
regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997), which is separate from regulatory mode theory.
Regulatory focus theory proposes that individuals can be motivated toward promotion —
engaging in activities that afford gain — or prevention — engaging in activities that minimize loss
(Higgins, 1998). Although RTB might seem primarily oriented toward prevention such as
avoiding instances of failing to follow through on prior commitments, the theory suggests that
the way in which RTB is construed is highly context-dependent. Factors such as leadership
behavior, organizational culture, and company messaging can differentially activate promotion
or prevention foci. For example, Brockner and Higgins (2001) highlight that employees can
interpret workplace expectations in two fundamentally different ways: as an aspirational ideal
(“this is what we would like you to do”) or as an obligation (“this is what you ought to do”). In
turn, these construals may lead to different sets of reasons why individuals engage in RTB.

Since leadership and motivational messaging played an important role and promoting
RTB in the current research, a natural extension of our research would then be to understand how
certain situations shape an employee’s construal of RTB being primarily an opportunity for
either prevention or promotion, and what the implications of these different foci would be for the
employee. For instance, when RTB is approached with a promotion focus, employees may view
it as an opportunity to exercise autonomy, develop leadership qualities, and foster social
connections. This perspective could help them move toward their idealized self, leading to
positive emotional experiences such as confidence and job satisfaction. In contrast, a prevention-
oriented approach to RTB may center on avoiding mistakes or negative consequences,
potentially resulting in heightened stress or burnout. Thus, research examining how different

regulatory foci relate to RTB could not only uncover distinct sets of reasons for engaging in
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responsibility-taking but also reveal divergent outcomes depending on whether their RTB is
pursued from promotion or prevention orientation.

Another related avenue that future research could more closely examine is the key
assumption that SDT makes regarding the role that value internalization plays in individuals’
behavioral self-regulation. SDT posits that need-supportive environments foster the
internalization of an organization’s prevailing values, aligning personal values with those of the
workplace and thereby exerting a strong self-regulatory effect on behavior (Deci & Ryan,
1985Db). Prior studies have measured the degree of internalization to test hypotheses about the
conditions that promote value integration (Ryan & Connell, 1989). Similar research would be
valuable for investigating responsibility-taking behavior. Although our results are aligned with
SDT’s assumption that need-supportive environments enhance internalization, we did not
directly measure value internalization or person-organization value congruence. Consequently,
we cannot determine the extent to which the positive effects of supportive leadership and need
satisfaction on responsibility-taking are driven by the employees’ sense that their personal values
are congruent with salient values in their work environment such those of their organization,
their immediate team, or their direct supervisor. Clarifying the extent to which leadership and
need support promote value congruence would help predict the longevity of these positive effects
on employee responsibility-taking.

Finally, in addition to examining motivational differences attributable to goal construals
and value alignment, researchers and practitioners alike may wonder about other organizational
conditions that affect employee RTB. In particular, more research is needed to identify specific
boundary conditions that would be expected to amplify or attenuate the leadership-RTB

relationship studied in the current dissertation for example, or the RTB-performance relationship
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studied in previous research (Ajaikumar et al., 2024). Two frameworks that would be useful for
identifying such boundary conditions are the work design (Humphrey et al., 2007) and relational
job design (Grant, 2007) perspectives. For instance, job characteristics explored from a work
design perspective like job complexity would provide a useful starting point. Job complexity
refers to the degree to which a job cognitively demanding and multifaceted (Humphrey et al.,
2007). Future research could explore, for example, whether the effect of autonomy-supportive
leadership on RTB is more pronounced under high job complexity. It is possible to imagine that
followers who are led by autonomy-supportive leaders may feel more authorized to navigate
challenges associated with complex work, such as ambiguity and increased reliance on personal
discretion, promoting RTB in turn. Alternatively, it is also possible to imagine that there might
be a curvilinear relationship between high levels of autonomy-supportive leadership and follower
RTB under high job complexity. Specifically, at extremely high levels of job complexity,
followers may look to their leader for more targeted guidance and prioritization than an
autonomy-supportive leadership style offers. In addition to addressing such questions, explicitly
measuring job complexity would be a meaningful contribution to the broader RTB research
agenda. A key assumption underlying our research, though not yet directly tested, is that work
across industries and professions is becoming increasingly complex, and thus RTB behaviors are
more valuable. By adopting a work design perspective and incorporating measures of job
complexity to test boundary conditions, future research could offer more specific insights into
the types of work environments and scenarios in which RTB is especially critical.

Likewise, task interdependence, which is commonly explored in the relational job design
literature, offers another fruitful characteristic to explore boundary conditions. Task

interdependence refers to the degree to which a job requires reliance on others for task
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completion (Doden et al., 2024). As a moderator, variation in task interdependence may amplify
or attenuate the effects of ASL-RTB relationship examined in the current research. For instance,
under conditions of low task interdependence, where individuals are relatively isolated in their
roles and do not depend on others’ contributions to carry out their responsibilities, the positive
effect of ASL on RTB may be diminished. In such contexts, the motivating effect of ASL on
follower RTB through the satisfaction of relatedness may be weaker as these employees have
fewer opportunities to collaborate or coordinate their work with others. In contrast, under high
task interdependence, ASL may be especially effective because of its ability to socialize
followers, generating alignment with the social demands of the work. Identifying such boundary
conditions would not only help pinpoint the types of roles or organizational contexts where
leadership is most critical for RTB, but would also address another key assumption underlying
the RTB research agenda, that RTB are valuable in a world of work where traditional task

boundaries are increasingly blurred.

4.3 Conclusion

In conclusion, our findings demonstrate that supportive leadership, along with
employees’ need to feel confident and meaningfully connected to others at work, promote their
willingness to engage in responsibility-taking behavior. These effects were particularly
pronounced for individuals that were part of teams that emphasized a strong urgency and striving
to get a lot done at a fast pace. Additionally, we found that simply emphasizing urgency does
not, on its own, promote responsibility-taking. From a self-determination theory perspective,
urgency alone fails to convey the personal importance of these behaviors in the same way

autonomy-supportive leadership does. Specifically, by enhancing followers’ sense of
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competence and relatedness, we found that autonomy-supportive leadership provided stronger
motivation for responsibility-taking.

The results of this research warrant future investigation into other sets of responsibility-
taking motives, such as potential benefits to the individual that are growth-related, such as
demonstrating leadership potential, or self-serving, such as improving one’s social image.
Additionally, future research is needed to identify the job and relational characteristics of work

that further clarify the situations under which employees choose to take responsibility.
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Tables

Table 4

Study 1 Demographics Characteristics of Sample

Demographic n %
Gender
Female 268 51%
Male 256 48%
Non-binary / third gender 5 1%
Prefer to self-describe 1 <1%
Race
Asian 25 5%
Black 145 27%
Other 10 2%
White 355 66%
Age
18-24 years old 47 9%
25-34 years old 212 40%
35-44 years old 155 29%
45-54 years old 80 15%
55-64 years old 30 6%
65+ years old 6 1%
Education Level
Some high school or less 1 <1%
High school diploma or GED 44 8%
Associates or technical degree 39 7%
Some college, but no degree 71 13%
Bachelor's degree 240 45%
Graduate or professional degree 134 25%
Work Role/Function
Administrative, Office Support 62 13%
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Customer Service 57 12%

Engineering 33 7%
Executive 24 5%
Finance 46 10%
Human Resources 16 3%
Information Technology 63 13%
Legal 13 3%
Marketing 25 5%
Operations 39 8%
Project Management 25 5%
Quality Assurance 10 2%
Research and Development 14 3%
Sales 23 5%
Education 30 6%

Note: Sample sizes for demographic categories range from n =480 ton =
535 as demographic responses were not forced choice.
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Table 5

Study 1 Exploratory factor analysis results for Harman's single-factor test

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 16.107 26.845 26.845 16.107 26.845 26.845
2 3.894 6.490 33.334 3.894 6.490 33.334
3 3.006 5.010 38.344 3.006 5.010 38.344
4 2.269 3.781 42.125 2.269 3.781 42.125
5 2.011 3.351 45.476 2.011 3.351 45.476
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Table 6

Study 1 Descriptive Statistics — Univariate Distributions

N Minimum Maximum  Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis

RTB 535 3.67 7.00 5.65 .68 -42 .00
Accountability 535 1.00 7.00 5.78 .67 -.98 4.67
Furtherance 535 3.33 7.00 5.64 .76 -.46 .01
Ownership 535 1.83 7.00 5.38 1.02 -.81 46
Mentality

Peer Encouragement 535 3.30 7.00 5.71 74 -.61 .26
ASL 535 1.00 7.00 5.64 1.00 -1.18 1.87
Autonomy 535 1.00 7.00 4.35 1.11 .02 -.02
Competence 535 1.00 7.00 6.03 .82 -1.42 3.93
Relatedness 535 1.00 7.00 5.04 1.40 -51 -.49
Locomotion 535 2.00 7.00 5.67 .89 -.96 1.32
Assessment 535 1.00 7.00 4.84 1.25 -.58 18
Proactive 535 2.75 7.00 5.77 .79 -.55 .06
Personality

Conscientiounsess 535 1.67 7.00 5.27 1.14 -.53 -24

RTB = Responsibility-Taking Behavior; ASL = Autonomy-Supportive Leadership

N Minimum Maximum  Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
RTB 535 3.67 7.00 5.65 .68 -42 .00
Accountability 535 1.00 7.00 5.78 .67 -.98 4.67
Furtherance 535 3.33 7.00 5.64 .76 -.46 .01
Ownership 535 1.83 7.00 5.38 1.02 -.81 46
Mentality
Peer Encouragement 535 3.30 7.00 5.71 74 -.61 .26
ASL 535 1.00 7.00 5.64 1.00 -1.18 1.87
Autonomy 535 1.00 7.00 4.35 1.11 .02 -.02
Competence 535 1.00 7.00 6.03 .82 -1.42 3.93
Relatedness 535 1.00 7.00 5.04 1.40 -.51 -.49
Locomotion 535 2.00 7.00 5.67 .89 -.96 1.32
Assessment 535 1.00 7.00 4.84 1.25 -.58 18
Proactive 535 2.75 7.00 5.77 .79 -.55 .06
Personality
Conscientiounsess 535 1.67 7.00 5.27 1.14 -.53 -.24

RTB = Responsibility-Taking Behavior; ASL = Autonomy-Supportive Leadership
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Table 7

Study 1 Scale Reliability

Scale Reliability
RTB (Overall) .94
Accountability .79
Furtherance .80
Ownership Mentality .85
Peer Encouragement .87
Autonomy-Supportive Leadership .90
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Competence .79
Autonomy .59
Relatedness .79
Locomotion 78
Assessment 74
Proactive Personality 81
Conscientiousness .60

108



Table 8

Study 1 Means, standard deviations, and correlations

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1.RTB 5.65 .68 --
2. Accountability 578 .67 .80 = --
3. Furtherance 564 .76 89" 67" -
4. Ownership 538 1.02 .87 53" 75"
Mentality
5. Peer 5.71 74 90" .63 70" 71 --
Engagement
6. ASL 564 1.00 467 377 357 417 43" --
7. Autonomy 435 1.11 207 .15 a7 217 177 45T --
8. Competence 6.03 .82 .56 557" 47T 42" 497 37T 267 --
9. Relatedness 504 140 42" 317 317 38" 41" 417 397 33" --
10. Locomotion 567 .89 .64™ 54 557 55 57 30" 17T 46T 317 -
11. Assessment 484 125 -02 -16" .03 .03 .01 -03 277 -7 =267 .00 --
12. Proactive 5.77 .79 677 .60 .65 50" .59 26" 127 49 277 61 .02 --
Personality
13. 527 1.14 38" 36" 30" 31" 33" 117 06 24" 26" 34" -10" 36" -
Conscientiousness

N =535. **, Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); RTB =

Responsibility-Taking Behavior; ASL = Autonomy-Supportive Leadership
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Table 9

Study 1 Structural Equation Model Fit Indices for Hypothesized and Alternative Models

Model ¥2 df Ax2 Adf CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA R’ 1‘3’2 AIC BIC
Measurement Model 2739.63%% 1300 - .86 8 .07 05 _ 8011225 80.673.22
Hypothesized Model 2661.21%% 1305 - . 87 86 .07 04 .65 - 8000502 80,544.59
Alternative Model A: Direct 2096.72%% 1309 1934% 4 83 82 .12 05 60 -05 80420.19 80,042.63
Effects Only

Alternative Model B: No Basic 50/ 914+ 1310 22001% 7 8 81 .13 05 59 -06 80.485.95 80.995.54
Needs Satisfaction

Alternative Model C:

Hypothesized Model with 3668.54%% 1686 - _ 83 8 08 05 75 10 90.868.50 91.485.14
Covariates

R? values represent percentage of variance in RTB. AR’ represent difference in R’ from hypothesized model. Covariate model is non-nested.
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Table 10

Study 1 Parameter Estimates for Direct and Indirect Effects for Hypothesized Model

Effect B SE FLSE/" Sﬁ

Direct Effect
ASL — Autonomy .68%* .10 44, .83
ASL — Competence J38%* .07 .25,.52
ASL — Relatedness J74%* .10 .55, .96
ASL — RTB .05 .05 -.05,.16
Autonomy — RTB .03 .07 -.13, .13
Competence — RTB 7% .05 .09, .27
Relatedness — RTB .04%* .02 .02, .08
Locomotion — RTB 34%* .05 24, .46
Assessment — RTB .03 .02 .00, .08

Indirect Effect
ASL — Autonomy — RTB .04 .04 -.04, .10
ASL — Competence — RTB .02 .02 -.02, .06
ASL — Relatedness — RTB .04 .04 -.04, .12

Note: Significance based on 95% confidence intervals not spanning zero. SEs based on
500 bootstrapped samples. ASL = Autonomy-Supportive Leadership. B = standardized
coefficients. R-square = .66.
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Table 11

Study 1 Correlation Residuals for Hypothesized Model

Item Pairs Corrfalation
Residuals

1. Rel3, Aut3 31
2. Rel2, RTB16 30
3. Assessment2, Aut2 -30
4.Rel2, RTB17 28
5. Rel2, RTB27 27
6. Rel2, RTB18 26
7. Rel2, RTB19 25
8. Locl, Rel2 75
9. RTB23, Rel2 25
10. RTB28, Rel2 25

Note: Rel = Need for Relatedness; Aut = Need
for Autonomy; Loc = Locomotion; RTB =
Responsibility-Taking Behavior
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Table 12

Study 2 Sample Demographic Characteristics

Demographic n %
Gender
Female 96 46%
Male 111 53%
Non-binary / third gender 2 1%
Race
Asian 19 9%
Black 40 19%
Other 6 3%
White 141 67%
Age
18-24 years old 17 8%
25-34 years old 81 39%
35-44 years old 60 29%
45-54 years old 33 16%
55-64 years old 15 7%
65+ years old 3 1%
Education Level
Some high school or less 0 0%
High school diploma or GED 18 9%
Associates or technical degree 22 11%
Some college, but no degree 28 13%
Bachelor's degree 94 45%
Graduate or professional degree 46 22%
Work Role/Function
24 11%

Administrative, Office Support
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Customer Service 28 13%

Engineering 8 4%
Executive 7 3%
Finance 22 11%
Human Resources 6 3%
Information Technology 24 11%
Legal 4 2%
Marketing 12 6%
Operations 9 4%
Project Management 6 3%
Quality Assurance 5 2%
Research and Development 3 1%
Sales 14 7%
Education 11 5%

Note: Sample sizes for demographic categories range from n = 183 to n =209
as demographics were not required

114



Table 13

Study 2 Scale Reliability

Scale Cronbach's Alpha
RTB (Overall) 95
Accountability .84
Furtherance .85
Ownership Mentality .88
Peer Encouragement 91
Competence .85
Autonomy .66
Relatedness .58
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Table 14

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Study 2

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.RTB 5.67 0.79 -
2. Accountability 5.65 0.90 90" --
3. Furtherance 5.84 0.87 87 76" --
4. Ownership 5.51 1.02 .88 72 g1 --
Mentality
5. Peer 5.69 0.82 90™ 70" 70" 73" --
Encouragement
6. Autonomy 3.88 0.77 35" 43" 29" 28" 25" --
7. Competence 5.33 1.27 70 66" 57 70" 60" 38" --
8. Relatedness 4.64 1.37 66" .64™ 55 .60™ 54 427 68" --
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Table 15

Two-way ANOVA Results for Study 2

. Mean )
Variables df Square F p n
Regulatory Mode 1 3.362 6.124 .01 .03
Leadership 1 11.460 20.872 .00 .09
Leadership x Regulatory 1 3397 6.187 01 03
Mode

N =209. R Squared = .135
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Table 16

Means and Standard Deviations by Leadership Style

95% Confidence Interval

Leadership Style M SD Lower Bound Upper Bound
Controlling 543 91 5.29 5.57
Autonomy Supportive 5.90 58 5.76 6.04
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Table 17

Means and standard errors by regulatory mode

95% Confidence Interval

Regulatory Mode M SD Lower Bound Upper Bound
Assessment 5.79 .66 5.65 5.93
Locomotion 5.54 .89 5.39 5.68
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Table 18

Means and standard deviations for RTB as a function of 2 (Leadership Style) x 2 (Regulatory

Mode)
Leadership Regulatory Mode M SD N
Assessment 5.68 1 54
Controlling
Locomotion 5.18 1.03 49
Assessment 5.90 .61 52
Autonomy-Supportive
Locomotion 5.90 .55 54
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Table 19

Pairwise Comparisons for Regulatory Mode under Leadership Style

95% Confidence
Leadership () () . Mean Interval for Difference
Tvpe Regulatory Regulatory Difference (I-  SE p
yp Mode Mode )] Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Assessment  Locomotion S1° 15 .00 22 .80
Controlling
Locomotion  Assessment =517 15 .00 =79 =22
Assessment  Locomotion .00 .14 .99 -28 28
Autonomy-
Supportive )
Locomotion  Assessment .00 .14 .99 -28 29

Based on estimated marginal means. * The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. Adjustment
for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.
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Pairwise Comparisons

Table 20

Pairwise Comparisons for Leadership Style under Regulatory Mode

95% Confidence Interval

D J) Mean .
Rel%}ll(l)?gry Leadership Leadership Difference SE p 2 for lefererlljze
Type Tvype 1-J ower pper
P P @ Bound Bound
Controlling  Supportive =21 14 14 -.49 .07
Assessment
Supportive  Controlling 21 14 14 -.07 .50
Controlling Supportive -72° 15 .00 -1.01 -43
Locomotion
Supportive  Controlling 72" 15 .00 44 1.01
Based on estimated marginal means. *. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. Adjustment

for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.
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Table 21

Mediation Results for Study 2

0 0
Effect b SE 95% CI 95% CI
Lower Upper
Direct
ASL — RTB -.19 11 -40 .02
ASL — Autonomy S5%* .07 .35 75
ASL — Competence 80#* 17 47 1.13
ASL — Relatedness A3H* .17 &5 1.52
Autonomy — RTB .03 .05 -.07 14
Competence — RTB 30%** .04 22 37
Relatedness — RTB J18** .04 .10 .26
Locomotion — RTB - 23** A1 -43 -.02
ASL*Locomotion — RTB 36** .15 .07 .64
Indirect
ASL — Autonomy — RTB .02 .03 -.03 .07
ASL — Competence — %
RTB .24 .08 .16 47
ASL — Relatedness sk
_RTB 21 .07 .15 41

Note: **indicates significance at the .01 level. 5,000 bootstrapped confidence intervals
(CIs); ASL = 'Autonomy Supportive Leadership’; b = unstandardized coefficients. R> =
.57. Standardized parameter estimates not available for moderated mediation models in
PROCESS Macro.
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Table 22

Post-Hoc Regression Analysis Study 1

Effect p SE )%
Intercept .85 <.01
ASL -23 15 .29
Locomotion -.03 A1 .83
Assessment 14 .09 40
Autonomy -.09 .02 <.01
Competence 27 .03 <.01
Relatedness 16 .01 <.01
ASL*Locomotion .09 .02 <.01
ASL*Assessment -.01 .02 .54

Note: 'ASL' = Autonomy-Supportive Leadership; R’ = .56.  indicates standardized regression
coefficients
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Appendix A: Study 1 Measures

Responsibility-Taking Behavior (adapted from Ajaikumar et al., 2024)

Please rate the extent to which the following is true for you in your current role at work.

RSB Dimension

Item

Accountability

[ am creative in overcoming barriers

[ am proactive in terms of acquiring the required skills to
perform the job to the best of my abilities

I know what skills I need to learn to improve my performance at
work

I ask questions if my goals are not clear

I value constructive feedback

If the task is too large for me to accomplish, I feel comfortable
seeking help from others at work

Once I agree to a goal, I see it as my duty to accomplish the goal
no matter what happens.

I am not flustered by hurdles when trying to accomplish my
goals

Peer
Encouragement

It is important to me that peers feel comfortable to have open
conversations with me

I proactively share any resources, tools, or skills I have that could
help a peer with their work

I typically ensure I reach out to new team members to help them
settle in

I seek input from other subject matter experts when I am faced
with challenges beyond the scope of my expertise, to ensure the
best possible outcome

I am comfortable taking joint accountability if an error occurs in
our teamwork

I consider others' needs as [ do my job

Furtherance

When I see something that can be improved, I do something
about it
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It is important for me to constantly learn new skills

I strive to keep on top of changes taking place in the broader
organization

I stay on top of industry trends to ensure my work is current

I try and foresee challenges that will hinder success

I make a concentrated effort from time to time

Ownership
Mentality

I give the organization’s resources the same consideration as I
would my own

I am invested in the success of the organization as if it were my
own

I build towards the long-term goals of our organization in any
work I do

I feel personally responsible for the organization meeting its
goals

I speak to people outside my immediate team on a regular basis

I strive to set examples of high-quality products or services for
team members

Autonomy-Supportive Leadership (ASL) (4dapted from Williams & Deci (1996)
Response options: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7)

The following questions are about your manager. Please consider your immediate manager or
supervisor—the person who directly oversees your day-to-day work activities and with whom

you have the most frequent work interactions.

1. I feel that my manager provides me choices and options

2. I feel understood by my manager.

3. My manager has conveyed confidence in my ability to do well at my organization.
4. My manager encouraged me to ask questions.

5. My manager listens to how I would like to do things.

6. My manager tries to understand how I see things before suggesting a new way to do things.
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Regulatory Mode (adapted from Kruglanski et al., 2000)
Response options: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7)
Locomotion

1. I don't mind doing things even if they involve extra effort.

2. I enjoy actively doing things, more than just watching and observing.
3.Iam a "doer."

4. By the time I accomplish a task, I already have the next one in mind.

Assessment

1. I often compare myself with other people.

2. I often feel that I am being evaluated by others.

3. I am a critical person.

4. I am very self-critical and self-conscious about what I am saying.

Satisfaction of Basic Psychological Needs Work Climate (Adapted from Van den Broeck et al.
2010)

Response options: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7)

Need for Autonomy

1. At work, I often feel like I have to follow other people’s commands (R)
2. If I could choose, I would do things at work differently (R)

3. I feel free to do my job the way I think it could best be done

Need for Competence

1. I feel competent at my job

2. I am good at the things I do in my job

3. I have the feeling that I can even accomplish the most difficult tasks at work

Need for relatedness
1. I don’t really feel connected with other people at my job (R)

2. At work, I feel part of a group
3. I often feel alone when I am with my colleagues (R)

Attention Check
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If you are reading this question, answer 3.

e o o o o
[, W S U B O B

Demographic Questions

Please provide some demographic information about yourself.

1. Please indicate your gender

e Male
e Female
e Other

2. Please indicate your race/ethnicity

e African American or Black

e Asian or Asian American

e Hispanic or Latino
White
American Indian or Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
Other

3. Please indicate your country of residence
e US.
e Outside of U.S.

4. Which category below includes your age?
17 or younger

18-20

21-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60 or older

5. What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree you have
received?
e Less than high school degree
e High school degree or equivalent (e.g., GED)
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e Some college but no degree
e Associate degree

e Bachelor degree

e (raduate degree

e Other

. Which of the following categories best describes your employment status?
Employed, working 1-39 hours per week

Employed, working 40 or more hours per week

Not employed, looking for work

Not employed, NOT looking for work

Retired

Disabled, not able to work

. In what industry do you work? [Drop-down]:
Accommodation and Food Services
Administrative and Support Services
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and Hunting
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
Construction

Educational Services

Finance and Insurance

Government

Health Care and Social Assistance
Information

Management of Companies and Enterprises
Manufacturing

Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction
Other Services (Except Public Administration)
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing

Retail Trade

Transportation and Warehousing

Utilities

Wholesale Trade
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Appendix B: Study 2 Background & Context

Part 1. Participants were instructed that their role in the study would involve imaging
themselves as an employee at a the firm presented to them.

* In this study, you’ll be presented with a scenario where you are asked to imagine yourself in the
role of an employee interacting with their direct manager. Try to envision yourself in this
scenario as vividly as possible.

* The next pages contain background information, including details about the organization you
work for and your manager.

PARKER & GRANT
CONSULTING

GROUP

Trusted advisor to industry leader

in corporate strategy and business '

transformation
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,..' Parker & Grant Consulting

OUR EXPERTISE

INDUSTRIES

Automotive ~ Consumer Energy Finance

Healthcare Industrial Retail Technology

CAPABILITIES

Customer Business Corporate Customer
Experience  Turnaround Finance Experience

Mergers & Learning & Operations People &
Acquisitions  Development Organization

Parker & Grant jEscaess
IN NUMBERS 15K

Global Employees

1973 75+

Office Locations
around the globe

$9.1B 92%

Partnering with 92% of
current Fortune 1000

Year Founded

Annnual Revenue
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Appendix C: Study 2 Experimental Manipulations

Part 2. Next, participants were prompted to read a team overview for the consulting practice
that they were asked to imagine themselves on.

Next, you are going to learn about the culture of the team that you work for at Parker & Grant
Consulting. Read through the following bullet points to get a sense of the team culture.

Regulatory Mode (adapted from Kanze et al. 2021)

,..' Parker & Grant Consulting

Welcome to the Retail Practice Team!

A little about ourselves:
We pride ourselves on being doers in a hurry who are eager to deliver results to our clients.
Our team focuses on maintaining high momentum, always ready to mobilize quickly to meet
client needs.
We make it our goal to remove business obstacles that clients face.
We value making impactful changes in retail consulting and encourage our associates to take

initiative and drive results.
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,..' Parker & Grant Consulting

Welcome to the Retail Practice Team!

A little about ourselves:

* We pride ourselves on being accurate and thorough when delivering results to our clients.

* Our team focuses on evaluating every possible alternative to ensure our clients receive
exhaustive recommendations.
We are committed to considering all aspects of a problem, taking the time to review each
solution carefully.
We value associates who are methodical and have a critical eye, bringing meticulous thought to

every project.

Part 4. After the regulatory mode manipulations, the participants were then provided more
information about their role on the team, their manager, and a recent scenario. The mistake at
work scenario was adapted from Yu & Block, 2024.

Your Role Your Manager

* You are an associate on a consulting team in the * Your manager Bill is a recognized expert in the
firm’s retail practice industry

» Your team consults to large retail clients such * He has been managing associates such as
as some of the nation’s largest grocery store yourself at the firm for over five years
businesses as well as clothing brands

* You have been working for the firm for less than
one year
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The Scenario

Last Friday, you made a mistake delivering a presentation to a client

You don’t know how your manager, Bill, is going to handle it and you are nervous
You know that delivering client presentations is challenging and you value doing
well in your role as an associate

You received an email from Bill to schedule a feedback meeting about the
presentation.

Click to the next page to see the email

Autonomy-Supportive and Controlling Leadership (adapted from Reeve et al. 2002)

Subject: Feedback Meeting Tomorrow
Date: May 25, 2020
Time: 9:54 AM

Hi there,

I heard the client meeting didn’t go well last Friday, so I’d
like to check in with you tomorrow.

For your next presentation, it is essential that you follow the
standard methods to make your points clear and impactful. Using
the required approach is important and crucial to meet our
firm’s standards. Moving forward, I will expect you to align
with these methods.

See you soon.

Best,

Bill

Bill Gordon

Manager, Retail Consulting Practice

Parker & Grant Consulting LLP

10 East 4@th Street, 18th Floor, New York, NY 10016
william.gordon@pgconsulting.com

,..' Parker & Grant
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Subject: Feedback Meeting Tomorrow
Date: May 25, 2020
Time: 9:54 AM

Hi there,

I heard the client meeting didn’t go well last Friday, so I’d
like to check in with you tomorrow.

For your next presentation, try exploring a few ways to make
your points clear and impactful. Finding a style that works best

for you is important, especially as you develop your skills. I’m
here to support you and am confident you’ll find an approach
that feels natural.

See you soon.

Best,
Bill

Bill Gordon

Manager, Retail Consulting Practice

Parker & Grant Consulting LLP

10 East 4@0th Street, 18th Floor, New York, NY 10016
william.gordon@pgconsulting.com

,..' Parker & Grant
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Appendix D: Study 2 Manipulation Checks

Regulatory Mode Manipulation Checks

Please respond to the following questions about the team overview and interaction with your
manager that you read.

What did the team overview emphasize?
e Being doers in a hurry.
e Being accurate and thorough.

The team overview emphasized maintaining high momentum more than carefully thinking things
through.
e Strongly disagree

e Disagree

e Neither agree nor disagree
e Agree

e Strongly agree

Leadership Style Manipulation Checks

What did your manager emphasize in their email to you?
¢ Finding a style that feels natural to you
e Following the standard methods required by the firm

The manager offered encouragement to develop your own approach and offered support
e Strongly disagree

Disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Agree

Strongly agree
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Appendix E: Study 2 Measures

Responsibility-Taking Behavior (adapted from Ajaikumar et al. 2024)

Next, based on the scenario you just read, please rate the extent to which the following would be
true for you in your role at Parker & Grant Consulting.

Response options: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7)

I would be creative in overcoming barriers

I would be proactive in terms of acquiring the required skills to perform the job to the
best of my abilities

I would know what skills I need to learn to improve my performance at work

I would ask questions if my goals are not clear

I would value constructive feedback

If the task is too large for me to accomplish, I would feel comfortable seeking help from
others at work

Once I agree to a goal, I would see it as my duty to accomplish the goal no matter what
happens.

I would not be flustered by hurdles when trying to accomplish my goals

It would be important to me that peers feel comfortable to have open conversations with
me

I would proactively share any resources, tools, or skills I have that could help a peer with
their work

I would typically ensure I reach out to new team members to help them settle in

I would seek input from other subject matter experts when I am faced with challenges
beyond the scope of my expertise, to ensure the best possible outcome

I would be comfortable taking joint accountability if an error occurs in our teamwork

I would consider others' needs as I do my job

I would make correction when my peers are not meeting standards

I would help teammates meet their team obligations if they are struggling

I would communicate expectations and requirements to team members

I would speak up to peers to raise their performance and meet team expectations

If I saw something that could be improved, I would do something about it

It would be important for me to constantly learn new skills

I would strive to keep on top of changes taking place in the broader organization

I would stay on top of industry trends to ensure my work is current
I would try and foresee challenges that would hinder success

I would make a concentrated effort from time to time
I would give the organization’s resources the same consideration as I would my own
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e [ would be invested in the success of the organization as if it were my own

e [ would build towards the long-term goals of our organization in any work I do

e [ would feel personally responsible for the organization meeting its goals

e [ would speak to people outside my immediate team on a regular basis

e [ would strive to set examples of high-quality products or services for team members

Attention Check

If you are reading this question, answer 3.

Dn B~ W N =

Satisfaction of Basic Psychological Needs Work Climate (Adapted from Van den Broeck et al.
2010)

Response options: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7)

Need for Autonomy

1. I would feel like I have to follow other people’s commands (R)

2. I would feel free to do my job the way I think it could best be done

Need for Competence

1. I would be able to really master my tasks at the firm

2. I have the feeling that I can even accomplish the most difficult tasks at work
Need for relatedness

1. I would not really feel connected with other people at the firm (R)

2. I would feel like I could talk about things that really matter to me

Demographic Questions

Please provide some demographic information about yourself.

8. Please indicate your gender

e Male
e Female
e Other

9. Please indicate your race/ethnicity
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

African American or Black

Asian or Asian American

Hispanic or Latino

White

American Indian or Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
Other

Please indicate your country of residence

U.S.
Outside of U.S.

Which category below includes your age?

What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree you have

17 or younger
18-20

21-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60 or older

received?

Which of the following categories best describes your employment status?

Less than high school degree

High school degree or equivalent (e.g., GED)
Some college but no degree

Associate degree

Bachelor degree

Graduate degree

Other

Employed, working 1-39 hours per week
Employed, working 40 or more hours per week
Not employed, looking for work

Not employed, NOT looking for work

Retired

Disabled, not able to work

In what industry do you work? [Drop-down]:

Accommodation and Food Services
Administrative and Support Services
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and Hunting
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
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Construction

Educational Services

Finance and Insurance

Government

Health Care and Social Assistance

Information

Management of Companies and Enterprises
Manufacturing

Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction
Other Services (Except Public Administration)
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing

Retail Trade

Transportation and Warehousing

Utilities

Wholesale Trade
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