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Abstract
The focus of many disciplines on cooperation as a strategy for effective societal
functioning stimulates continuing debate on altruism generally and altruistic
leadership more specifically. Theoretical articulation of the concept of altruistic
leadership is limited, with most leadership scholars focusing on self-sacrificial
behaviours, rather than leaders’ motivational state. This thesis draws on the social
science literature to address the question of the nature of altruistic leadership and its
effects, using a mixed-method approach.
A new measure of altruistic leadership was developed using an exploratory survey of
806 managers and 1,049 employees, and qualitative interviews with leader-follower
pairs eliciting 35 critical incidents describing altruistic leadership. Validity and
reliability of the scale were then tested in a survey of a matched sample of 184
managers and 532 employees working in four organisations in the UK financial
services sector.
The contribution of this research to the field is twofold. First, two new dimensions of
the altruistic leadership construct – expectation to bear costs of self-sacrifice and
empathic concern – were revealed. Additionally, altruistic leadership predicted
follower perceptions of leader effectiveness, organisational climate and support for
creativity above the variance explained by transformational and servant leadership.
Followers reported the least positive leadership outcomes if their leaders considerably
overestimated how altruistic they were, compared to the ratings given to them by
followers.
Theoretically, the thesis enhances our understanding of the nature and effects of
altruistic leadership, raising important questions about its role in the work of
i

organisations. This insight could act as a foundation for further studies of altruistic
motivation of leaders in experimental settings. The scale is also practically useful as a
tool for leader recruitment, development, and self-reflection. Future studies should
continue applying this scale across a range of organisational settings to examine how
altruistic leadership is expressed.
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Chapter 1. Introduction
In the last two decades a number of corporate leaders have been exposed for making
expedient decisions guided by pursuit of short-term financial interest. These scandals
have raised concerns over the true intentions of charismatic leaders, who are effective
at rising into positions of power and influencing others into following their leadership,
but who may be ultimately pursuing selfish goals. As a result, there is a growing
interest in altruistic leaders, acting in the interests of others and the wider society (Bass
& Steidlmeier 1999; Doh & Stumpf 2005; Hunter et al. 2013; Mallen et al. 2015).
In this context several leadership theories have described individuals influencing
others through prosocial action – behaviours intended to benefit other members of the
organisation or the wider society. These include servant leadership (Greenleaf 1977),
authentic leadership (Avolio & Gardner 2005), ethical leadership (Trevino, Brown &
Hartman 2003), spiritual leadership (Fry 2003) and others. Yet, while these
approaches refer to altruism directly or indirectly (by including self-sacrificial
behaviours that could describe altruism), very few studies examined this dimension in
detail (Dinh et al. 2014). One particular weakness of these theories is the lack of
attention to the motivational aspects of altruism in addition to its behavioural
representation. As a result, the current conceptualisation of altruism in leadership
literature does not link leaders’ intentions to benefit others, their expectations of the
outcomes of helping, and the act of self-sacrifice into a single construct.
This research applies the construct of altruism developed in social science literature to
leaders’ intentions and behaviours, arguing that altruistic leadership is distinct from
other leadership styles, such as transformational and servant leadership. The thesis
describes altruistic leadership from the perspectives of both leaders and followers,

1

with the purpose of clarifying the construct and assisting in identifying and measuring
altruism as part of existing leadership styles or as a stand-alone instrument of
leadership. It also addresses the current lack of research on the effects of altruistic
leadership (Mallen et al. 2015) by linking it with a number of follower outcomes,
including perceived leader effectiveness, job satisfaction, perceived organisational
climate and support for creativity. The research aims to answer the following research
questions:


What is altruistic leadership? How is it similar to or different from related
constructs among leadership styles?



How do followers’ perceptions of altruistic leadership effectiveness
compare with followers’ perceptions of non-altruistic leadership
effectiveness?



Do congruent leader/follower ratings of altruistic leadership have better
explanatory power of leader effectiveness than incongruent leader/follower
ratings?

The following sections detail the relevance of the study subject in the context of
current academic and practitioner focus, as well as the purpose of the research and its
contribution to knowledge. The chapter concludes with an overview of the thesis
structure.
1.1

Relevance of the topic: why altruistic leadership?

Effective leadership is of interest to both academic research and organisational
practice as an instrument of bringing about follower and organisational outcomes.
Leadership behaviours and perceived quality of leadership have been linked to
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followers’ wellbeing, satisfaction, effort, as well as individual, team and unit
performance (Lowe, Kroeck & Sivasubramaniam 1996; Bass et al. 2003). Specifying
attributes and behaviours of effective leaders and understanding the mechanisms of
leaders’ impact on followers are, therefore, crucial to informing the development of
leaders in practice.
But, while achievement of business objectives remains an important indicator of
leader effectiveness, both scholars and practitioners are also concerned with how these
objectives are delivered, paying attention to the outcomes that leaders deliver for other
stakeholders, including followers and the wider society. There is now a recognition
that some attributes of leaders that help them become influential – such as charisma
and inspiration – can be also masking destructive values, traits and behaviours, leading
to negative outcomes for followers, organisations, and the wider society (House &
Howell 1992; Conger 1998a). Avolio, Walumbwa and Weber (2009) explain that the
scope of academic literature on mechanisms of leadership in organisations has
expanded significantly to appreciate a range of effects that leadership has on followers
and other stakeholders. While the original models adopted a transactional,
behaviouristic view on the exchange of rewards and performance between the leader
and the follower, studies of leadership today focus much more on the intentions and
character of leaders, defining and measuring their values and morality.
Destructive leadership has been linked inter alia with selfishness (Hogan, Curphy &
Hogan 1994; Padilla, Hogan & Kaiser 2007). Selfish leaders promote themselves, and
focus on their own objectives and goals, often at the expense of others and the
organisation (McClelland 1970; House & Howell 1992; Bass & Steidlmeier 1999;
Rosenthal & Pittinsky 2006). In a series of experiments Maner and Mead (2010)
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documented the complex relationship between leadership and power, showing that
individuals with high dominance motivation and those concerned about protecting
their power were more likely to act selfishly, reducing the likelihood of optimal group
performance. Furthermore, some have argued that the individualistic and competitive
nature of Western business is at odds with altruism, calling on firms to evolve
organisational processes and structures to bring about more effective ways of working
(Kanungo & Conger 1993; Joseph 2015).
In turn, a range of theories attempted to describe attributes of altruistic, or selfless,
leaders. These models paint an ‘image of ...a serving rather than a dominant, ruling
leader, and all these new leadership concepts share the common dimension of selfsacrifice rather than self-interest’ (Choi & Mai-Dalton 1998: 477). While at first
scholars and practitioners considered these leaders as ‘extraordinary and
unconventional’ (van Knippenberg & van Knippenberg 2005), or ‘rarely associated
with the world of business’ (Kanungo & Conger 1993), there is a growing body of
academic and practitioner evidence regarding the prevalence of selfless leaders and
the effect they can have on followers (Choi & Mai-Dalton 1999; Yorges, Weiss &
Strickland 1999; De Cremer & Van Knippenberg 2004; Sandhurst 2012; Prime &
Salib 2014). These studies have linked selfless leadership behaviours, for example, to
organisational commitment, job satisfaction, individual and team citizenship
behaviour (Liden et al. 2008; Neubert et al. 2009; Hu and Liden 2011; Mayer et al.
2012), which, in turn, can have a positive effect on organisational performance (Meyer
et al. 1989; McAllister 1995; Podsakoff, Ahearne & MacKenzie 1997; Judge et al.
2001). Studying the nature of altruistic leadership therefore represents a promising
direction for identifying and developing leaders that become effective by putting the
interests of others before their own, improving employee and organisational outcomes.
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1.2

Purpose of current research and its contribution to knowledge

Within the current focus of the literature on altruistic leadership, this thesis argues that
the current conceptualisation of the construct is limited. In the leadership literature
altruism has been operationalised primarily through behaviours describing leaders’
sacrifice of personal interests to benefit other followers or the wider society (Choi &
Mai-Dalton 1999; Barbuto & Wheeler 2006). Yet, in the social science literature
altruism is a wider construct described as a motivational state, including selfsacrificial behaviours, but also an intention to bear personal costs without an
expectation of a reward, as opposed to seeking benefits for self (Batson 2011).
Although House and Howell (1992) conceptually described a similar distinction
between personalised and socialised motivation of leaders, this difference has not been
tested empirically, particularly in connection with leaders’ self-sacrifice. Therefore,
enhancing our current understanding of the effects of leaders’ sacrifice on follower
and organisational outcomes (De Cremer & Van Knippenberg 2004; Walumbwa,
Hartnell & Oke 2010) by distinguishing between the different types of intentions of
self-sacrificing leaders appears to be a worthwhile area of research.
This thesis aims to make a contribution to the current understanding of altruistic
leadership in two ways. First, it examines the current conceptualisation of altruistic
leadership and draws on the social science literature to explicate the construct. The
rationale for this contribution is twofold. On the one hand, the way the current
leadership literature presents and discusses ‘altruism’ varies across leadership models,
including concepts of ‘sacrifice’, ‘altruistic calling’, ‘helping’ or ‘serving’ behaviours
(see, for example, Fry 2003; van Knippenberg & van Knippenberg 2005; Barbuto &
Wheeler 2006). Even models of the same leadership style do not always include
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altruism, or use different indicators to describe altruistic behaviour when
operationalised by different scholars (van Dierendonck 2011). One such example is
servant leadership: based on Greenleaf’s (1977) writings, Spears (1995) identifies ten
characteristics of servant leadership, including ‘stewardship’ (holding something in
trust and serving the needs of others) as just one of the characteristics, while Patterson
(2003), exploring the same concept, finds eight behaviours of servant leaders, five of
which may describe one or another aspect of altruism (demonstrating agapao love,
humility, being altruistic, empowering and serving). Thus, a comparison of these
potentially related ideas is required to clarify what is described by ‘altruism’ and other
constructs and to establish the degree of conceptual overlap between leadership
theories describing different types of self-sacrificial behaviours of leaders.
On the other hand, existing studies of self-sacrificial leadership make an implicit
assumption that self-sacrifice is synonymous with altruism. Yet, social science
literature is clear in distinguishing different types of reasons for individuals to selfsacrifice. One type of helping is ‘prosocial’ behaviour that aims to benefit others but
does not involve personal sacrifice. Another type is reciprocal sacrifice, which
involves forgoing of personal interest but with an expectation that the favour will be
returned. Finally, there is ‘selfless’ concern for others, where the benefactor forgoes
own interest without an expectation of any reward in return (Batson et al. 1981;
Cialdini et al. 1987; Batson 2011). Only the last behaviour would be considered to
describe ‘true’ altruism. One empirical study of leadership identified by the current
research distinguished between altruism and self-sacrifice, in a survey of 127
managers in India (Singh & Krishnan 2008), however, it did not make clear how the
new constructs related to established leadership styles, nor was a relationship between
altruism and performance outcomes explored in organisational settings.
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As its first objective, the current research therefore aims to clarify the construct of
altruistic leadership relative to existing leadership theories, as well as to understand
whether the distinction between altruistic and non-altruistic leadership is useful for
predicting follower outcomes. Drawing on samples of leaders and followers from UK
organisations, the thesis will answer the following research questions (RQ):


RQ1a. What is altruistic leadership? How is it similar to or different from
related constructs among leadership styles?



RQ1b. How do followers’ perceptions of altruistic leadership effectiveness
compare with followers’ perceptions of non-altruistic leadership
effectiveness?

The second contribution of the thesis concerns the types of data collected to describe
the nature of altruistic leadership and its effects in the current study. Existing empirical
studies of leadership styles based on the concepts of altruism and self-sacrifice mainly
considered the followers’ perspective on leadership, explaining that leader
effectiveness was associated with followers’ favourable perceptions of leaders’
behaviours, regardless of leaders’ true intentions. For instance, while the possibility
of both personalised and socialised leader motivations was acknowledged in the
description of self-sacrificial behaviours of charismatic leaders (Choi & Mai-Dalton
1998; 1999), measures of the construct were based on the act of self-sacrifice, rather
than the distinction between selfless and calculated types of helping others.
However, if altruism is conceptualised as a complex motivational state, measurement
of altruistic leadership should incorporate assessment of leaders’ intentions alongside
their behaviours. Leaders’ self-ratings can be used to collect data on their ideology
and emotions, as well as inclination to act on those, and compared with followers’
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perceptions of leadership (Harms & Crede 2010; Barbuto, Gottfredson & Searle 2014).
A developing body of research on self-other agreement in leadership ratings indicates
that both self-reported and follower-reported attributes of leadership are related to
follower and organisational outcomes (Atwater et al. 1998; Cogliser et al. 2009).
Inclusion and analysis of multiple perspectives on altruistic leaders therefore becomes
important to understanding whether the difference in outcomes achieved by altruistic
and non-altruistic leaders is linked to followers’ perceptions of these individuals, and
leaders’ own assessment of their intentions.
As its second objective the research will compare leader and follower perspectives on
altruistic leadership, aiming to establish whether there is a difference in leadership
outcomes reported by followers whose scores of their leaders are similar to or different
from the leaders’ self-ratings. The second research question is:
RQ2. Do congruent leader/follower ratings of altruistic leadership have better
explanatory power of leader effectiveness than incongruent leader/follower
ratings?
1.3

Thesis organisation

The following chapters present a review of the current literature on leadership and
altruism, the methodological approach chosen for the current study, and the findings
of the empirical research.
Chapter 2 discusses the existing literature on the subjects of leadership and altruism.
It is not a comprehensive literature review of the two literatures, but an overview
aimed at setting out the existing evidence on motivation underpinning self-sacrificial
leadership behaviours. For this reason the thesis begins with a review of evidence on
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leadership, focusing on leadership theories that draw on the concepts of altruism and
self-sacrifice, identifying gaps for further investigation. Following that, the review
draws on the social science literature on altruism, arguing that distinguishing between
altruistic and non-altruistic intentions of self-sacrificing leaders enhances our
understanding of their effectiveness. This chapter sets the foundation for examining
the construct of altruistic leadership and identifies research gaps that can be filled by
answering the research questions posed in this thesis.
Chapter 3 outlines the methodological approach for the empirical part of the research.
First, it explains the research philosophy and strategy, outlining a two-phase approach
to developing and testing a measure of altruistic leadership. It then details the methods
used in the exploratory and main stages of the research, discussing specifically the
advantages of the critical incident technique and the survey method for answering the
research questions.
Chapters 4, 5 and 6 focus on the research data, presenting the findings and the
discussion of each of the three studies constituting the empirical part of the research
in relation to the research questions:


Study 1: exploratory survey of the UK workforce;



Study 2: interviews with pairs of leaders and followers;



Study 3: survey of leaders and their followers in four private sector
organisations in the financial sector in the UK.

Chapter 7 concludes the thesis with an integration and discussion of the findings for
each of the research questions, as well as a summary of the contribution made by the
current research and its limitations.
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Chapter 2. Where does altruism fit in the leadership theory?
This chapter aims to describe the theoretical framework that underpins this study. The
framework builds upon two key literatures: leadership and altruism.
The first two research questions (RQ1a and RQ1b), concerned with defining the
construct of altruistic leadership and establishing the differences between altruistic
leadership and other leadership styles, necessitate a review of the existing literature
describing altruism and related concepts in leadership. Section 2.1 opens with an
overview of the development of leadership theory to date, exploring why the topic of
sacrifice might have emerged in leadership theory. Due to the lack of consensus in the
extant literature on the definition of ‘leadership’, the section does not attempt to
provide a comprehensive review of leadership studies, but focuses on three key themes
relevant to building a framework of altruistic leadership. These are: a) mechanisms of
a leader’s influence on followers; b) focus of leadership (task, relations, or change);
and c) leaders’ motivation to influence others. The section concludes with an
explanation of how the development of leadership theory contributed to a great degree
of interest in selfless motivation and behaviours in leaders.
The next section (2.2) continues to examine the existing literature on sacrificial
leadership specifically. It compares and contrasts the limited empirical evidence on
‘sacrifice’ and related constructs (such as ‘helping’ and ‘altruism’) in leadership styles,
identifying common themes and gaps. This thesis argues that the existing
understanding of sacrificial behaviours of leaders is incomplete and could be enhanced
by drawing on the social science literature on altruistic motivation, building towards
a framework of altruistic leadership.
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As this review will argue, there are considerable gaps in the current definitions of
altruism in leadership literature. In order to enhance the construct of “altruistic
leadership”, section 2.3 explores the relevant social science literature on altruism,
which is defined as ‘selfless concern for the wellbeing of others’. In appreciation of
the limitations of empirical research in defining the construct of altruism, it also
considers a range of related constructs in the review, including ‘sacrifice’, ‘helping
behaviour’, and ‘concern for others’. The section opens with a brief introduction into
the debate on the existence of altruistic motivation and goes on to compare two main
approaches to describing its nature. For both of these – normative and psychological
theories of altruistic motivation – three aspects of altruism are analysed: 1) motivation
to sacrifice, 2) participants in the act of sacrifice and 3) the outcomes of the act for
each of the participants. These components of altruism, drawn from the social science
literature, are used to complement the existing theory of sacrificial leadership,
presenting a conceptual framework of altruistic leadership.
Finally, section 2.4 integrates the reviews of the two literatures, explaining the
rationale for selection of the research questions posed by this thesis. Specifically, it
considers the possible aspects of altruistic leadership that are missing from the current
leadership literature, but are defined by the social science literature on altruism, and
outlines the gaps that will be addressed in the current research.
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2.1 What is effective leadership?
Leadership is a well-developed subject area in management research (Yukl 2006).
However, the majority of this literature understands leadership through the ways in
which leadership becomes effective, with only some theoretical work inspecting the
nature of leadership phenomenon through the lens of process philosophy (Wood 2005;
Ladkin 2010). Depending on the focus of investigation (for example, individual leader
or the relationship between the leader and the follower) and the level of analysis in
approaching leadership effectiveness (traits, behaviours), the academic and
practitioner literature associated leadership with leaders’ attributes and/or followers’
perceptions, and described a range of mechanisms of leaders’ impact on followers’
(Hernandez et al. 2011). As a result, multiple perspectives on what constitutes
leadership have developed. This section considers the necessary aspects of ‘effective
leadership’ more generally, laying the foundation for applying this theoretical
framework in developing the construct of altruistic leadership.
The challenges of defining leadership originate from several substantive issues
associated with identifying leaders and measuring how effective they are. The main
challenge is the selection of the subjects for studies of leadership. Early studies
frequently conflated leadership with leader role occupancy, which refers to simply
being in a job role that requires managing subordinates (Arvey et al. 2006). Many later
studies continued to examine leadership on samples of senior managers and
supervisors (rather than individuals with a specific capability), perpetuating this
methodological concern (Bass & Stogdill 1990; Zaccaro 2007). The second criticism
is associated with the choice of indicators of leadership effectiveness, such as peer and
subordinate rankings, where followers’ likes and dislikes of the leader at a personal
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level may impact the way they score the leader’s effectiveness. Morgeson et al. (2007:
1044) pointed out that ‘perceived influence is not equivalent to effectiveness, and
showing that there is a correlation of a personality dimension with perceived influence
does not provide a strong basis for use of this measure to select managers who will be
effective’. Judge, Piccolo and Kosalka (2009) drew a further distinction, explaining
that those individuals who are perceived to be leader-like are not necessarily the ones
who will be selected for leadership positions, as an individual’s ability to be successful
in securing a formal job role is different from their ability to emerge as a leader in a
group. In sum, there is a great variation of quality within the breadth of leadership
literature, which impacts the scholars’ ability to define and study it.
Despite the disparate ways in which the construct of leadership is operationalised, the
concept of ‘influence’ remains central to the majority of theories. For example,
acknowledging the diversity of definitions, Yukl (2006: 8) summarised leadership as
‘the process of influencing others to understand and agree about what needs to be done
and how to do it, and the process of facilitating individual and collective efforts to
accomplish shared objectives’. Most leadership approaches have built on this central
theme, expressing the roles of the leader and the follower in the process of influence,
and the types of influencing mechanisms in ways that are far from being linear or
convergent. For the purposes of this study the construct of leadership as a process of
influencing is reviewed from three important perspectives, tracing how the
understanding of it evolved with the development of leadership theory, and where the
origins of altruistic leadership could be found: mechanisms of leader influence, focus
of leadership, and morality of leaders. The following sub-sections describe the
evolution of the debate in these three areas in more detail.
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2.1.1 Mechanisms of leader influence
The first significant development concerns the understanding of the mechanisms
explaining the process of how leaders influence followers. Mechanisms of leader
influence are processes that connect leaders’ characteristics with followers’
perceptions and behaviours and result in achievement of leadership goals (Hernandez
et al. 2011).
The nature of leader influence remains an ongoing focus of research in the leadership
literature (Avolio, Walumbwa & Weber 2009b), particularly as the variation in the
levels of analysis covered by each leadership approach (leaders, followers, groups)
makes it difficult to compare the mechanisms of leadership in a consistent manner.
Early leadership theories attributed leaders’ ability to influence others purely to their
individual traits and/or behaviours, and are sometimes referred to as leader-centric
theories (Mann 1959; Jennings 1960). However, with the increased focus of leadership
studies on followers, a different group of follower-centric theories proposed that
leaders’ ability to influence instead resulted from subordinates’ perceptions of an
individual as an effective leader. Other subordinates may not perceive the same
individual to be leader-like, and will not respond appropriately to achieve leadership
goals (Meindl 1995). This inclusion of followers in the leadership effectiveness debate
has largely led to the appreciation of cognitive and emotional reactions that followers
demonstrate in response to the traits and behaviours of leaders (Lord, Foti & De Vader
1984; Smollan 2006; Hernandez et al. 2011). Modern leadership approaches tend to
consider the whole range of influence mechanisms to describe leadership effectiveness,
therefore, understanding those is relevant for defining altruistic leadership and the
ways in which it becomes effective (RQ1a and RQ1b).
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Trait-based mechanisms
Associating leadership effectiveness with individual traits of leaders was one of the
earliest so-called “great man” theories in the study of leadership. This approach argued
that effectiveness of leaders is associated with distinct characteristics of their
personality (Carlyle 1840; Galton 1869; Stogdill 1948; Judge et al. 2002). As initial
research in the area aimed to find a reliable way of distinguishing a leader from a nonleader, it assumed this leader-centric position, examining three broad categories of
leader characteristics: 1) demographics (e.g. gender, age, physical characteristics); 2)
traits associated with effective task performance (e.g. intelligence); and 3)
interpersonal traits (e.g. extraversion) (Zaccaro 2007; Derue et al. 2011).
Trait leadership theories, however, suffered from the aforementioned variation in the
levels of analysis used by the researchers and the range of measures used to describe
leader effectiveness. Luthans (1988), for example, found differences in personality
characteristics of managers with higher promotion rates and managers of units with
greater performance and subordinate motivation, while both of these outcomes have
been used to describe effective leadership. Similarly, the impact of context on the
relationship between leader personalities and effectiveness has been explored, linking
specific leader traits with achieving the common objectives of the group in a particular
situation (Stogdill 1948). There is, however, limited evidence that the same
personality traits can predict leader effectiveness consistently across contexts (Kenny
& Zaccaro 1983; Zaccaro, Foti & Kenny 1991). Similarly, assessment of followers’
descriptions of leaders found that subordinates use different personality characteristics
as criteria for identifying leader-like individuals, depending on the nature of the task
and the organisational context (Eden & Leviatan 1975; Rush, Thomas & Lord 1977;
Weiss & Adler 1981; Lord, Foti & De Vader 1984).
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Although the evidence linking personality traits to leadership outcomes is inconsistent,
it is possible that certain personality characteristics act as a precondition for various
leadership styles (Kirkpatrick & Locke 1996). For example, Judge and Bono (2000)
and Judge et al. (2002) showed that several of the Big Five personality traits have
positive correlations with leader emergence and effectiveness. Peterson et al. (2003)
found a relationship between the personality characteristics of CEOs and the dynamics
of the top management team, which in turn has a relationship with the measures of
organisational financial performance. Benson and Campbell (2007) also reflected a
non-linear relationship between personality and leadership performance, where
leaders with medium high scores on certain “dark” personality traits (egocentrism,
micro-management and others) received better ratings than those with extremely low
or high scores on the same traits. These studies on the relationship between leader
personality and leadership effectiveness led to the conclusion that traits may produce
either particular leader behaviours or followers’ cognitive and emotional reactions,
which in turn explain leadership effectiveness (Zaccaro 2007; Derue et al. 2011).
Behaviour-based mechanisms
Approaches attempting to find universal behaviours that predicted leadership
effectiveness emerged as a critique to trait models of leadership, and initially adopted
a similar leader-centric perspective. The behaviours explored by these theories have
been broadly placed into the two categories of task-oriented, associated with initiating
structure and reaching objectives, and employee-oriented, involving consideration for
others (Katz 1950; Fleishman 1953; Stogdill & Coons 1957). Only the later emergence
of transformational and charismatic leadership theories highlighted a third type of
leader behaviour, grouped under the broad category of change-oriented leadership
(House 1977; Bass 1985; Shamir, House & Arthur 1993; Conger & Kanungo 1998),
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describing ways in which leaders alter followers’ motivation to connect them with
collective goals. The distinction between these types of behaviours is explored in more
detail in section 2.1.2.
There is no shortage of studies linking specific leader behaviours to leadership
effectiveness (Judge & Piccolo 2004; Judge, Piccolo & Ilies 2004). For example, taskoriented behaviours were shown to impact clarity of team roles and relationships, team
coordination and standard of performance. Employee-oriented behaviours, on the
other hand, were linked to empowerment (Conger 1989; Srivastava, Bartol & Locke
2006) and participation of followers in decision-making (Kahai, Sosik & Avolio 1997).
Change-oriented behaviours have been explored extensively in the past two decades,
and were shown, for example, to increase followers’ satisfaction, performance, and
perceived levels of voice (Bass 1990; Bass & Avolio 1994; Yukl, Gordon & Taber
2002; Gil et al. 2005; Detert & Burris 2007).
Behavioural theories of leadership are, nevertheless, criticised on two important bases,
similar to the criticisms of traits-based mechanisms of leadership. The first is the lack
of consistency in describing and measuring distinct leader behaviours, resulting in
conceptual similarity of some of the constructs, for example ‘consideration’ and
‘transformational’ actions of a leader (Derue et al. 2011). In recognition of this
conceptual confusion Yukl, Gordon and Taber (2002) identified 12 specific leadership
behaviours that are “relevant and meaningful” for effective leadership, associated with
the leader’s focus on task, people, or motivational change. However, most leadership
theories do not rely on this taxonomy and continue to use their own descriptions of
leadership, making it difficult to critically compare evidence on their effectiveness.
Secondly, just like trait theories, leader-centric behavioural theories were found to
overlook the possible mediators of the impact of these behaviours on followers,
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exploring only the direct impact of leader behaviours on leadership outcomes (such as
through role-modelling and task monitoring) (Hernandez et al. 2011). At the same
time, emergence of change-oriented (transformational and charismatic) leadership
theories highlighted that leaders may also have an impact on followers’ cognition and
emotions through intellectual stimulation, inspiration and charisma (Burns 1978; Bass
1990). In turn, these followers’ experiences may result in follower and group outcomes
that describe leadership effectiveness (House & Shamir 1993).
Cognition- and affect-based mechanisms
Cognition- and affect-based approaches to leadership effectiveness appeared in the
context of increased sophistication in the fields of sociology and psychology, which
offered new perspectives on the ways in which individuals interact and influence each
other as part of the group. These approaches to leadership proposed that followers’
reactions and perceptions mediate the link between leader traits or behaviours and
leadership effectiveness (Bass 1985; Conger & Kanungo 1987; House & Shamir 1993;
Choi & Mai-Dalton 1999; Jacobsen & House 2001). For example, while Extraversion
(one of the Big Five personality traits) was linked with increased ability of leaders to
achieve their goals (Judge et al. 2002), its impact could alternatively be explained by
the followers’ perception of extraverted individuals as inspirational, resulting in their
increased motivation to contribute to leadership goals (Peterson et al. 2003; Bono &
Judge 2004).
The interest in followers’ cognitive reactions to leaders’ traits and behaviours was
associated with the emergence of insight on the dyadic relationship between leaders
and followers, and social and personal identification in the leadership process (Graen
& Uhl-Bien 1995; Dansereau 1996). Drawing on social exchange theories (Gouldner
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1960; Greenberg & Folger 1983) these new models proposed that the relationship
between leaders’ characteristics and followers’ outcomes was explained by the norm
of reciprocity. At the leader–follower dyad level, favourable experience of treatment
by the leader encouraged followers to return the benefits by showing motivation,
extra-role (citizenship) behaviours, and organisational commitment (Scholl 1981;
Settoon, Bennett & Liden 1996). Furthermore, at the group level developments in
social identity theory highlighted the ability of transformational and charismatic
leaders to create a sense of common identity and mission among followers, reiterating
the collective norms and leading to higher leader effectiveness, greater levels of
commitment and motivation, willingness to make personal sacrifices and, therefore,
heightened performance (Shamir, House & Arthur 1993; Bass & Avolio 1994; Lowe,
Kroeck & Sivasubramaniam 1996). Finally, social learning theory (Bandura 1977)
emphasised the collective nature of learning, where individuals learned by identifying
and copying the attitudes, values and behaviours of attractive and credible models. As
a cognitive mechanism of leadership influence, social learning was linked to leader’s
ability to transfer knowledge and skills and create a shared understanding of goals
within the team (Shamir, House & Arthur 1993; Brown, Treviño & Harrison 2005;
Brown & Trevino 2006).
A follower’s reaction to a leader may also be affect-based (Lord & Brown 2003), as
highlighted by both transformational and charismatic theories. For example, Bass
(1985) wrote about emotional arousal of followers associated with leader’s
inspirational motivation behaviours, like instilling enthusiasm. Similarly, leaders’
positive emotions have been associated with positive emotions in followers, in a
process of ‘emotional contagion’ (Hatfield, Cacioppo & Rapson 1994; Bono & Ilies
2006; Kark & Van Dijk 2007). Recent theories of spiritual leadership (Fry 2003)
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considered the environment that leaders create in organisations, allowing followers to
express and experience emotions of meaningfulness at work, which are then linked to
improved group outcomes.
Some theories that challenged leader-centric approaches to leadership effectiveness
focused exclusively on cognitive reaction of followers. For example, implicit and
romance theories of leadership ground the mechanism of leadership firmly in the
followers’ perceptions of the leader (Rush, Thomas & Lord 1977; Meindl 1995). Other
theories, like spiritual leadership are based specifically on affect, focusing feelings of
transcendence and connectedness to others in particular (Pawar 2008). The majority
of contemporary studies of leadership effectiveness, however, explore a range of
mechanisms at once. For example, authentic leadership theory describes the link
between leaders’ awareness of their own values, acting on those values, and the
followers’ identification with the leader, resulting in positive followers’ emotions,
trust, hope and optimism (Avolio et al. 2004). This leadership style has been associated
with a range of mechanisms of influence, although some at the conceptual level only
(Gardner et al. 2011). Leader influence included modelling positive behaviours,
influencing through personality traits, such as confidence, hope, optimism and
resilience, as well as social identification and emotional mechanisms (Luthans &
Avolio 2003; Gardner, Avolio & Walumbwa 2005; Ilies, Morgeson & Nahrgang
2005).
2.1.2 Focus of leadership
The second important area of development is the dual focus of leadership on
completion of tasks as well as consideration of the needs of followers. At the outset of
leadership theory, studies distinguished between task-oriented and employee-oriented
leadership, acknowledging that behaviours supporting these two leadership styles may
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be incompatible (Katz 1950; Fleishman & Peters 1962). Later, transformational and
charismatic leadership theories introduced a third type – change-oriented behaviours,
arguing that leadership is more effective if it focuses on transforming the followers’
understanding of and attitude towards shared objectives (Hater & Bass 1988;
Waldman, Bass & Yammarino 1990; House & Howell 1992). A number of changeoriented leadership approaches have evolved from transformational leadership theory
and dominate the leadership literature today. The focus of leadership as a task-oriented
or employee-oriented influence is another lens important to the study of altruistic
leadership, as it allows comparisons of the need for and effectiveness of the different
types of leadership in achievement of group goals (RQ1a and RQ1b).
Distinguishing between task-oriented and employee-oriented leader behaviours
Already early behavioural studies of leadership acknowledged the dual nature of
leadership. On the one hand, a leader has to achieve the goal, being ultimately
responsible for the outcomes, such as levels of team or organisational performance.
On the other hand, leaders are dependent on followers’ contributions, as alone they
cannot achieve the group’s goal and have to focus their attention on people and their
needs, so that subordinates continue working towards the objective. Behavioural
theories were the first to define leadership according to these two dimensions: taskoriented and employee-oriented behaviours (Katz 1950; Fleishman & Peters 1962). In
the production context, where these behaviours were studied, task-oriented behaviours
(‘initiating structure’) dealt with achievement of the goal, management of the process
and costs. Employee-oriented behaviours (‘consideration’) described managing the
welfare of the employees, support and encouragement. The ‘concern for goals’ and
‘concern for people’ dichotomy dominated leadership debate for decades, meaning
that development of consequent theories of leadership styles continued to treat leaders’
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behaviours in a similarly polarised manner. In creating a taxonomy of leader
behaviours across a number of leadership theories Yukl, Gordon and Taber (2002)
found a consistent distinction between the two types, identifying three types of task
behaviours (clarifying, monitoring and short-term planning) and five types of relations
(or employee-centred) behaviours (developing, supporting, consulting, recognising
and empowering).
Different schools of thought considered task-oriented and employee-oriented
behaviours to be either present independently of one another, or co-existing in the
same individual but expressed to a different degree. For example, the Managerial Grid,
developed by Blake and Mouton (1964), presented five leadership styles, based on the
various combinations of high and low emphasis placed on the task and the employee
dimension by an individual supervisor. Later, the authors proposed that “Team
Management” – a high concern for both employees and production - is the most
effective type of leadership behaviour, as it correlated positively with bottom-line
productivity (Blake & Mouton 1964). On the other hand, some trait-based theories of
leadership and much of the practitioner literature on leadership assumed task-oriented
and employee-oriented leadership to be opposite extremes of a continuum. One
example is the distinction made by Lewin, Lippitt and White (1939) describing
autocratic (leader taking decisions on their own) and participative (leader consulting
followers on decisions) leadership styles within management theory, which remains
popular among organisational practitioners today. A variety of surveys of followers
aimed to demonstrate the ‘aggressiveness’ and ‘autocracy’ in task-oriented leadership
behaviours, and ‘participation’ and ‘consideration’ in people-oriented leaders (Cotton
et al. 1988; Leana, Locke & Schweiger 1990), finding little evidence for this
distinction (Yukl 1999).

23

A number of studies have attempted to compare the effectiveness of task-oriented and
employee-oriented behaviours. At the individual follower level examination of their
relative impact on leadership outcomes found similar associations between the two
groups of behaviours and organisational commitment, for example (Brown 2003).
However, employee-oriented behaviours have been shown to have a more significant
contribution to the quality of leader–follower relationship, or leader–member
exchange, which, in turn, can be linked to leadership effectiveness (Yukl, O'Donnell
& Taber 2009). At the team performance level a meta-analysis by Burke et al. (2006)
found that task-oriented leadership and employee-oriented behaviours resulted in
similar perceived team effectiveness and team productivity. Employee-oriented
behaviours were also associated with increased team learning.
Additionally, contingency theories reported that effectiveness of task-oriented and
employee-oriented behaviours could depend on the context. Fiedler explained that in
high and low control situations task-oriented leadership may be more effective in
achieving group goals, whilst in moderate control situations employee-oriented
leadership may be optimal (Fiedler 1978). In a similar vein, path–goal theory (House
1971) and situational leadership theory (Hersey & Blanchard 1969) proposed that
subordinates' characteristics and the workplace environment, determined which leader
behaviours would be more effective. For example, a high degree of structure and
clarity of action may reduce the need for a directive, task-oriented leadership style
(Avolio, Kahai & Dodge 2001). Similarly, followers with greater ability to accept
responsibility for their task-related behaviour may require less directive leadership
(Hersey & Blanchard 1969; 1982).
The initial distinction between task-oriented and employee-oriented behaviours did
not include some types of leadership behaviour that have later been shown to
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contribute to leadership effectiveness, including visioning, intellectual stimulation,
risk-taking and external monitoring. These types of behaviours have been defined as
a distinct set of change-oriented leadership behaviours (Yukl, Gordon & Taber 2002).
Transactional and transformational leadership theories
Change-oriented behaviours were first described by transformational and charismatic
theories of leadership (House 1977; Bass 1985; Shamir, House & Arthur 1993; Conger
& Kanungo 1998). These leader behaviours are thought to influence and change the
intrinsic motivation of followers to connect them to group goals.
The nature of change-oriented behaviours can be illustrated through the distinction
between a transactional and a transformational leader. Transactional leadership
focuses on role and task requirements and utilises rewards contingent on performance
to motivate followers to achieve goals. Transactional leaders appeal to followers’ selfinterest to encourage completion of tasks. In contrast, transformational leadership
focuses on followers’ cognitive, emotional and spiritual needs, developing those into
long-term shared objectives. For example, a transformational leader may inspire
followers to help them understand the value of achieving the leadership goal, which
followers then accept as their own. A transformational leader is characterised by
idealised influence (engendering trust, admiration, loyalty and respect), inspirational
motivation (communicating vision and enthusiasm), intellectual stimulation
(encouraging knowledge sharing and innovation) and individualised consideration
(treating followers as individuals rather than as employees).
A related leadership approach, charismatic leadership theory (Weber 1947) is more
follower-centric in that it describes leaders who are seen as extraordinary by followers.
The concept of a leader’s ‘charisma’ is similar to the ‘idealised influence’
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characteristic of transformational leaders. Behaviours of charismatic leaders include
articulating an innovative strategic vision, showing sensitivity to member needs,
displaying unconventional behaviour, taking personal risks, showing sensitivity to the
environment, emphasising ideological aspects of work, communicating high
performance expectations, expressing confidence that subordinates can attain them,
showing self-confidence, modelling exemplary behaviour and emphasising collective
identity (House 1977; Conger & Kanungo 1988; Shamir, House & Arthur 1993;
Kirkpatrick & Locke 1996; Lowe, Kroeck & Sivasubramaniam 1996; Conger &
Kanungo 1998).
Transformational and charismatic leadership theories have firmly planted the focus of
the leadership process on the leader–follower relationship, providing an additional
dimension to the traditional distinction between task-oriented and employee-oriented
leadership styles. By describing the process of change that leaders initiate in followers’
motivation, transformational and charismatic approaches also confirmed the
significance of cognitive and affective mechanisms of leadership influence (Shamir,
House & Arthur 1993; Judge & Bono 2000; Wang & Howell 2012; Boehm &
Baumgaertner 2014), demonstrating the effectiveness of these leadership styles for
follower and team performance (Podsakoff et al. 1990; Shamir, House & Arthur 1993;
Lowe, Kroeck & Sivasubramaniam 1996; Shamir et al. 1998).
At the same time, existing empirical studies of the effectiveness of these leadership
approaches have been criticised for their weakness in distinguishing between
transformational and charismatic leader behaviours, associated with the overlap of
dimensions within the conceptual models themselves, as well as similarity of
constructs with those of other leadership theories. Lack of clear constructs is likely to
underpin the similarity between transformational and charismatic leadership theories
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(Yukl 1999) and the low reliability of findings regarding the effectiveness of
transformational and charismatic leadership, especially in comparison with
transactional leadership (Judge & Piccolo 2004). A number of further leadership
theories evolved from the transformational and charismatic leadership approaches, in
an attempt to describe specific leader characteristics or behaviours that would be
associated with effective transformational leadership (Patterson 2003; Gardner,
Avolio & Walumbwa 2005; Brown & Trevino 2006; Walumbwa et al. 2008).
2.1.3 Morality of leaders
Finally, the position of a leader as a powerful influencer of the attitudes and
behaviours of followers and, eventually, their performance and wellbeing, has
contributed to the debate on the morality of leaders’ motivation. Recent leadership
theories, in particular theories of ethical leadership, focused on the values of a
leader, the role of these values in the relationships between leaders and followers,
and the effectiveness of value-driven leaders (Bass & Steidlmeier 1999; Trevino,
Hartman & Brown 2000; Ciulla 2007; Fry et al. 2011). In particular, these
approaches explored the moral attitudes of the leader, comparing the behaviours and
the effectiveness of leaders who pursue their own goals, sometimes at the expense of
others, with the effectiveness of leaders who are driven to create and achieve
collective goals. This theoretical debate is critical for understanding the potential
effects of altruistic leadership (RQ1b), as well as determining whether leaders’ own
intentions and behaviours or followers’ perceptions of leadership is more important
for altruistic leadership to become effective (RQ2).
Both transformational and charismatic leadership theories are associated with leader
characteristics and behaviours that can influence followers to make significant
personal sacrifices in the interest of the leader’s and organisational mission. There is,
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therefore, a potential for leaders with a ‘dark side’ – but also high charisma – to
manipulate or exploit followers towards the leader’s selfish goals (Rogers & Farsons
1955; Conger & Kanungo 1988). In contrast, leaders’ ability to resist selfish motives
and pursue collective goals represents a particular moral character of leaders, and is
of interest to the current study of altruistic leadership, associated with selfless
motivation and behaviours of leaders.
Several studies reviewed the ‘dark side’ of charismatic leaders, highlighting that
individuals possessing some of the associated traits are also likely to emerge as leaders
due to their motivation to demonstrate competence and a resulting increased perceived
effectiveness (Nevicka et al. 2011). For example, Rosenthal and Pittinsky (2006)
identified a link between charisma and narcissism (preoccupation with own power and
prestige), while Deluga (2001) pointed out the positive association between
Machiavellianism (acceptance of expediency to retain authority), charisma and rated
performance among American political leaders. At the same time, these leaders were
also shown to have a potential negative effect on the follower and organisational
performance through flawed vision, promotion of dependency among followers and
personal identification (O'Connor et al. 1996; Conger & Kanungo 1998). In response
to these findings, recent leadership literature explored the moral character of leaders
(Ciulla 2004; Brown & Trevino 2006; Ciulla 2007), aiming to describe the intentions
and behaviours of leaders that are effective for achievement of leadership goals, but
also pursue and achieve positive outcomes on followers, organisations and society.
Both the transformational and the charismatic leadership debates distinguished
between self-interested leaders and leaders oriented towards the organisation and/or
their followers. House and Howell (1992) conceptually explored the personalities of
charismatic leaders in depth, distinguishing ‘personalised’ and ‘socialised’ leaders
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(following McClelland’s (1970) work on power). The goals of personalised
charismatic leaders are linked to their own interests, while the followers and
organisations are seen as means that can be manipulated to achieve the outcome
desired by the leader. Personalised leaders are likely to have a high need for power,
coupled with low restraint for their motivational impulses, be narcissistic or
Machiavellian, and behave in an authoritarian and self-aggrandising manner (House
& Howell 1992; Choi 2006). For example, they motivate followers to identify with
them personally (rather than with the organisation) to support the leader’s feeling of
own self-worth. They are also more likely to demonstrate dominance and retain power
for themselves, making followers dependent on their authority. In contrast, socialised
charismatic leaders motivate followers to identify with the vision of organisational
goals that serve the interests of the group. Socialised leaders have a high need for
power, like personalised leaders, but also high restraint for motivational impulses,
which makes them likely to be empowering to their followers (House & Howell 1992).
They demonstrate regard for and use established channels of authority to accomplish
their goals (House & Shamir 1993; Choi 2006). Notably, these descriptions of
personalised and socialised leaders conflated leaders’ motivation (pursuit of own or
collective needs) and behaviours (dominance and empowerment), while in theory both
types of motivation can be associated with either type of behaviour (Avolio & Locke
2002; Price 2003).
Leader personality is not the only predictor of the differentiating moral intentions of a
leader. Dasborough and Ashkanasy (2002), for example, stressed the role of follower
perceptions of the intentions of the leader, which have been shown to impact the
quality of the leader–follower relationship (Dienesch & Liden 1986). Followers can
attribute sincere or manipulative intentions to a transformational leader, depending on
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the leader’s and the follower’s mood, the leader’s emotional intelligence and control
over expression of their emotions, the length of the leader–follower relationship, the
consistency in leader behaviours, and even whether the follower is the target of the
behaviour or a bystander observing the leader’s behaviours towards others
(Dasborough & Ashkanasy 2002).
In a different approach Turner et al. (2002) explored the moral reasoning capability of
leaders, comparing individuals at different stages of cognitive development (Kohlberg
1984). They proposed that the lowest stage of cognitive development is associated
with orientation to punishment and obedience, as well as satisfaction of personal needs.
On the other hand, in the highest stage behaviour is based on individually selected
ethical principles that are logical, comprehensive, universal and consistent, such as
justice, reciprocity, equality of human rights and respect for people as individual
entities. Turner et al. (2002) drew similarities between these stages of cognitive moral
development and the personalised and socialised leadership types, arguing that
transformational leaders use the most mature type of moral judgement, making
decisions based on universal principles and the collective good.
Finally, there is a sociocultural dimension to moral values. Schwartz (1994) identified
one of the two dimensions of cultural values as a continuum between ‘selfenhancement’ (associated with the values of hedonism, achievement, and power) and
‘self-transcendence’ (associated with universalism and benevolence). Triandis (1993),
on the basis of years of cross-cultural research, claimed that individualism/
collectivism was one of the most important dimensions of cultural variation with
regard to leadership. In collectivist cultures, a successful leader is expected to be
supportive and oriented towards group goals. In individualist cultures, an ideal leader
is achievement-oriented and pursuing individual goals.
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Conceptually, both self-interested (personalised) and group-oriented (socialised)
leaders can be effective in influencing others. However, there may be differences in
exactly how these leaders become effective, depending on whether they are
characterised by personalised, socialised, or both types of motivation, and the
sustainability of the follower and organisational outcomes that they achieve. Howell
(1988) wrote that ‘by virtue of their overwhelming presence and dominance,
[personalised] leaders can harness the energies of followers to single-mindedly
devote themselves to the cause and to the leader… [speeding up] organisational
revitalisation’. At the same time, because of the nature of the mechanisms that these
leaders use to motivate followers, the positive outcomes achieved by personalised
leaders are unsustainable. Strong personalised identification of followers with the
leader, rather than a shared objective jeopardises the longevity of followers’ positive
performance if the leader leaves or changes direction to pursue own goals, or if the
relationship between the leader and the follower deteriorates (Howell & Shamir 2005).
The high dependency of the followers on the leader can also hamper the development
of these individuals. In contrast, where followers strongly identify with the collective
values communicated by a socialised leader, they are likely to internalise their values
as meaningful and relevant beyond the leader’s influence on them. The impact of
socialised leaders who empower followers to independently pursue such internalised
goals may, therefore, be beneficial both for the long-term interests of the organisations
and for the followers’ moral and professional development (Howell 1988). No
empirical studies were found to support these propositions, although some scholars
have considered contextual factors driving leaders to prioritise their own interests or
the interests of the group (Maner & Mead 2010).
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2.1.4 Summary
Through the evolution of leadership theory, understanding of the leadership process
has become more detailed and sophisticated. First, the shift of the theoretical and
empirical focus from the leader’s own characteristics to followers’ perceptions of
those attributes and behaviours signalled an important additional dimension to
leadership effectiveness. Although some leadership theories continue to explain leader
effectiveness solely through presence of specific personality trait or leadership
behaviours, most contemporary approaches recognise at least the possibility of
multiple mechanisms of leadership influence. This perspective has the potential to
provide a more complete understanding of the way leadership becomes effective,
including both leaders and followers in the picture, linking leader attributes with
followers’ experiences of leadership and their responses to leader influence.
Secondly, the crucial introduction of transformational and charismatic leadership
theories has allowed for a deeper understanding of the type of impact that leaders have
on followers – not simply exchanging stimuli and reactions, but having a transforming
effect on the followers’ understanding of a shared goal and motivation to achieve it.
Transformational leadership is now firmly identified as a desirable leadership style, in
comparison with transactional leadership, as has been shown to contribute to more
sustainable follower and organisational outcomes. However, some critics argued that
descriptions of transformational leader characteristics confuse leader-centric and
follower-centric approaches, describing both follower effects (for example, inspiration
and commitment) and leader attributes or behaviours (for example, intellectual
stimulation) in the same model (van Knippenberg & Sitkin 2013). Therefore,
transformational leadership theory lays the foundation for future studies of possible
precursors of the effect these leaders have on followers, exploring characteristics of
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leaders that enable them to display transformational leadership, distinguishing those
from followers’ experiences of transformational leadership.
Finally, the focus of leadership theory on comparing leaders’ personalised and
socialised need for power has critical relevance to the focus of the current study. The
distinction between personalised and socialised leader motivation, which may lead to
a varying degree of leadership effectiveness, has given rise to a number of leadership
theories focused on studying motivations and behaviours of leaders who pursue
collective, rather than personal goals. The next section reviews and compares these
leadership approaches.
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2.2 Is there evidence for altruism in leadership?
As described above, change-oriented leadership theories conceptually introduced the
idea of a socialised, or other-oriented, leadership motivation as an attribute of an
effective transformational or charismatic leader. Within that group of theories a
number of leadership approaches – reviewed in the current section – have focused on
studying leaders who pursue collective, rather than personal goals, drawing on the
concepts of ‘altruism’ or ‘sacrifice’. These include servant leadership, self-sacrificial
leadership, ethical and spiritual leadership (Conger & Kanungo 1987; Shamir, House
& Arthur 1993; Kanungo & Mendonca 1996; Aronson 2001; Kanungo 2001). The
theories vary greatly in the level of focus (followers, organisation, or society) and the
way they describe leaders’ attributes, with overlaps in constructs between the
approaches (van Dierendonck & Nuijten 2011).
This section argues that the current conceptualisation of altruism in leadership
literature is limited. At the individual level, altruism describes a motivational state that
leads individuals to benefit others despite the personal cost to selves and without an
expectation to be rewarded in return (Batson et al. 1981; Batson 2010; Batson, Ahmad
& Lishner 2011). However, current leadership theories contain little detail on the
motivation and intentions of altruistic leaders. Instead, operationalisations of relevant
leadership constructs mainly describe leaders’ behaviours, reported by followers. The
purpose of this section is to review the descriptions of selfless motivation, sacrificial
behaviours and altruism in current leadership theories, drawing comparisons and
identifying gaps in the existing theory.
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2.2.1 Self-sacrifice in transformational leadership theories
Conger and Kanungo (1987) were among the first to suggest that to become effective
leaders could abandon their own interests (or demonstrate altruism) and pursue
collective goals instead. They wrote that charismatic leaders ‘transform their concern
for followers’ needs into total dedication and commitment to the common cause they
share with followers in a disinterested and selfless manner’ (p.642). On that basis,
they hypothesised that in order to engender trustworthiness, which underpins charisma,
these individuals display behaviours that are perceived by followers to involve
personal risk, cost, or sacrifice of personal energy in achievement of a shared vision
(House 1977; House & Shamir 1993).
Self-sacrificial leadership has been defined by Choi and Mai-Dalton (1998) as ‘the
total/partial abandonment and/or permanent postponement of personal interests,
privileges, or welfare in the division of labour, distribution of rewards and exercise of
power’. Similarly, Yorges, Weiss and Strickland (1999: 428) wrote about selfsacrifice as ‘giving up or loss of something important to an individual’. A number of
studies suggested that leaders’ self-sacrifice can be used as a way of influencing
followers and bringing about positive leadership outcomes. Choi and Mai-Dalton
(1999) showed that followers attributed charisma and legitimacy to leaders exhibiting
self-sacrificial behaviours. Shamir, House and Arthur (1993) also proposed that
charismatic leaders could demonstrate self-sacrificial behaviours to role model similar
behaviours among their followers. Self-sacrifice was found to increase co-operation
(De Cremer & van Knippenberg 2002) and task performance (van Knippenberg &
Hogg 2003) in experimental settings.
Notably, self-sacrificial leadership, like the theory of charismatic leadership, is based
solely on followers’ perceptions of leaders’ self-sacrificing behaviours. Although
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theoretically it discussed leaders’ values and intentions (such as commitment to the
cause and selflessness), the construct of self-sacrificial leadership only included
leaders’ behaviours. Empirical studies of selfless charismatic leaders focused on the
act of giving up self-interest, not on the motivation of the leader to do so, nor the
expectations of a self-sacrificing leader (Choi & Mai-Dalton 1998; Avolio & Locke
2002). Theoretical discussion of self-sacrificial leadership further clarified that when
the beneficiary appears in the picture, the behaviour that prioritises the needs of the
other at the personal cost of a sacrificing leader should be construed as altruistic and
not self-sacrificial, and the theory does not address that type of leadership (Choi &
Mai-Dalton 1998, 1999).
At the same time, self-sacrifice is not necessarily associated with altruism. Bass (1985)
acknowledged that transformational leaders ‘can wear white hats or black hats’,
making a general theoretical distinction between authentic transformational leaders,
who are genuinely concerned with changing the status quo of the organisation for the
common good, and pseudo-transformational leaders, who are concerned with their
own interests but may be demonstrating transformational behaviours to manipulate
followers into achieving their individual goals (Howell & Avolio 1992). Building on
this distinction between the intentions and behaviours of transformational leaders,
Price (2003) conceptually argued that combinations of self-serving/group-serving
motivations and self-serving/group-serving behaviours could lead to four types of
transformational leaders. Two types of leaders represent congruent combinations of
motivation and actions. Authentic transformational leaders are congruent in their
group-serving motivation and group-serving behaviours. Similarly, ‘base’ pseudotransformational leaders hold egoistic values, and their self-oriented behaviours are
consistent with their ethical principles. The latter type most closely corresponds to
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personalised leaders, described by House and Howell (1992). Interestingly, the other
two types of leaders demonstrate behaviours that are inconsistent with their motivation.
‘Incontinent’ pseudo-transformational leaders are described to be motivated by shared
goals, but may find that these values can be insufficient to help them overcome a desire
to act egoistically. Finally, ‘opportunistic’ pseudo-transformational leaders are driven
by self-interest but might be demonstrating concern for the collective good
instrumentally to achieve their own goals (Price 2003: 72). These leadership types
have been outlined at the conceptual level and only one empirical study has been found
to attempt a distinction between the constructs of ‘altruism’ and ‘sacrifice’ in leaders
(Singh & Krishnan 2008).
2.2.2 Servant leadership theory
Servant leadership theory similarly draws on the distinction between selfish and
selfless leaders. It developed the idea of leadership that ‘begins with the natural feeling
one wants to serve, to serve first. Then conscious choice brings one to aspire to lead.
That person is sharply different from one who is leader first’ (Greenleaf 1973).
However, this descriptive conceptualisation of leadership as a need to serve others is
different from the idea of serving the group goal, which (at least conceptually) might
underlie the intentions of self-sacrificing charismatic leaders. Servant leaders are
concerned with the wellbeing of others in its broadest sense, rather than with
organisational outcomes. For example, describing leaders in society, Greenleaf (1973)
proposed that servant leaders consider at all times the effects of their decisions on ‘the
least privileged’, improving outcomes or at least protecting them. Despite these early
theoretical writings, theory of servant leadership in organisational settings has only
recently gained momentum. For example, Spears (2004) described a servant leader in
an organisation as an individual who considers creating value for others to be the
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primary goal of management, and who adopts a holistic approach to work that includes
promoting a sense of community and sharing in decision-making.
Servant leadership theory is the most developed among the approaches that can be
linked to leaders’ altruism and self-sacrifice. Various theoretical discussions have
attempted to define the values, motivation and behaviours of servant leaders, and a
growing number of empirical studies seeks to validate those conceptual propositions
(Spears 1995; Laub 1999; Russell & Gregory Stone 2002; Patterson et al. 2005;
Barbuto & Wheeler 2006). In a systematic review Parris and Peachey (2013) identified
14 different instruments for measuring servant leadership, arguing that the main
challenge for scholars has been the need to connect behaviours, character and moral
intentions of a servant leader in a single model. There are significant overlaps, but also
differences between the existing approaches, highlighting several aspects of servant
leadership that are relevant to understanding altruism.
One of these aspects is the behaviours of servant leaders that aim to benefit another at
the expense of their own interest. Laub (1999: 83), for example, explained that the
essence of servant leadership was in ‘an understanding and practice of leadership that
places the good of those led over the self-interest of the leader’, and included ‘serving
others’ needs before his or her own’ as one of the values of a servant leader. Patterson
(2003) and Patterson et al. (2005) similarly described sacrifice of resources and status
by the servant leader to meet the needs of followers. Barbuto and Wheeler (2006)
pointed to ‘altruistic calling’ with several items describing sacrificial behaviours
(meeting followers’ needs at the expense of one’s own). Finally, Liden et al. (2008)
included ‘putting subordinates first’ as one of the dimensions of servant leadership.
The four descriptive items associated with this construct included sacrifice of interests
to meet followers’ needs, but also making followers’ jobs easier. Similar to self38

sacrificial leadership theory, servant leadership constructs are limited to describing
leaders’ behaviours, and are not explicit whether the sacrifice is truly selfless, or
whether servant leaders may receive direct or indirect benefits from the act of selfsacrifice.
Another relevant aspect of servant leadership is the source of the leader’s selflessness,
which may originate from the sense of duty experienced by the leader, or from the
leader’s empathic concern for others. For example, Spears (1998), Patterson (2003),
and (Barbuto & Wheeler 2006) discussed the character of the servant leader, although
they did not clearly attribute it to either a moral or a psychological source. In a 10item description of servant leadership Spears (1995) suggested the importance of
empathy: striving to accept and understand others, never rejecting them, but
sometimes refusing to recognise their performance as good enough. Patterson (2003)
wrote that servant leadership begins with agapao love, which encourages humility and
altruism, involves doing the right thing at the right time and for the right reason, acting
on a sense of duty. However, she also included concern for the wellbeing of followers,
which may describe a type of empathic concern. Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) referred
to altruistic calling as ‘a leader’s deep-rooted desire to make a positive difference in
others’ lives’. In the most recent operationalisation, Liden et al. (2008) named
emotional healing (the act of showing sensitivity to others' personal concerns), once
again potentially linked to empathy. Other descriptions of servant leadership (not
explicitly related to altruism) specified additional leaders’ beliefs and moral values,
for example, about the role of organisations in society.
There are few studies of the effectiveness of servant leadership and the mechanisms
of influence of servant leaders on followers, but comparing the evidence is further
complicated by differences in the instruments used to measure servant leadership.
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Unlike the focus of transformational leaders on organisational objectives, the purpose
of servant leaders has been primarily described as service to followers. The followers
are then trusted to contribute to organisational objectives (Stone, Russell & Patterson
2004). The mechanisms of servant leader influence include satisfaction of followers’
needs, as well as development of ‘a trusting, fair, collaborative and helping culture
that can result in greater individual and organisational effectiveness’ by servant
leaders (Parris & Peachey 2013: 387). Identifying specific outcomes of servant
leadership, Liden et al. (2008) found correlations between ‘helping followers grow
and succeed’ (described as demonstrating genuine concern) and community
citizenship behaviour and organisational commitment. In addition, studies of teams
linked servant leadership with team potency and subsequent team organisational
citizenship behaviour (Hu & Liden 2011).
While servant leadership theory occasionally connects motivation to serve with
sacrificial behaviours, only some of the instruments specifically refer to a leader
giving up own interests for the benefit of followers (Barbuto & Wheeler 2006). In
turn, those measures do not simultaneously include descriptions of a leader’s reason
to sacrifice. More recent studies have started to examine antecedents of servant
leadership, expressed in leaders’ intentions and measured through leaders’ selfratings, into models of servant leadership effectiveness, although finding
discrepancies between leaders’ own accounts of their servant leadership ideology and
followers’ perceptions of their leaders’ style (Barbuto, Gottfredson & Searle 2014).
2.2.3 Ethical leadership theory
Ethical leadership theory describes leaders who make decisions that meet the societal
ethical norms and promote similar ethical behaviours in their followers, and highlights
what such leaders should do (Trevino, Hartman & Brown 2000; Trevino, Brown &
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Hartman 2003; Brown, Treviño & Harrison 2005; Brown & Trevino 2006). Scholars
acknowledged the virtuous character of ethical leaders, recognising them as fair and
principled, caring about people and the broader society, and behaving ethically both
in their personal and professional lives. In contrast to transformational/charismatic
leadership theories that focus on organisational objectives, and servant leadership that
focuses on the needs of followers, ethical leadership theory is based on the disposition
of a leader to ‘do the right thing’ for all of the stakeholders.
Kanungo and Mendonca (1996) pointed to altruistic intent as a core motive of ethical
leaders. Ethical leaders pursue goals and objectives that benefit the organisation, its
members, other stakeholders and society at large. In order to behave in a just manner,
the leader must take into consideration the demands of the various stakeholders, the
social context or situation and the moral consequences or outcomes of a decision.
Some stakeholders (including the leader) may have to sacrifice their interests, if an
ethical decision requires them to do so. However, in contrast to the previous theories
describing leaders acting in the interest of others, ethical leaders self-sacrifice because
their moral motives, rather than emotional concern with the needs of followers
(Trevino, Hartman & Brown 2000). A measure of ethical leadership has been
operationalised by Brown, Treviño and Harrison (2005) with only one of the ten items
relevant to understanding altruistic motivation, describing a leader that ‘has the best
interests of employees in mind’, with the rest of the items describing leaders’
behaviours.
Looking at the mechanisms of leadership effectiveness, ethical leaders influence
followers through role-modelling behaviours, as well as through contributing to and
developing followers’ beliefs about morality. Ethical leadership is defined as ‘the
demonstration of normatively appropriate conduct through personal actions and
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interpersonal relationships, and the promotion of such conduct to followers through
two-way communication, reinforcement and decision-making’ (Brown, Treviño &
Harrison 2005: 120). Very few empirical studies of ethical leadership exist, pointing
at the links between senior-level ethical leadership and group organisational
citizenship and deviant behaviours, followers’ voice behaviours, job satisfaction and
affective commitment to the organisation, affective and cognitive trust (Mayer et al.
2009; Neubert et al. 2009; Walumbwa & Schaubroeck 2009; Newman et al. 2014).
Focusing particularly on the antecedents and consequences of ethical leadership
Mayer et al. (2012) found support both for role-modelling the impact of ethical leaders
on followers’ own ethical conduct, and for the leader’s ability to impact followers’
self-concept, similar to change-oriented leadership theories.
Ethical leadership is not a particularly well-developed leadership theory, with the
distinctiveness of this leadership style not yet fully established (Lawton & Páez 2014).
The theory is helpful for clearly positioning the role of the moral intent and character
of a leader, but the conceptual propositions of such motivations have not yet been fully
operationalised by the approach. References to altruism within the ethical leadership
literature, nevertheless, suggest that at least conceptually it is being considered as part
of the ethical leadership construct.
2.2.4 Spiritual leadership theory
Fry’s theory of spiritual leadership links leaders’ values, attitudes and beliefs with the
fulfilment of followers’ need for ‘spiritual survival’, which involves the need to make
a difference and the need for belongingness (Fry 2003). A spiritual leader provides
followers with paths to find ways in which they can connect to others and contribute
to the group goals in a meaningful way that, in turn, leads to the achievement of
organisational outcomes. This represents an additional dimension to other theories
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described above through a focus on organisational environment as a whole, rather than
on individuals within organisations.
Spiritual leadership theory refers to ‘altruistic love’ between the leader and the
followers, expressed as a ‘genuine care, concern, and appreciation for both self and
others’, which gives followers a sense of membership (Fry 2003). As with servant
leadership theory, it appears that the motivation of a spiritual leader is an internalised
sense of mission that translates into morally conditioned behaviours towards others
(Sendjaya, Sarros & Santora 2008). The mechanisms of effectiveness of spiritual
leadership are associated with both individual qualities (honesty, integrity) and
behaviours (showing respect and concern). However, in contrast to ethical leadership
that builds on followers’ cognitive appreciation of the leader’s values, spiritual
leadership appeals to followers’ emotional needs. Spiritual leaders emphasise a sense
of meaning at work and focus on organisational values that allow for a feeling of
transcendence and a feeling of connectedness to others (Pawar 2008). According to
Fry and Slocum (2008), the vision created by spiritual leaders contributes to followers’
experiences of a sense of calling and a culture that helps to intrinsically motivate both
the leader and the followers. Operationalising the construct of spiritual leadership,
Sendjaya (2007) described leaders driven by a sense of a higher calling (an indicator
of values or motivation), who promote values that transcend self-interest and material
success (a behavioural indicator).
Spiritual leadership theory is another approach that is not well enough developed to
contribute significantly to the understanding of altruism and sacrifice in this study.
Empirical exploration of the nature of spiritual leadership is limited, although gaining
traction in Asia (Ali & Ali 2011; Chen & Yang 2012; Jeon et al. 2013). However, the
focus of the theory on the attributes of leaders necessary to deploy emotional
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mechanisms of followers’ response and motivate followers intrinsically, is relevant
for understanding the effectiveness of altruistic and sacrificial leaders. In addition, the
introduction of organisational culture as a medium for ‘altruistic love’ provides
another dimension for exploring altruism at a group, rather than individual level.
2.2.5 Summary
This section presented an analysis of the existing conceptual and empirical evidence
for altruism in the current leadership literature, highlighting discrepancies and lack of
detail in how the construct of altruistic leadership is described.
Table 1 below summarises the evidence presented by the leadership theories against
several components of altruism (expectation to benefit others; motivation to help
another despite the cost to self; and acts of self-sacrifice), drawing on the review of
the leadership theories in this section. The evidence points to the differences in how
the leader’s expectation to benefit others is conceptualised, as well as to the lack of
empirical links made between leaders’ self-sacrificial behaviours and their reasons to
sacrifice. To enhance understanding of altruistic leadership, the next section draws on
social science literature on altruism in order to introduce the clarity of definition
around this construct into the leadership literature.
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Table 1. Presence of elements of altruism in the leadership theories under review
Expectation to benefit
others

Leader motivation to
self-sacrifice

Expectation of
costs and
benefits to self

Acts of sacrifice

Mechanisms of
leaders’ impact on
followers

Measurement

Transformati
onal and
charismatic
leadership

Leaders commit to a
shared (organisational)
purpose.

Not examined.

Charismatic
leaders sacrifice
with the purpose
of enhancing
their charisma.

Self-sacrificial behaviours
described as abandonment
or postponement of
personal interests,
privileges, or welfare.

Followers perceive
a sacrificing leader
as legitimate and
charismatic, and
reciprocate.

Leaders’ self-sacrificial
behaviours, reported by
followers.

Servant
leadership

Leaders’ primary
purpose is to benefit
followers.

Approaches describe
either moral duty
(doing the right thing)
or empathy as leader
attributes, although not
directly linking those to
acts of sacrifice.

Not examined

Describes leaders who
meet followers’ needs at
the expense of their own.
Only some instruments
include descriptors of
sacrificial behaviours.

Followers recognise
the leader’s service
and reciprocate by
contributing to
organisational
objectives.

Leaders’ behaviours
and beliefs, reported by
followers.

Ethical
leadership

Leaders care about the
organisation, as well as
its members and society,
making situational
choices based on ethical
principles.

Moral duty

Not examined

Not examined as part of
the model. Leaders may
have to sacrifice if that is
required by their
assessment of the possible
courses of action.

Followers develop a
sense of identity
with the leader
modelling ethical
behaviours.

Leaders’ behaviours
and intentions, reported
by followers.

Spiritual
leadership

Describes leaders whose
primary purpose is to
create an environment
that benefits followers.

Not examined.

Not examined.

Not examined.

Followers
reciprocate leaders’
commitment to
them and the
organisation.

Leaders’ behaviours
and values/motivation
reported by followers.
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2.3 What is altruism?
The previous sections argued that a clearer definition of altruism and its components
could build a foundation for a better understanding of altruistic leadership and acts of
sacrifice by leaders. Several issues with the current conceptualisation of leader
altruism have been identified, and this section aims to bring clarity to the concept by
introducing the construct of altruism as described by the social science literature. First,
this section examines the components of altruism, demonstrating that it does not
simply equate to unselfishness, as assumed by leadership theories. Secondly, the
review considers the motivation for altruism, reviewing both moral and psychological
approaches to altruism with the purpose of evidencing a model of altruistic motivation,
which can then be used in developing a construct of altruistic leadership.
2.3.1 Clarifying the construct of altruism
Social science literature describes altruism as a motivational state that leads
individuals to benefit others, despite the personal cost to selves and without an
expectation to be rewarded in return. It is distinct from another form of helping others
– prosocial behaviour – which equally involves an act of benefiting another, but does
not explore the associated motivational states, nor necessarily involve personal costs
to the benefactor. In contrast to altruism, prosocial behaviour can be associated with
such acts of helping that are committed with an expectation of a reciprocated benefit
(Batson et al. 1986; Eisenberg 1986; Batson & Powell 2003; Batson 2011).
Altruism was first empirically studied by the ‘biological altruism’ literature (within
evolutionary psychology theory), which examined acts of self-sacrifice for the benefit
of another within the same species and between species. While self-interest is essential
for survival (Midgley 2010), evolutionary approaches to altruism point out that the
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purpose of the survival of the species takes precedence over the survival of an
individual organism, which may explain individuals’ desire to enhance the fitness of
relatives (kin), particularly offspring (Hamilton 1964; Wilson & Sober 1994). In
addition, Trivers (1971) suggested that natural selection favours self-sacrifice even
between non-related individuals, because of the long-term benefit to the species. For
example, animals were shown to give away personal resources if they had an abundant
supply of the resource needed by the recipient, or if the beneficiary was efficient at
using the aid, therefore favouring the traits necessary for the survival of the species.
However, although these evolutionary approaches to altruism made a contribution
towards describing sacrificial behaviours, they focused primarily on reproductive
fitness and assumed fairly extreme forms of sacrifice (such as sacrifice of life), which
is not relevant for the purpose of the current study. Moreover, evolutionary theories
of altruism did not focus on the motivation to sacrifice, but only on the costs and
benefits within the sacrificial act.
Crucially, other streams within the altruism literature have for some time been
concerned with exploring the reasons why individuals bear costs to self in order to
help others. Normative and psychological theories of altruism emerged in response to
the claims that egoism is the sole motive underlying human behaviour, where egoistic
individuals have been described as pursuing satisfaction of their own interests through
engaging only in such actions that maximise utility to their own welfare (Porter 1981;
Williamson 1989; Jensen 1994). Although it is empirically impossible to provide
evidence for all human motivation to be egoistic (Batson & Shaw 1991), social
exchange theory in particular argued for the rational motivation underpinning acts of
self-sacrifice (Homans 1958; Gouldner 1960; Blau 1964), modelling exchanges of
costs and benefits in laboratory experiments. For example, Milinski, Semmann and
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Krambeck (2002) showed that individual decisions about investment in public goods
depend on whether the decision-maker expects their decision to be known or unknown.
In their experiment, expectation of being recognised motivated players to uphold their
reputation and make investment in public goods, whilst anonymous decisions resulted
in the absence of contributions. Another classic example is Prisoner’s Dilemma game
theory, which described an interaction of two actors making individual decisions to
cooperate or not to cooperate with another (Poundstone 1992). If only one decided to
collaborate, such decision maximised the outcomes for the second individual, thus
incentivising both to opt out of collaborating and suffer negative consequences. Over
time, however, these actors learned that mutual collaboration could bring both of them
considerable benefits. Friedland (1990) drew on the example of n-player Prisoner’s
Dilemma to establish that in games with an infinite number of players, or those with
an infinite number of games, a ‘tit-for-tat’ strategy emerged as a result of players
learning from each other’s behaviours. Following systematic reciprocation of
competitive and cooperative behaviours, the players established that although they
may not win outright, cooperative behaviour would substantially reduce the chance of
their personal loss in the long run (Fletcher & Zwick 2007).
Other approaches to altruism challenged egoistic theory of human motivation, arguing
that ‘people sometimes care about the welfare of others as an end in itself’ Sober and
Wilson (1999: 228, own emphasis). Although this claim did not deny that humans
could be egoistic, examination of individual moral and emotional needs suggested that
some helping behaviours occurred without an expectation of a return favour to the
benefactors (Charness & Haruvy 2002; Arrondel & Masson 2006). By introducing the
question of motivation into the debate on acts of self-sacrifice, normative and
psychological theories of altruism succeeded in identifying such individual desires to
48

benefit another, which did not simultaneously pursue self-interest. Batson additionally
provided that altruism is specifically oriented towards others, and not towards a group
that includes the benefactor, as in pursuing collective goals the benefactor may be led
by the desire to achieve own goals as part of the group’s success (Batson et al. 1981;
Batson 2010; 2011; Batson, Ahmad & Lishner 2011). ‘True’ altruism represents only
such sacrificial behaviours that are underpinned by both an expectation to benefit
another and an expectation of cost to self that is not reciprocated. Although egoistic
individuals can similarly engage in actions that benefit others, they do so with an
underlying expectation of an ultimate reward to self, like in the Prisoner’s Dilemma
game (Maner & Mead 2010).
Two groups of theories on altruistic motivation are available, viewing altruism either
as a morally conditioned act or as a psychological state (Batson 2010). The first group
of theories, grounded in ethics, evaluated the societal reasons for an individual to
behave selflessly. Some of these theories viewed altruistic behaviour as a result of
rational moral reasoning, arguing, for example, that sacrificing individuals may act
from the position of justice or a sense of duty to others (Folger et al. 2001; Peterson et
al. 2003; Rocha & Ghoshal 2006). The second group of theories placed the source of
altruism at the level of individual affective state. Most notably, Batson (2010)
proposed that ‘genuine’ altruism requires the benefactor to act without an expectation
of a return benefit, and such behaviour is based on the empathic concern experienced
as a result of witnessing the suffering of others. The following sub-sections review the
construct of altruism from these two viewpoints in more detail.
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2.3.2 Normative approaches to altruistic motivation
Normative theories critiqued the assumption of universality of egoism as a human
motive, arguing that all decisions made by individuals about their course of action
exist in a societal context. Therefore, the norms and values of the society in which
individuals live may regulate conduct and require people to sometimes abandon selfinterest. Normative ethical systems can generally be broken down into three
categories: deontological, utilitarian and virtue ethics. The first two focus on the
morality of actions that a person performs, while virtue ethics consider the character
of the person performing the actions.
Aristotelian ethical theory placed less emphasis on the rules that people should follow,
and instead describes a set of virtues – positive characteristics of one’s character – that
individuals should look to develop and demonstrate in order to live meaningful lives.
Moral decisions are made by considering what a ‘decent’, or the best kind of person
would do in a particular situation (Rocha & Ghoshal 2006). Plato and Aristotle were
the first to emphasise a particular virtue of justice, which involved a disposition of
individuals to respect the interests of others (their fellow citizens). While an
implication might be drawn that a just person behaves altruistically, the Aristotelian
virtue of justice did not actually distinguish between self-interest and the interests of
others, as in his view self-interest was for the most part identical to the larger interests
of the group and was expressed in pursuit of happiness. Collective happiness meant
happiness of each particular individual, and vice versa (Ross & Brown 2009). In this
conceptualisation altruism did not require self-sacrifice in the same sense as we
understand today, but instead represented a different view of oneself, where
individuals’ own interests do not exist separately from the interests of others and/or
community.
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Contrary to the virtue-based theory of altruism, utilitarian theories are concerned with
the outcomes of actions, judging right and wrong behaviours depending on the types
of outcomes to which the behaviour leads (Collard 1975; Jones-Lee 1991; Kanungo
2001). One example of this perspective is the rule ‘treat others in the way you would
like to be treated yourself’. From this point of view, altruistic individuals might choose
to take self-sacrificial actions only because they would want to be treated in the same
way in return. Clearly, this approach is inconsistent with the definition of ‘altruism’,
where selfless acts must not bear an expectation of reciprocated benefits.
Finally, deontological theories do distinguish between self-interested and altruistic
behaviours. These theories are concerned with describing actions that are ‘right’ and
‘wrong’ based on fulfilling promises and contracts, or rectifying past wrongdoings.
While early social contract theories argued for the primacy of self-interest of
individuals entering the contract, which prevented the expression of self-interest and
imposed responsibilities, David Hume proposed that people are universally
benevolent, experiencing compassion for others in need and demonstrating selfless
acts of generosity or kindness (Monroe 1996; Batson 2014). Agreeing that
benevolence of individuals is limited, Hume viewed justice as a social mechanism,
ensuring that members of a society collectively share the values of benevolence,
compassion and generosity as duties to one another. The term ‘altruism’ itself was
coined by Auguste Comte to describe a moral obligation to renounce self-interest and
live for others. Comte (1883) said, in The Catechism of Positive Religion, that:
‘[The] social point of view cannot tolerate the notion of rights, for such notion
rests on individualism. We are born under a load of obligations of every kind,
to our predecessors, to our successors, to our contemporaries. After our birth
these obligations increase or accumulate, for it is some time before we can
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return any service.... This [‘to live for others’], the definitive formula of human
morality, gives a direct sanction exclusively to our instincts of benevolence,
the common source of happiness and duty. [Man must serve] Humanity, whose
we are entirely’.
Despite leading to the first definition of the term ‘altruism’, Comtean description of
the construct has been criticised as too absolute and idealistic. Empirical validation of
altruism as an absolute value is likely to face similar challenges to the theory of egoism
as a sole human motive.
Although these philosophical theories of the moral motivation to altruism are largely
conceptual, there is some evidence to support the presence of fundamental universal
values that guide at least some individual decisions about ‘right’ and ‘wrong’
behaviour. Most notably, Schwartz (1994) identified two types of values relevant to
altruism. Benevolence values originate from the need for affiliation and effective
group functioning and emphasise voluntary concern for others’ welfare (Kluckhohn
1951; Maslow 1965). While not necessarily prescribing self-sacrifice, benevolence
can be considered as conflicting with another universal value of hedonism, originating
from the need to seek pleasure for oneself (Schwartz 2006). The relative importance
of these values depends on the cultural context, the circumstances in which individuals
are making decisions about their behaviours, and the degree of moral development of
an individual. Some empirical evidence suggested, for example, that individuals were
willing to sacrifice their financial self-interest, even when there were no material or
symbolic benefits, basing their actions upon an internalised sense of duty to uphold
moral norms, or a sense of social responsibility. In one widely cited and replicated
experiment, decision-makers responsible for distributing payouts to the participants of
a game chose to reward participants who played more fairly with greater payouts and
52

‘punish’ the unfair players with lower payouts, supposedly based on internalised moral
norms (Kahneman, Knetsch & Thaler 1986; Turillo et al. 2002; Cropanzano, Goldman
& Folger 2005). Other scholars (see, for example, Friedland 1990) challenged this
interpretation, arguing that similar outcomes could be promoted by rationally
motivated decision-makers, noting in particular that other-oriented decisions could be
moderated by how publicly visible those decisions are (Milinski, Semmann &
Krambeck 2002).
The mechanism underpinning moral altruistic motivation is largely cognitive.
Internalisation of moral norms was explored in theories of social learning (Bandura
1977; Piaget 1997), which presumed that children learn within the social context via
observing and modelling behaviour. Cialdini, Baumann and Kenrick (1981),
following on from Kohlberg’s (1963; 1984) theory, described the adoption of moral
norms as occurring in three stages; when children behaved prosocially, being
motivated at first by external material rewards and punishments, later by both material
and social rewards and punishments (both representing an egoistic motive), and only
in adolescence by internalised norms of conduct. Similarly, Arjoon (2008) stated that
ethical virtues develop over time through the experience of concrete situations and
circumstances. Individuals in a society begin acting ethically by pursuing their selfinterest in gaining social approval (or avoiding social disapproval) of their actions
(Kulshreshtha 2005; Hoogervorst, De Cremer & van Dijke 2010). Situational
regularity reinforces the development of virtues so that they become automated
(Arjoon 2008).
Batson (2010; 2011; 2014) criticised the claim that a sense of duty underpinned ‘true’
altruism. He argued that, due to the lack of empirical evidence, it was premature to
conclude that the desire to uphold a moral principle did not have an instrumental goal
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of achieving some form of self-benefit, like appearing to be a good person or avoiding
shame or guilt. Evidence of moral rationalisation – using situational factors to decide
when the moral principles apply and when they can be compromised (Bandura 1977;
Bersoff 1999) – suggested that cognitive reasons to self-sacrifice were not strong
enough to counteract the desire to benefit oneself in some circumstances. In contrast,
psychological theories of altruism considered altruistic behaviours to be a reaction
originating from the individual’s emotional state.
2.3.3 Psychological theories of altruistic motivation
The empathy-based theory of altruism, developed by Batson, proposed that
individuals helped others because they found it upsetting to see others in distress or
need (Batson et al. 1981; Batson 2010; 2011). They acted on this distress regardless
of any possibility of a reward in return and despite costs to themselves. Batson (2010)
argued that theories of the moral motivation for altruism started from the assumption
of egoism as the only human motivation, and looked primarily for reasons why
individuals would choose to sacrifice self-interest against their egoistic nature. In
contrast, empathy-based altruism represents a non-egoistic motive. Instead of relying
on external (societal) conditioning and rewards (such as satisfied need for approval),
it originates internally as a result of experiencing concern for others. Two explanations
– cognitive and emotion-based – are available to support the presence of empathy as
a motivation for acting altruistically.
From the cognitive point of view, Parker and Axtell (2001) described perspectivetaking as a cognitive process in which individuals adopted the viewpoints of others in
order to understand their preferences, values and needs. At the group level, this process
was more likely to take place towards those with whom they identified, based on
perceived similarity, or the so-called ‘in-group’ (Hornstein 1978; Clark & Mills 1979;
54

Tajfel & Turner 1979). For example, Sime (1983) reported that when people fled a
burning building, they were more likely to stay together if they were related. Piliavin
et al.’s (1981) bystander intervention experiment in the New York subway showed
that individuals were more likely to help people who they perceived to be similar to
them. Madsen et al. (2007) studied the theory in the UK and South Africa by asking
participants to perform a physically uncomfortable task in order to make a small
amount of money for relatives of varying closeness, and found that participants were
more willing to suffer for the benefit of the closest relatives.
On the other hand, emotional empathy theories are based on the evidence for
neurological processes that require individuals to engage in helping behaviours in
order to reduce the emotional tension arising from the feelings of sympathy and
compassion towards others (Batson 1991). These feelings were shown to be associated
with experience of emotional distress, which could best be alleviated by helping the
victim. When the victim showed visible signs of relief or joy after being helped, the
helper could actually feel their own emotional distress replaced by empathic joy.
Having experienced empathic joy, he or she was likely to be subsequently motivated
to help others regularly in order to experience the same feeling again (Hoffman 1981).
Within this stream of thought Hoffmann (1981) was first to argue that altruism is at
least in part, genetically embedded in human nature.
The mechanisms underpinning empathic motivation in humans, however, exposed
empathy-based theory of altruism to criticism. According to the theory, the motivation
for acts of self-sacrifice may be the benefactor’s need to gain a good feeling, to avoid
guilt, or to reduce their aversive arousal caused by witnessing another’s suffering
(Cialdini & Kenrick 1976; Batson et al. 1986; Batson 1991; Carlo et al. 2009; Batson
2011). Critics argued that empathic benefactors were, therefore, rewarded for the acts
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of sacrifice through experiencing a reduction in the emotional distress that led to a
sacrificial act. This implied that the action itself was motivated by self-gain, and
reinforced the view that humans were egoistic by nature (Midgley 2010). In a counterargument Batson (2010) clarified that it was possible for the benefactor to obtain an
intrinsic reward as a result of helping behaviour, but this reward, expressed as a
reduction in emotional distress, was unintended by the benefactor and was not the
reason why the sacrificial behaviour was initiated. The satisfied feeling following the
act of helping did not necessarily mean that an individual initially acted in order to
gain that feeling, and altruistic behaviour was still benevolent, not selfish.
Multiple empirical studies have been conducted to distinguish altruism from acts of
sacrifice made with an expectation of a return to self. During one early experiment
(Batson et al. 1981), participants observed a young woman receive electric shocks,
and were given a chance to intervene by taking the remaining shocks themselves. The
types of emotions experienced in the process were measured through a self-report
questionnaire. The results of the experiment showed that participants choosing
emotions describing empathic concern (compassion, concern) were more likely to help
the woman, compared to those who chose emptions describing personal distress
(shock, disgust, fear). In a different design, Toi and Batson (1982) manipulated levels
of empathy by asking students to listen to a taped interview with another student who
had ostensibly broken both legs in an accident and was behind in classes. The
researchers controlled for the empathic vs non-empathic response among the
participants by instructions given to them, as well as the costs to the participant of
helping, measuring the likelihood of the participant to respond to a request to help the
injured student catch up in class. As the empathy–altruism hypothesis predicted,
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people in the high empathy condition helped regardless of cost, while those in the low
empathy condition helped only if the cost of not helping was high.
2.3.4 Summary
This section reviewed the construct of altruism as described by the social science
literature, highlighting three important aspects of altruism. First, motivation to help
others and self-sacrificial behaviours are not necessarily linked: individuals can help
others to pursue self-interest, or help others but not incur personal costs. Secondly,
altruism specifically involves an expectation of loss to the benefactor and is not
motivated by an expectation of a reward in return. Finally, empirical evidence supports
the empathy-based theory of altruistic motivation, showing that individuals are likely
to self-sacrifice to help others in need.
2.4 Integration of theory and research questions
This chapter aimed to inform the current research with a review of the literatures on
leadership and altruism. It opened with a brief review of the current literature on
leadership, explaining why ‘altruism’ emerged as an area of interest among leadership
scholars. The current conceptualisations of the altruism construct were then analysed
and compared to the description of the construct in the social science literature.
While transformational, servant, ethical, and spiritual leadership theories either
directly refer to or imply altruism as a leader attribute, there are discrepancies in these
conceptualisations. On the one hand, there is sufficient agreement that
transformational, servant, ethical, and spiritual leaders pursue the interests of others
(Greenleaf 1977; Bass 1998; Fry 2003; Trevino & Brown 2005). However, these
theories have different interpretations of why leaders act in the interests of others, and
say little about the potential direct and indirect benefits of self-sacrifice to the leader.
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At the same time, transformational leaders focusing on the organisational goals are
likely to experience advantages of collective success. Similarly, servant and spiritual
leaders, who support the needs of their followers, could rationally expect the followers
to contribute to organisational objectives in return (Stone, Russell & Patterson 2004).
None of the existing leadership theories explicitly identify the leader’s expectation to
bear the costs of self-sacrifice. In contrast, social science literature specifies that
altruism is different from other forms of prosocial or helping behaviours, as it involves
an expected cost to the benefactor. Although some intrinsic rewards may be achieved
after the act of self-sacrifice, these are not actively pursued by the altruistic individual
(Batson 2011).
Furthermore, leadership theory provides little empirical evidence on the reasons why
leaders may choose to sacrifice personal interests to benefit others. Theoretically, the
existing approaches primarily explored the moral intentions of sacrificing leaders,
contrasting them with leaders who pursue their own interests. But, descriptors of these
motives and values are not included in the instruments that measure servant, ethical
and spiritual leadership, perhaps as a result of methodological difficulties in assessing
leader morality. At the same time, the literature on altruism offers a possible
alternative explanation of leaders’ desire to self-sacrifice. It argues that motivation to
help others at the expense of own interests is associated with emotional experience of
empathic concern, offering empirical evidence in support of empathy-based altruism.
The link between emotional experiences of leaders and their self-sacrificial behaviours
is missing from the existing leadership theories that include the concept of altruism.
This thesis argues that the understanding of altruistic leadership can be enhanced by
examining the intentions and expectations of self-sacrificing leaders, in addition to
their behaviours. First, it aims to detail the nature of altruistic leadership, by describing
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the expectations and intentions of leaders who act in the interest of others, in addition
to the behaviours they demonstrate. It will also examine the effects of such leadership,
in order to establish which of these attributes assist in distinguishing between altruistic
and non-altruistic leaders. The first set of research questions is:
o RQ1a. What is altruistic leadership? How is it similar to or different
from related constructs among leadership styles?
o RQ1b. How do followers’ perceptions of altruistic leadership
effectiveness compare with followers’ perceptions of non-altruistic
leadership effectiveness?
In addition, operationalisations of leadership styles associated with altruism focus
mainly on describing self-sacrificial behaviours, not accounting for potential
differences in leaders’ intentions and expectations. While some measures include
indictors that could be describing the moral and emotional underpinnings of leaders’
concern for others, these are presented as general leadership attributes (such as moral
character or emotional intelligence), rather than specific antecedents of a selfsacrificial act. Partially, this is due to the reliance of the existing instruments on
followers’ perceptions of altruism in leadership, rather than leaders’ own accounts of
leaders’ intentions. Indeed, followers may be unaware of leaders’ true intentions and
expectations, and so follower-based measures are only able to collect data on the
visible attributes of altruism. It appears that adding leaders’ own perspective to
understand the reasons for acting in the interests of others could assist in exploring the
motivational basis of altruistic leadership. In its empirical part this thesis research will
collect and compare the leaders and followers’ descriptions of altruistic leadership,
and examine the differences in the effects of altruistic leadership between groups of
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leaders with congruent and incongruent leader-follower ratings. The second research
question is:
o RQ2. Are congruent leader–follower ratings of altruistic leadership
associated with more positive follower outcomes than incongruent
leader–follower ratings?
The next chapter with present and discuss the research strategy and methods chosen
for answering these research questions.
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Chapter 3. Methodology
This chapter explains the choice of research approach and methods for examining the
nature and effects of altruistic leadership. The approach and methods were designed
to answer three research questions:
o RQ1a. What is altruistic leadership? How is it similar to or different
from related constructs among leadership styles?
o RQ1b. How do followers’ perceptions of altruistic leadership
effectiveness compare with followers’ perceptions of non-altruistic
leadership effectiveness?
o RQ2. Are congruent leader-follower ratings of altruistic leadership
associated with more positive of follower outcomes, than incongruent
leader-follower ratings?

First, the research philosophy is discussed through a comparison of ontological and
epistemological perspectives (Section 3.1). These represent contrasting beliefs of
researchers on the nature of scientific knowledge and, in particular, the appropriate
ways of eliciting new knowledge. By reviewing the two approaches, I find that both
are applicable for the current study, but each is useful at a different stage of the
investigation. I therefore outline the rationale for a ‘pragmatic’ approach combining
the two perspectives.
Section 3.2 presents the research strategy, or the logic of answering the research
questions in accordance with the research philosophy, and the precise methods that
support this strategy. The methods include a sequence of an exploratory study,
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interviews based on the critical incident technique, and a survey of leaders and their
followers. The advantages of these methods and recommendations for their
application are discussed in sections 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5. In this chapter I focus on the
general approach and suitability of each of the methods, while the exact procedures
relevant to the current study are discussed in more detail in the subsequent chapters
(4, 5 and 6).
Finally, section 3.6 summarises the challenges of sampling when conducting studies
of leadership, and provides the justification for the approach chosen in this paper. Here
I draw on the existing approaches to studying altruism and leadership, comparing the
advantages and disadvantages of different sampling strategies. For example, as
alluded to in the previous chapter, leadership has been conceptualised at various levels,
including leader-centric, follower-centric, and dyad-centric approaches, each
requiring a slightly different subject group. While follower-centric approaches often
measure leadership on samples of followers, dyadic theories compare the accounts of
leaders and followers to assess the ways in which the two interact. The choice of the
sample in the current study is conditioned by the research methods, but with a degree
of pragmatism in accessing research participants. Section 3.7 concludes the chapter
with a summary of the chosen methodological approach.
3.1 Research philosophy and approach
The approach chosen to answer the research questions must follow a selected research
paradigm, encompassing ontology, epistemology and methodology, so as to relate the
interpretation of the findings to the larger body of scientific knowledge (Kuhn 1962).
Ontology is a philosophical study of the fundamental beliefs about reality and the
nature of being, while epistemology is concerned specifically with the nature of
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knowledge in a particular ontological reality. Then the choice of methodology – the
appropriate ways in which new knowledge is acquired – stems from ontological and
epistemological beliefs. For example, if knowledge is believed to be objective
(governed by the laws of nature), then discovering it with subjective methods, such as
individual interpretations of reality, would be inappropriate (Bryman 2003). Attention
to the choice of research paradigm is, therefore, critical to selecting suitable methods
and designing studies that are relevant to and capable of enhancing the existing body
of knowledge.
There are two polar paradigms that define methodological approaches to research in
social science (Guba & Lincoln 1994; Collis & Hussey 2013). The positivist view of
the world suggests a single scientific ‘truth’ or reality, in which knowledge requires
empirical investigation. In its search for generalisable, objective ‘laws’ the positivist
paradigm is often associated with quantitative methods of research testing causal
relationships between observations. At the other end of the spectrum, the interpretivist
(or constructivist) tradition argues the existence of multiple ‘realities’ constructed by
individuals and groups. Applied to social phenomena in particular, the constructivist
approach argues that human experiences are shaped by the specific social interactions
around them and, therefore, cannot be studied by pure observation, or explained by a
single causal mechanism. Instead, interpretivism explores the subjective meaning of
experiences, usually through qualitative research methods (Guba & Lincoln 1994).
Between the positivist and constructivist paradigms is a perspective combining the
two – critical realism – that allows for the existence of an objective world, but specifies
that the causal relationships within that world may not be directly observable, or may
be understood falsely when observed (Read & Marsh 2002; Fleetwood & Ackroyd
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2004). Critical realism suggests a multitude of different perceptions of one reality,
some of which are closer to the objective causalities than others. The advantage of this
perspective is that it acknowledges subjective interpretations of reality, yet, at the same
time, points at the role of social structures and systems that shape those individual
experiences in a specific way. Methodologically, critical realism often relies on
triangulation of different methods of inquiry, comparing external and constructed
reality. See Table 2 below for a summary of the differences in the three paradigms
discussed.
Table 2. Comparison of research paradigms
Positivism

Critical realism

Interpretivism

Ontological view: Objective reality
what is reality?

Objective reality is Subjective reality
influenced by the
researcher’s
presence
and
misunderstood
through subjective
interpretation.

Epistemological
Scientific,
view: what is true? objective truth

Local examples of Multiple realities
truths
and truths

Methodology: how Experimental
can knowledge be testing; surveys
acquired?

Ethnographic
approach;
grounded theory

Phenomenological
research;
qualitative inquiry

Different routes can be taken to determine the choice of a research paradigm to inform
the research approach. On the one hand, researchers might begin by identifying and
defining their individual beliefs and assumptions about the nature of society and the
nature of science before they formulate the research objectives and the research
questions (Burrell & Morgan 1979). The focus of inquiry and the methodological
approach would be developed in accordance with a particular world view. A different
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route to selecting a research paradigm starts with a pragmatic consideration of methods
that may be practicable in answering the research questions, which are often defined
without first committing to a particular philosophical perspective on reality (Peirce
1997; Creswell 2003).
The choice of a mixed-method research approach for studying altruistic leadership is
a result of combining these two routes. This rationale is linked to the way altruism and
leadership are studied in the respective theoretical fields. On the one hand, altruism
has previously been studied empirically by social science as objective phenomena (Toi
& Batson 1982; Eckel & Grossman 1996; Batson 2011). This included experimental
studies of altruistic motivation underpinned by empathic concern, which compared it
with self-interested or rational motivation in acts of self-sacrifice. On the other hand,
leadership has largely been construed as a social phenomenon. Leadership,
particularly in its transformational form, relies on followers’ perceptions of leader’s
impact, and may be conditioned by contextual factors, such as organisational
characteristics. Development of new leadership theories, therefore, often starts with
examination of subjective experiences through a range of behaviour is relatively
unexplored (Singh & Krishnan 2008; Dinh et al. 2014), and so explication of the
altruistic leadership construct required collecting initial qualitative methods, which is
then complemented by quantitative studies that intend to establish patterns in the ways
leadership is expressed and becomes effective. Similarly, it is likely that both
subjective and objective perspectives are necessary for examination of altruistic
leadership, as the construct of altruism is incorporated in the leadership theory. The
research strategy, therefore, relied on a combination of qualitative and quantitative
design to develop a detailed and robust description of the construct of altruistic
leadership and its effects.
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3.2 Research strategy and methods
Research strategy defines the means for answering the research questions, specifying
the methods for data sampling and collection (Bryman 2003). Methodological
strategies can be deductive or inductive. Deductive approaches are aimed at testing an
existing theory or hypothesis. They emerge from the positivist paradigm and are
largely associated with quantitative research methods. In contrast, inductive methods
develop new theories by observing patterns in empirical data. These are associated
with the interpretivist research paradigm and qualitative research methods (Burrell &
Morgan 1979; Guba & Lincoln 1994; Johnson & Gill 1997). In turn, a mixed-method
research approach builds on the strengths of qualitative and quantitative methods,
where neither approach on its own can achieve complete understanding of the research
question. It has been particularly associated with the ‘pragmatic’ research paradigm
that allows researchers to select research methods that are appropriate for answering
the research questions, rather than simply choosing the methods that reflect their
ontological beliefs. Researchers then triangulate the data obtained via the different
modes of inquiry (Teddlie & Tashakkori 2009; Clark & Creswell 2011). In line with
the chosen research approach, combining positivist and interpretivist perspectives, the
current study required a mixed-method research design consisting of exploratory
(inductive) and confirmatory (deductive) research methods.
The main method required for answering the research questions of this study is a
questionnaire-based survey of a matched sample of leaders and followers. Quantitative
research is a data-led method of inquiry that allows for statistical testing of research
hypotheses with empirical data on large samples (Collis & Hussey 2013). This is a
commonly used method of research in leadership studies, as it provides the robustness
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required for an understanding of the relationship between leadership and follower
outcomes (Avolio, Walumbwa & Weber 2009). The quantitative method is
appropriate for answering the research questions of this study as it allows the testing
of similarities and differences between constructs relevant for comparing altruistic
leadership with other leadership styles. Quantitative methods are also widely used to
test the causal links between the presence or absence of a factor and the measures of
impact necessary for comparing the effectiveness of altruistic leadership with that of
non-altruistic leadership. Finally, this method provides for statistical comparisons of
the responses between groups, for example between leaders’ self-assessments and
assessments of leaders by followers (Atwater & Yammarino 1992; Trevino, Brown &
Hartman 2003; Mayer et al. 2012; Walumbwa, Morrison & Christensen 2012).
However, quantitative research methods are limited to the hypotheses they are testing,
and are unlikely to uncover previously unknown aspects of a construct (Bryman 2003;
Creswell 2003). At the same time, the novelty of the concept of altruistic leadership
and the variation in its interpretation in the academic literature (Singh & Krishnan
2008; Dinh et al. 2014) necessitated an initial exploratory stage based on an inductive
method of inquiry. Qualitative method is widely used to investigate poorly or
confusingly defined constructs, in order to identify themes and generate hypotheses
based on in-depth data gathering in smaller samples (Collis & Hussey 2013). Conger
(1998b: 109) pointed out that the qualitative study of leadership is of particular value
as ‘for the foreseeable future, there will be no endpoint –– a moment where
researchers will be able to say that we now have a complete and shared understanding
of leadership’. In appreciation of this observation, qualitative methods (most
commonly interviews) have been used in the initial stages of defining leadership
constructs, such as ethical leadership (Trevino, Brown & Hartman 2003), servant
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leadership (Liden et al. 2008) and authentic leadership (Shamir & Eilam 2005).
Similarly, the current research began with collecting accounts of attributes that might
be characteristic of altruistic leaders.
As a result, the current study drew on three distinct methods to answer its research
questions. The exploratory stage, which comprised two studies, was designed to find
new subjective data on altruistic leadership to clarify the construct. The first study
consisted of a survey enquiring about the existence of altruistic leadership and aiming
to clarify the language used by leaders and followers in describing incidents of
altruistic leadership. This was followed by a series of interviews based on the critical
incident technique (CIT), with the purpose of identifying and defining the attitudes
and behaviours associated with altruistic leadership. The findings of the exploratory
stage were then used to develop a scale of altruistic leadership, and put forward a set
of hypotheses about its effects.
These propositions about the nature and effects of altruistic leadership were then tested
in the second phase of the research. A quantitative survey of leaders and followers was
applied to measure the prevalence of altruistic leadership and compare the construct
and the effectiveness of altruistic leadership with other leadership styles. Table 3
below summarises this two-stage research design.
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Table 3. Research design
Method

Data collected

Aim of data collection Relevant
and analysis
research
question (RQ)

Stage 1: Developing a measure of altruistic leadership.
Exploratory
survey

Leader and follower Identify
possible RQ1a
responses to closed and characteristics
of
open questions about self- altruistic leadership.
sacrifice, altruism, and
empathy.

Interviews
(CIT)

Accounts of altruistic
leadership, collected from
matched pairs of leaders
and followers.

Describe
the RQ1a
characteristics
of
altruistic leadership, as
seen from leader and
follower perspectives.

Stage 2: Testing the measure of altruistic leadership.
Quantitative
survey

Altruistic
leadership
ratings, reported by
leaders (self-ratings) and
followers
(observerratings) in matched pairs;
transformational
and
servant
leadership
ratings, and self-reported
leadership
outcomes
submitted by followers.

Compare
altruistic RQ1a
leadership with other
leadership styles.
Compare effectiveness
of altruistic leadership
with that of non- RQ1b
altruistic leadership.
Compare
the
effectiveness
of
altruistic leadership in
RQ2
congruent
leader–
follower assessments
with that in incongruent
leader–follower
assessments.

The following sections discuss each of the methods used in the current study in detail,
describing their strengths and weaknesses, and present the sampling approach adopted
in this research.
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3.3 Exploratory survey
Exploratory studies are often conducted at the early stages of research to clarify the
research constructs, develop new insights about the study’s phenomena, as well as to
assist in selection of the most appropriate methods of further inquiry, rather than to
provide conclusive evidence (Shamir 1995; Barling, Weber & Kelloway 1996; Wong
& Law 2002). As further qualitative and quantitative data collection in the current
study relied on the ability of leaders and followers to identify and reflect on the
construct of altruistic leadership, the aim of this exploratory stage of data collection
was to test the awareness of leaders and followers of altruistic leadership as a concept,
and to probe for consistencies in the accounts of altruistic leadership submitted by
leaders and followers.
The leadership literature includes exploratory studies testing hypotheses or exploring
constructs on small samples of leaders and/or followers. For example, Shamir (1995)
tested the theoretical propositions on the differences and similarities between close
and distant charismatic leaders in an exploratory content analysis of interviews with
320 students. Similarly, Barling, Slater and Kevin Kelloway (2000) examined the link
between emotional intelligence and transformational leadership on a sample of 49
managers and 187 subordinates, commenting on the appropriateness of the measure
used in the study and offering considerations for future research. Importantly, these
exploratory studies offered insight into future methodological development, including
research techniques, sampling, and specific questions asked in the course of inquiry.
The short survey is a common method of exploratory research, aimed at uncovering
issues and formulating a preliminary idea about a concept or phenomenon from a large
number of respondents (Wong & Law 2002). At the same time, the standardised
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method of inquiry may limit data gathering to surface information, without an
opportunity to probe into detail. For that reason, exploratory surveys may use a
combination of closed and open questions. Closed questions allow the testing of the
participant’s agreement with an issue, or the prevalence of an issue, while open
questions can help with collecting examples or gathering free-text opinions on a topic
(Fink 2003).
3.4 Critical incident technique
The development of the altruistic leadership scale necessitated an initial exploration
of the concept in a series of qualitative interviews. However, as altruistic leadership is
not a leadership style widely discussed in the academic literature, or day-to-day
organisational life, asking leaders and followers directly to describe acts of altruistic
leadership would not elicit the necessary detail on the attributes of altruistic leaders.
Some scholars suggested that the interview approach has been overused in leadership
research, despite being limited to the type and quality of data it provides for
understanding leadership (Conger 1998b). Instead, the research required a technique
that would focus on a specific situation, familiar to an individual, where clarifying
questions could be asked about the leader’s motivation and behaviours, and the impact
the leader had on the follower. Such an approach would allow exploring reality as
constructed by leaders and followers, and formulating hypotheses that could be then
tested more broadly in the following stages of the research.
The critical incident technique (CIT) is a way of collecting individuals’ direct
observations or past recollections of a specific event in their lives, which provides the
required methodological value (Flanagan 1954). CIT was originally used to assess
performance in professional practice in a clearly defined context (e.g. military practice,
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healthcare practice), and has been designed for task analysis and problem solving in
specific time-bound events. However, the technique was later used successfully as an
interview method to study complex behaviours and motivations, including those
arising from and prevalent in organisational practice (Urquhart et al. 2003), suggesting
that it can be effective in understanding individuals’ perceptions and interpretation of
phenomena that are not as clearly defined, or take time to have an effect on the
participants. For example, Herriot, Manning and Kidd (1997) used CIT to study the
content of the psychological contract on a sample of UK employees and their
managers at the early stages of development of the relevant theory, focusing on the
incidents where employees were treated ‘badly’ or ‘favourably’ by the organisation.
Grover et al. (2014) applied the same method in studying followers’ reactions to the
violation of trust by leaders as one of the stages in the iterative process of developing
a grounded theory. No studies have been found to use CIT for an investigation of
leaders that act in the interests of others.
CIT data in the studies of organisational practice can be collected through personal
interviews, group interviews and direct observation, or even records of events
(Flanagan 1954), using real-time incidents, past events suggested by participants, or
hypothetical situations (Bitner, Booms & Tetreault 1990; Gremler 2004). The data
collection typically concerns the cause of the incident, the events before, during and
after the incident, and the outcome of the incident (Edvardsson 1992). The questions
can cover facts, as well as accounts of motivation, emotional and thought processes
(Cassell & Symon 2004). By following a standard, factual protocol of inquiry this
technique allows the collection of a range of accounts of an event or a theme, while
avoiding imposing any researcher’s preconceptions on the respondents (Koch et al.
2009). When used retrospectively, CIT offers an additional advantage for collecting
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accounts of significant events, as those are the ones the participants are likely to recall
in the interview (Urquhart et al. 2003). However, this focus on memorable events is
also a source of criticism of the technique, as the respondent stories reported in
incidents can be misinterpreted or misunderstood in the absence of comparison with
‘routine events’. In order to address that issue, Gremler (2004) recommends a dyadic
approach to data collection (interviewing both the actor and the subject in the critical
incident), and triangulation of data with objective evidence. Piloting of the interview
questions with a sample of the target population is recommended to test the
consistency of respondents’ interpretation of the questions, or face validity
(Woloshynowych et al. 2005).
Analysis of CIT data involves determining a frame of reference, identifying the
categories common across a series of similar events and making inferences about the
characteristics, causes and effects of the phenomenon studied. Studies based on
observation of specific types of incidents may report on the frequency of particular
episodes, although it is the cause and effect accounts that are seen to be more
significant in the analysis than the actual frequency of events (Flanagan 1954).
Because of the high degree of significance attached to interpretation, the impact of a
researcher’s bias is also greater. This can be addressed through reference to theory
when interpreting the data (Glaser 1978).
3.5 Quantitative survey of leaders and followers
The aim of this final stage of the thesis was to test the hypotheses developed at the
earlier stages of investigation about the nature of the phenomenon and its effectiveness.
Testing the theory in a robust manner required gathering consistent data from a large
cross-sectional sample of leaders and followers, in order to conduct further statistical
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analysis of the data, including within-group and between-group comparisons,
correlation analysis, or causal relationship analysis. The gathering of a sufficient
amount of data could be achieved through a questionnaire-based survey.
The quantitative survey is a popular method of collecting data on participants’ details
– their thoughts, behaviours, feelings or opinions about themselves and others
(Oppenheim 2000; Yukl 2006). The main advantage of the survey method is that it
allows collecting standardised (and, therefore, comparable) data from large numbers
of respondents within short periods of time (Creswell 2003). Traditionally,
quantitative surveys have been conducted through a series of questions
(questionnaires) delivered in a face-to-face, telephone, or postal format. The process
can be further facilitated by collecting survey data online, reaching a wide group of
participants and automating the response collection. With adequate sampling methods
a cross-section of the studied population can be reached, which is advantageous for
quantitative research purposes. At the same time, the disadvantages of the
questionnaire-based survey method are its inflexibility, associated with the
standardised format, and low response rates associated with impersonal delivery
methods (postal or online recruitment).
The format of a survey relies on the use of closed questions to allow comparability of
responses submitted by large numbers of respondents. Therefore, development of
questions that support the objectives of the study, including question content, format,
and phrasing, becomes the main challenge in designing a questionnaire (Creswell
2003; Fink 2003). Several techniques are available for improving its quality. First,
development of the questions should rely on the theory associated with the studied
construct or phenomenon. For example, this could involve an appropriate literature
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review or an exploratory qualitative study, like the one conducted in the current
research on altruistic leadership. Secondly, a pilot study is recommended to improve
face validity by testing question clarity and consistency in respondents’ interpretations
of the questions), for example through cognitive interviewing. This technique
comprises the collection of verbal feedback on the survey instrument from several
respondents, enquiring about their understanding of the question and the way in which
they arrived at the answer (DeMaio & Rothgeb 1996; Campanelli 1997). Similarly,
the piloting stage can be used to test the layout of a printed or an online questionnaire
and gauge the time it takes to respond to the survey. Survey piloting is usually
conducted on small samples of the relevant population.
Another challenge of questionnaire-based surveys is the recruitment of a sufficient
number of participants of an appropriate profile. Low response rates can be associated
with a number of factors, including a lack of respondent interest in the research topic,
the length of time it takes to complete the survey and concerns about data
confidentiality, which can be addressed through survey design and the participant
recruitment process. For example, information sheets and cover letters containing
information about the survey and data protection statements should be issued to all
participants during the recruitment stage. In addition, both the information sheet and
the survey design should allow participants to refuse to take part in the survey or to
drop out of completing the survey at any time (Creswell 2003; Fink 2003). Some
studies use reminders to participants and/or offer participants incentives to increase
response rates. However, some scholars have suggested that the use of incentives may
reduce response quality and alter sample composition (Singer 2002).
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As quantitative surveys are typically used for testing robustness of constructs and
relationships between different types of data, researchers must ensure that the
responses collected by instruments appropriately reflect the studied phenomena
(Cassell & Symon 2004). One of the major limitations of questionnaire-based surveys
is that the data is self-reported, and is, therefore, affected by the ability of respondents
to recognise an describe their experiences accurately (Crowne & Marlowe 1964). Yet,
multiple leadership theories relied on self-reported data to develop and validate
measures of specific leadership styles (Lowe, Kroeck & Sivasubramaniam 1996;
Trevino, Brown & Hartman 2003; Barbuto & Wheeler 2006; Liden et al. 2008; van
Dierendonck & Nuijten 2011), as it is often the only type of insight on the attributes
and effects of leadership. In recognition of the potential inaccuracies associated with
self-report bias, researchers can seek to triangulate multiple sources of data on
‘leadership’ (Atwater & Yammarino 1992; Atwater et al. 2005). This includes
collecting and contrasting the data submitted by leaders and followers, and/or
organisational data, such as measures of performance. For example, when developing
a scale of servant leadership, Liden et al. (2008) used both follower-nominated
assessments of leaders and a random sample of managers and subordinates at different
stages of the research process. Studying the effect of transformational and
transactional leadership on performance, Howell and Avolio (1993) collected data
from leaders and their followers using a Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire, as well
as obtained unit performance data from company records. Where ratings are obtained
from several followers (direct reports), the raters’ responses are typically aggregated
(Conway & Huffcutt 1997; Hallgren 2012).
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3.6 Sampling
Appropriate sampling is critical to the robustness of data collected through both
qualitative and quantitative research methods. At the same time, as revealed in the
literature review, scholars disagree on the most appropriate ways to define a ‘leader’,
so the population from which a sample can be drawn is relatively vague. However, the
majority of leadership theories explicitly or implicitly highlight the presence of two
actors in the process of leadership: leaders and those who are led, also referred to as
‘others’ or ‘followers’ (Yukl 2006; Avolio, Walumbwa & Weber 2009). Therefore,
understanding the sampling approach chosen in the current study requires clarification
of what ‘leaders’ and ‘followers’ are and how the subjects have been selected for this
study.
There are three main approaches to defining ‘leaders’ emerging from the leadership
literature, each associated with a particular theoretical viewpoint. The first approach
focuses on a leader’s formal role, stemming from the earliest leadership studies based
primarily on senior managers (Blake & Mouton 1984), or other executives with
responsibility for managing others (Katz 1950; Fleishman & Peters 1962). ‘Followers’
are, therefore, represented by the direct reports of these senior managers and
supervisors. Although later studies have shown that certain personality traits and
socioeconomic characteristics support both the emergence of individuals as formal
leaders and their in-role effectiveness, evidence from research in groups confirms that
leadership is also present in individuals that do not occupy formal leadership positions
(Wolff, Pescosolido & Druskat 2002; Zhang & Bartol 2010), suggesting that the
concept of leadership amounts to more than a leader’s role in an organisation. This
second group of theories approaches leadership from the viewpoint of attributes that
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allow leaders to influence others in the achievement of collective goals, and are
represented by two distinct groups: leader-centric and follower-centric theories.
Leader-centric theories associate the nature of the leadership phenomenon with
objective personality traits or behaviours associated with leadership. ‘Followers’ are
represented by the group members influenced by a leader (Blake, Mouton & Bidwell
1962; Blake & Mouton 1984). Finally, follower-centric theories, such as implicit
leadership theory, suggest that these leadership characteristics are subjectively
attributed to leaders through followers’ perceptions. “Followers” are central to this
theory and represent individuals who select and follow someone they believe to be
leader-like (Meindl 1995; Judge, Piccolo & Kosalka 2009).
In addition to theoretical considerations of ‘leader’ and ‘follower’ definitions, the
selection of subjects for a study is inevitably impacted by a degree of pragmatism
(Peirce 1997). Many organisational leadership studies today are focused on leaders
occupying manager and supervisor roles. Barling (2013) found that all of the
leadership papers in four academic journals since 2000 concerned senior, middle, or
front line supervisors. Depending on their focus, studies may differ in how these
individuals are recruited: some focus on one or several organisations, sampling
managers and identifying their direct reports as followers (Trevino, Brown & Hartman
2003; Sendjaya, Sarros & Santora 2008; Hunter et al. 2013). Others approach students,
in particular at the MBA level, asking them to nominate and rate their current or former
line manager as a leader. Experimental studies are often conducted on students,
probably for accessibility reasons (Toi & Batson 1982; Seltzer & Bass 1990;
Kirkpatrick & Locke 1996). These sampling approaches are associated with certain
limitations, for example, conflation of ‘leadership’ and in-role management
responsibilities (Zaccaro 2007; Zhang et al. 2012), as well as the likelihood of
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contextual variables impacting the presentation of leadership styles and perceptions of
leadership effectiveness in a particular organisation and outside of organisational
settings (Shamir & Howell 1999). However, the manager population remains to be
one of the most accessible and relevant for researching leadership in organisations.
The choice of samples for the current study has taken into consideration the theoretical
positioning of the inquiry into altruistic leadership, as well as a degree of pragmatism
in sampling respondents and validity concerns. As discussed in the literature review,
altruistic leadership is associated with the values, attitudes and behaviours of an
individual leader, rather than with followers’ perceptions of those attributes (as
followers may misinterpret the actual intentions of a leader). This study, therefore,
takes a leader-centric approach to defining ‘leaders’ and ‘followers’. At the same time,
self-assessments of motivation and behaviours may be under- or over-estimated
(Yammarino & Atwater 1993). Consequently, throughout the study the sample
included both leaders and followers, triangulating the assessments of leadership and
its effectiveness from these two sources. At the exploratory stage the definition of a
‘leader’ was not limited to a formal managerial role – individuals could nominate
themselves as leaders, or be nominated as leaders by their followers. However, in the
quantitative stage of the study leaders and followers were randomly selected from a
number of organisations, based on the individuals’ formal roles as supervisors and
subordinates, for pragmatic accessibility reasons. Both of these stages used
nonprobability samples – a selection of respondents that is not representative of the
larger population of leaders and followers, as the total size and the profile of such a
population is impossible to determine. Sample profiles and recruitment techniques are
described in detail in the relevant sections of the following chapters.
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3.7 Summary
This chapter described the choice of methodology in support of three research
questions within the study of altruistic leadership:
o RQ1a. What is altruistic leadership? How is it similar to or different
from related constructs among leadership styles?
o RQ1b. How do followers’ perceptions of altruistic leadership
effectiveness compare with followers’ perceptions of non-altruistic
leadership effectiveness?
o RQ2. Are congruent leader–follower ratings of altruistic leadership
associated with more positive follower outcomes than incongruent
leader–follower ratings?
The chapter discussed the research approach and strategy, explaining the choices of
research paradigm and the research methods, informed by the subject of the study, as
well as a degree of pragmatism in developing research methods and sampling the study
participants. A summary of the research stages and methods is outlined in Table 4
below. The next three chapters will present the research findings, reported for each of
the studies.
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Table 4. Summary of the research approach and methods
Study

Purpose

Aim

Method

Sample

Research
question

Exploratory survey

Develop a measure of
altruistic leadership

Enquire about the nature of altruistic
leadership.

Survey combining
closed and open
questions

Stratified sample of
managers and
subordinates

RQ1a

Identify and describe the characteristics of
altruistic leadership.

Critical Incident
Technique

Self-nominated
matched pairs of
leaders and followers

RQ1a

Compare altruistic leadership with other
leadership styles.

Online quantitative
questionnaire

Randomly selected
matched pairs of
managers and
subordinates

RQ1a

Collect examples of altruistic leadership.
Interviews

Survey of leaders
and followers

Test the measure of
altruistic leadership

Compare the effectiveness of altruistic
leadership with that of non-altruistic
leadership.
Compare the effectiveness of altruistic
leadership in congruent leader–follower
assessments with that in incongruent
leader–follower assessments.
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RQ1b
RQ2

82

Chapter 4. Study 1: Exploratory survey of the UK workforce
This chapter describes the first of the two studies in the exploratory phase of the
research: a survey of the UK workforce. The purpose of this study was to test whether
leaders and followers recognise altruistic leadership as a concept, and which
leadership attributes they associate with altruism. A survey of leaders and followers
was conducted in the form of an online questionnaire, collecting descriptive data on
the prevalence of various possible components of altruistic leadership, identified
previously in the literature review. In addition, open questions were used to collect
free-text examples of altruistic leadership from leaders and followers.
The following sections detail the design and the findings of this exploratory survey.
The chapter begins with an outline of the sampling approach, questionnaire design,
data collection and analysis procedures applied in this study. The findings of the
survey are presented and discussed in the latter part of the chapter, drawing conceptual
and methodological implications for the further stages of this research.
4.1 Sampling, recruitment, and ethical considerations
This exploratory survey aimed to collect a range of accounts of altruistic leadership
and, therefore, required drawing on a large sample of respondents, representing a
range of backgrounds, to reflect the possible diversity of leader and follower
experiences of altruistic leadership. Two criteria were particularly important in the
sampling approach.
First, the survey had to collect a sufficient number of responses from both leaders
(about their motivation and behaviours) and followers (about the motivation and
behaviours of their leaders). As evident from the literature review, altruistic leadership
83

should be examined from both leaders’ and followers’ points of view. On the one hand,
leaders can present a more accurate picture of their own intentions and reasoning
processes and should be asked about those directly. On the other hand, followers’
reactions to particular leader behaviours can be impacted by followers’ perceptions of
how genuine leaders’ motives are, and these opinions are valuable in their own right.
For data collection convenience, this study defined ‘leaders’ as individuals in
managerial roles, with one or more direct reports (referred to in the survey as their
followers). On the other hand, ‘followers’ were defined as individuals who had
someone to report to at work (referred to in the survey as their leader). While leaders
and followers should ideally belong to the same relationship dyad (so that their
responses can be triangulated), the aim of this study was simply to describe the
experiences of leaders and followers, and these two groups were sampled
independently of each other.
Secondly, the survey aimed to construct a sample representative of the UK working
population, so as to collect a diverse range of accounts on altruistic leadership, but
also to draw reliable distinctions between the responses submitted by individuals from
different age groups and working in different industry sectors. The UK working
population profile is typically derived from the census – a regular count of people and
households in the UK. According to the latest census, conducted in 2011, there were
23.5 million employees in the UK (economically active individuals employed fulltime or part-time in an organisation, excluding students, self-employed, and those
looking for work) (Office for National Statistics 2011). For a population of this size a
2.5% margin of error with a confidence level of 95% necessitates a sample of at least
1,600 (Krejcie & Morgan 1970).
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The respondents for this exploratory survey were recruited opportunistically, as part
of a wider research project on leadership and management conducted by the researcher
for the Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development (CIPD) and administered to
a sample of the members of a YouGov online survey panel of 350,000+ individuals.
For ethical reasons, only respondents who were at least 18 years of age were able to
take part in the survey. In addition, the respondents had to be employed in
organisations with two or more employees. This was because of the definition of
‘leader’ and ‘follower’ used in the current study. As ‘leaders’ were defined as
individuals with responsibility for managing others, it was essential that the
organisations they were employed in consisted of more than one individual, so that
they had at least one direct report.
The questionnaire was published on the YouGov online survey platform, where any
member of the panel could access the survey if they matched the required demographic
profile. Once the data were collected, the final sample was weighted by age, gender
and social class (using Census 2011 data) to represent the profile of the UK working
population. The total achieved sample consisted of:
1. ‘Leaders’ – 806 individuals who indicated they manage one or more other
people in response to the question ‘And how many, if any, people do you have
directly reporting into you?’
2. ‘Followers’ – 1,049 individuals who answered ‘Executive/clerical/other
worker with no managerial responsibility’ to the question ‘What level of
management responsibility do you hold in your current position?’ AND ‘Yes’
to the question ‘Do you have a manager, supervisor, boss or someone you
report to as part of your job?’
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The sample of leaders was predominantly male (61.5%), while the followers sample
was fairly equally split between genders (48.0% male). The most prevalent age group
in both samples was represented by those aged 55 and over, followed by 45–54-yearold individuals (see Table 5). The majority of the respondents worked in the private
sector and in large organisations (see Table 6).
Table 5. Distribution of the sample by age and gender
Gender
Sample

Male

Leaders

Age
18–24

25–34

61.5% 38.5%
(496) (310)

3.5%
(28)

13.5% 22.1% 28.5%
(109) (178) (230)

32.3%
(260)

Followers 48.0% 52.0%
(503) (546)
(1049)

5.1%
(53)

14.1% 21.5% 25.8%
(148) (226) (271)

33.6%
(352)

(806)

Female

35–44

45–54

55+

Table 6. Distribution of the sample by industry sector and organisational size
Leaders

Followers

%

N

%

N

Private sector

70.0%

565

71.8%

753

Public sector

21.2%

171

22.0%

231

Voluntary sector

7.8%

63

4.4%

46

Micro (2–9)

15.1%

122

9.0%

94

Small (10–49)

13.6%

110

13.0%

136

Medium (50–249)

14.5%

117

9.8%

103

Large (250+)

55.1%

444

64.8%

680
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Ethical considerations for dealing with personal data were strictly followed by
YouGov, who administered the survey and collated the data without passing any
personal data to the researcher. All participants received the information about the
survey and the further use of the data, once they clicked the link to the survey. By
continuing to the survey they confirmed their understanding and consent (see
Appendix 1).
4.2 Questionnaire design
Development of the questionnaire took into account the aims of the study, as well as
the pragmatic consideration of reducing the time necessary to complete the
questionnaire, so as to prevent dropout from the survey. It consisted of 22 questions
across four sections (see Appendix 2 for the full questionnaire):
1. Screening questions (employment status, management responsibilities, etc.)
2. Background questions (company size, sector, etc.)
3. Questions about managing others
4. Questions about being managed
5. Leadership outcomes
‘Leaders’ responded to sections 1, 2, 3 and 4 of the questionnaire, while ‘Followers’
responded to sections 1, 2, 4 and 5. Because of the length of the questionnaire, visual
representation techniques, including grid questions and sliders, were used to manage
the risk of dropout (Manfreda et al. 2008). Several types of questions were used:
1. Single answer closed questions, where respondents were only able to select
one option from the list.

87

2. Multiple answer questions, where respondents were able to select up to 3, up
to 5, or all applicable options from the list.
3. Rating questions, where respondents were invited to agree or disagree with a
statement, using a 5-point Likert scale from ‘1’ – Strongly Agree to ‘5’ –
Strongly Disagree, with a mid-point at ‘3’, and an additional option for the
respondents who would like to answer ‘Don’t know’. The use of a mid-point
in Likert scales is recommended as it may increase the reliability of
measurement and construct validity (Garland 1991). Additionally, reverse
questions were used to reduce response bias.
4. Ranking questions, where respondents were required to rank up to 3, up to 5,
or all options from the list in their order of importance, ‘1’ being most
important.
5. Open questions, where respondents could enter their response in the form of
free text.
4.3 Measures
Leader experiences were measured with seven questions. Ability to recognise the
emotions of others, which is typically used as one of indicators of empathy, was
measured with a single item ‘I can describe accurately the way others in the team are
feeling’ on a 5-point Likert scale (Boyatzis, Goleman & Rhee 2000; Kellett,
Humphrey & Sleeth 2002; Jordan & Lawrence 2009). Another question asked leaders
whether they put followers’ interests above their own, by asking them to agree or
disagree with the statement ‘I tend to put the needs of my team members above my
own’, previously used in measures of servant leadership (Barbuto & Wheeler 2006;
Liden et al. 2008). Follow-up questions were used to find out about why they agreed
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or disagreed with that statement, stating possible reasons for leaders to sacrifice their
own interests to benefit followers. These questions were aimed at understanding
whether the sacrificing leader expected any benefits in return (egoistic expectation of
reciprocity) or was acting selflessly, as suggested by the literature on ‘true’ altruism
(see Appendix 2).
In order to understand whether and how altruistic intentions and self-sacrificial
behaviours are linked to the mechanisms of leadership influence, leaders were asked
about the techniques they used to convince followers to respond to their requests
(Pierro et al. 2013). The questionnaire asked leaders to imagine a situation in which
they had to motivate a team member to work extra hours to meet a deadline. The
respondents could choose from a range of options they would use to motivate
followers, including ‘Remind them of the times you supported them, hoping that they
will help you in return’ and ‘Show that you will be working hard yourself to meet the
objectives’. See Appendix 2 for the full list of options.
Finally, leaders were asked to submit an example, in a free-text format, of when they
placed the needs of followers above their own. This question aimed to gather examples
of altruistic leadership, as well as the reasons to sacrifice and the associated behaviours,
where possible. The use of open-ended questions is a popular technique for gathering
exploratory data where statistical verification of the data is not a prime objective
(Patton 2005).
Follower experiences were measured with four questions concerning different aspects
of followers’ assessment of leaders and leadership behaviours. First, followers were
asked to score their leader against a set of ten characteristics, using a 5-point Likert
scale. Among those characteristics were ‘Selfish’, ‘Caring’, and ‘Considerate’,
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measuring different possible indicators and contra-indicators of altruism. These were
presented alongside other characteristics irrelevant to this study (such as
‘Hardworking’ and ‘Independent’), as previous studies indicated that individuals are
likely to score others consistently highly across a range of characteristics if they ‘like’
the leader overall (Stang 1973; Mumford & Fried 2014). Including irrelevant
characteristics in the survey allowed testing of whether the altruism-related attributes
were evaluated independently, or whether they were conflated with an overall positive
opinion.
The followers were then asked to answer a similar question on a set of six leader
behaviours, presented as statements about their leaders, for example ‘My line manager
puts the needs of the team above his/her own’, and ‘My line manager is genuinely
concerned about my wellbeing’. These statements were developed based on the
literature review on altruism and leadership.
In order to understand whether altruistic intentions and self-sacrificial behaviours can
influence followers’ attitudes and behaviours, the respondents were asked to reflect
on the reasons they might follow the leader’s request to work extra hours to meet a
deadline. The respondents could choose up to three reasons why they would help the
leader, including: ‘He/she supported me before, and I should help now’ and ‘I admire
and respect him/her’. See Appendix 2 for the full list of options.
Finally, in contrast to the leaders’ survey, followers were asked to submit a free-text
example of when their manager placed their own needs above those of the team (or,
in other words, behaved selfishly). This question was aimed at providing a comparison
with managers’ accounts of altruistic leadership, so as to determine whether any
differences between altruistic and egoistic behaviour could be found.
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Leadership outcomes were measured with two questions. First, followers were asked
about the extent to which they agreed with the statement ‘I am motivated by my
organisation’s core purpose’ on a 5-point Likert scale. This was used as a measure of
leader ability to connect followers with the organisational (group) objectives.
Secondly, the followers were asked about their overall level of satisfaction with their
current job, again on a 5-point Likert scale. This is commonly used as a single-item
measure of follower-level outcomes (Wanous, Reichers & Hudy 1997; Dolbier et al.
2005).
4.4 Distribution of the online survey and collation of the responses
The questionnaire was tested before being distributed to the core sample, in order to
identify any flaws and potential sources of confusion that could lead to invalid
responses. The face validity of the questionnaire was tested with seven colleagues in
the form of structured cognitive interviews, in which the respondents answered the
survey questions and provided feedback on the clarity and ordering of the questions.
The feedback received from the colleagues piloting the questionnaire was collated and
analysed as a whole, with the questionnaire being amended accordingly.
The questionnaire was then set up as an online survey to test the format. It was tested
with a number of YouGov panel members for feedback on the length and visual
presentation of the questionnaire, which could potentially affect the completion rates.
YouGov conducted this pilot testing of the online questionnaire independently.
For the final sample, emails were sent to members of the YouGov panel at random
over two weeks in July 2013. The e-mail invited them to take part in a survey and
provided a generic survey link. Respondents were also offered an incentive for
completing the survey, as part of their engagement with YouGov. Once a panel
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member clicked on the link they were sent to a section of the survey, depending on
their profile (‘Leaders’ or ‘Followers’). Based on pilot testing, the entire questionnaire
took about 15 minutes to complete. Once the questionnaire was completed, the
responses were automatically collated and forwarded to the researcher.
4.5 Data analysis
The online format of the survey allowed automatic collation of the data into tabular
format, which was then exported into MS Excel and SPSS software for data cleaning
and analysis. Descriptive statistics, such as frequency analysis and cross-tabulation,
were predominantly used to assess the prevalence of altruism components as reported
by leaders and followers. Pearson’s r was also applied to test the correlation between
different components of altruism, as well as between those components and measures
of leadership, as a recommended method of testing linear relationships between
continuous variables (Field 2009).
Free-text responses were coded using thematic analysis. This method allows inductive
analysis of patterns in qualitative data, where relevant information is identified and
coded as it appears in the data source (Aronson 1995; Braun & Clarke 2006). Typically,
thematic analysis begins with recording of individual codes within the data, which are
later grouped into broader categories, or themes. As with other qualitative data
analysis methods, thematic analysis relies on the researcher’s interpretation of the data,
and the final themes are unlikely to reflect the nuances of initial codes in full. However,
at the exploratory stage thematic analysis provides a helpful sense of direction for a
more detailed investigation in the further phases of research.
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4.6 Results
This section summarises the findings of the survey of leaders and followers, including
the prevalence of experiences of altruistic leadership, the extent to which altruism and
sacrifice are used as mechanisms of leadership and the qualitative examples of
altruistic leadership submitted by leaders and followers. Please see Appendix 3 for the
tables reporting the findings in full.
Leaders’ accounts of altruism and sacrifice
The survey aimed to identify the prevalence of several components of altruistic
leadership suggested by the literature review: empathic concern, acts of self-sacrifice
and the intent of the leader to meet the needs of others despite the cost of sacrificial
behaviour to themselves.
The survey findings suggested high levels of leaders’ confidence in their ability to
empathise with their followers. In the survey 73% of managers (N=805) agreed or
strongly agreed with the statement ‘I can describe accurately the way others in the
team are feeling’, and only 3% disagreed or strongly disagreed with the same
statement. Across the age groups the largest proportion of leaders reporting awareness
with the emotions of others was among 18–24-year-olds (85% agreed or strongly
agreed, N=28), with the lowest proportion among the 45–54-year-olds (67%, N=229).
A slightly larger proportion of female leaders agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement, compared with male leaders (75%, N=495 vs 72%, N= 310). Comparing
the results across industry sectors and organisational sizes, public sector leaders were
most likely to agree or strongly agree they can describe the way others are feeling
(77%, N=171, compared with 72% in the private sector, N=564, and 74% in the
voluntary sector, N=63); the same was true of leaders in medium-sized organisations
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(81% in organisations with 50-249 employees, N=117, compared with 73% of leaders
in large organisations employing over 250 people, N=442).
Despite high self-reported ability to recognise the feelings of others, the survey found
that a smaller proportion of leaders might be engaging in acts of self-sacrifice. In the
survey, 58% of managers (N=805) agreed or strongly agreed with the statement ‘I tend
to put the needs of my team members above my own’, with 8% disagreeing or strongly
disagreeing. This time older respondents were more likely to agree with the statement
(61% of 35–44-year olds, N=178, and 60% of 45–54-year-olds, N=229, compared
with 55% of 18–24-year-olds, N=28, and 53% of 25–34-year-olds, N=109). A
considerably greater proportion of females agreed that they put the needs of the team
above their own, compared with male respondents (63%, N = 310, compared with
56%, N=495, respectively). Voluntary sector respondents stood out with 84% (N=63)
agreeing or strongly agreeing with the statement about self-sacrifice, compared with
56% of private sector (N=564) and 59% of public sector leaders (N=171), which is an
expected finding given the nature of work in not-for-profit organisations. Comparing
the responses by manager seniority, senior managers were the least likely to agree or
strongly agree with the statement (50%, N=292), compared with middle (68%,
N=276) and junior managers (61%, N=206). Supervisors with more than five years of
experience of managing people in their current organisation were less likely than less
experienced managers to say they put the needs of the team above their own.
Finally, the survey enquired about the intent of the acting leader to meet the needs of
others despite the cost of such behaviour to themselves. Following on from the
statement regarding self-sacrifice above, the survey asked the managers about the
reasons they did or did not choose to put the needs of the team above their own.
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Although the managers could select several options in their response, it was
impossible to determine which option was their first choice.
Most managers who agreed or strongly agreed that they put the needs of the team
above their own (N=473) said that they were ‘the kind of person who is likely to put
others first’ (59%). Fifty-three per cent indicated that they expected reciprocal
favours: ‘That way my team members are likely to respond with extra effort’, and 41%
suggested they acted out of duty: ‘It’s part of my job’. Finally, the options ‘My team
will think better of me’ and ‘It’s part of organisational culture’ were each selected by
21% of respondents. Female leaders were more likely that male leaders to rely on the
expectations of reciprocity (55%, N=198, vs 51%, N=275, selecting the option ‘That
way my team members are likely to respond with extra effort’) but less likely to select
any other option. On the other hand, older respondents (35–55+ year-olds) were more
likely to indicate intrinsic motivation to self-sacrifice (selecting the response ‘I am the
kind of person who is likely to put others first’), compared with 18–34-year-olds. There
were some notable differences between industry sectors, with a large proportion of
voluntary sector leaders noting that putting the needs of others first was part of
organisational culture (33%, N=53, compared with 18% of public sector leaders,
N=101, and 21% of private sector leaders, N=317), but a smaller proportion indicating
self-sacrifice was part of a leader’s job (26% compared with 42% of private sector and
46% of public sector leaders). In contrast, 24% of private sector managers suggested
that the reason they put the needs of the team above their own was that the team would
think better of them (compared with 15% of public sector and 12% of voluntary sector
leaders). These findings show that while the reported prevalence of intrinsic
motivation for self-sacrifice is high, it is closely followed by expectations of
reciprocity.
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The responses of non-sacrificing managers (those who initially disagreed or strongly
disagreed with the statement ‘I tend to put the needs of my team members above my
own’, N=67) similarly highlighted the role of reciprocity in leaders’ sacrificial
behaviours. The most popular reason for not putting the needs of others first was ‘It’s
simply not effective’, selected by 40% of leaders. A greater proportion of females and
younger respondents selected this option, although the sample sizes here were small.
The second most frequently cited reason for leaders to choose not to sacrifice own
interests described an egoistic concern: ‘I have to look out for myself first’, selected
by 32% of leaders. This response was also more likely to be selected by males and
younger respondents.
There is some indication that the organisational context may impact managers’ ability
and desire to put the needs of others above their own. In response to the question
asking whether leaders face situations where they have to put the interests of the
organisation above the needs of the team, 28% of managers said they face such
situations every day or often, and only 6% responded ‘Never’ (N=805). A larger
proportion of middle managers said that they faced such situations every day or often
(39%, N= 276), compared with senior (26%, N=292) and junior (20%, N=206)
managers. Younger respondents were more likely than older respondents to say they
are affected by the organisational context, which may relate to the high proportion of
younger respondents putting their needs above those of their teams, observed above.
However, there were no considerable differences in the responses between sectors.
Followers’ experiences of altruism and sacrifice
The survey of followers asked respondents to score their leaders against a number of
personal attributes that leaders demonstrated when managing individuals and teams.
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First, the followers were asked to score their leaders against a set of descriptors such
as ‘Intelligent’, ‘Honest’, ‘Caring’, ‘Considerate’, ‘Selfish’ and others. There was an
overall consistency in the scores, pointing at a ‘halo’ effect in the followers’
perceptions of leaders: a phenomenon where the general positive impression that a
rater has of the individual being rated inflates the scores that the rater assigns to that
individual across a range of attributes (Murphy, Jako & Anhalt, 1993; Solomonson &
Lance, 1997; Bechger, Maris & Hsiao, 2010). However, a relatively smaller
proportion of followers agreed or strongly agreed that their managers were ‘Caring’
and ‘Considerate’, compared with some other characteristics of leaders. At the same
time, there were strong correlations between the scores on ‘Caring’ and ‘Considerate’
(0.87**); ‘Caring’ and ‘Selfish’ at (-0.67**); and ‘Considerate’ and ‘Selfish’ (-0.69**;
N= 1015). These findings suggest that followers were able to differentiate between
those attributes and their overall impressions of their managers, at least to some extent.
It also points at the possible association between attributes of care, consideration, and
unselfishness.
In line with leaders’ own accounts of their ability to empathise with others and putting
the needs of the team above their own, private sector followers were least likely to
view their leaders as ‘Caring’ (53%) or ‘Considerate’ (52%) and more likely to
perceive them as ‘Selfish’ (25%, N=735). Interestingly, voluntary sector leaders
received a similar score (with 25% of followers agreeing or strongly agreeing that their
leader is ‘Selfish’, N=45), despite a relatively high proportion of these leaders rating
themselves as self-sacrificial. A greater proportion of female followers rated their
leaders as ‘Caring’ and ‘Considerate’, compared with their male counterparts, and
25–34-year-olds stood out for being more likely to consider their leader to be ‘Selfish’.
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Another section of the followers’ survey enquired about leadership behaviours that
could either be associated with altruistic leadership (for example, ‘Puts the needs of
the team above his/her own’), or act as contra-indicators of altruism (‘Frequently uses
their authority to get their own way’). This set of questions was presented to both
followers (about their leader) and leaders (about their respective leader) and, therefore,
allowed comparisons of the scores leaders assign to themselves and their own leaders.
Once again, a relatively small proportion of followers agreed or strongly agreed that
their leader demonstrates behaviours associated with altruistic leadership. For
example, 28% of followers agreed or strongly agreed that their manager puts the needs
of the team above his/her own, while 31% disagreed or strongly disagreed (N=1015)
with that statement. Interestingly, although the ‘leader’ respondents were overall more
positive about their own managers, they were still more critical of them than they were
of their own behaviour. In the survey of leaders 30% agreed or strongly agreed that
their manager puts the needs of the team above his/her own (N=600), while 58%
(N=805) said the same about their own behaviour. These findings point to the fact that
leaders might be likely to over-rate themselves, but also that acts of self-sacrifice may
not always be visible to followers. In that respect, one particular age group stood out,
as 25–34-year-olds were the least likely to suggest that their leader demonstrated selfsacrificial behaviours.
However, 43% of followers and 39% of leaders suggested that their manager balances
the needs of the organisation with the needs of individual employees, which is higher
than the proportion of respondents who said that their leader puts the needs of the
followers above their own. This indicates that the raters were able to differentiate
between selfless managers and those who might pursue a balance of organisational
and team needs, but retain a selfish purpose. Looking at the possible sources of
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motivation for altruistic behaviour, 47% of employees and 46% of leaders agreed or
strongly agreed that their manager is genuinely concerned about their wellbeing, while
only 39% and 43% respectively said their manager recognises that providing
emotional support to the team is part of their job. Similar to the leaders’ survey, these
findings suggest that leaders may be experiencing genuine concern for others (as
opposed to something they have to do as part of their role), but they are not necessarily
perceived as engaging in self-sacrifice at the same time.
There were some further differences in the responses of followers working in different
industry sectors, with a relatively smaller proportion of respondents suggesting that
private sector leaders are concerned with followers’ needs or forego own needs in the
interests of followers, and a relatively higher proportion of followers saying the same
about voluntary sector leaders. In addition, interesting disparities between the
responses of the followers and leaders samples were revealed. For example, in the
voluntary sector only 19% of leaders said their manager puts the needs of the team
above his/her own, and 50% said that their manager is genuinely concerned with their
wellbeing (N=49), compared with 36% and 63% of followers respectively (N=45). In
contrast, both private and public sector leaders were more positive about their
managers, both with regard to empathic concern and self-sacrifice. While some of
these results may be impacted by the small sample size, it is also possible that in the
voluntary sector it is more difficult to demonstrate behaviours associated with altruism
at higher levels in the organisational hierarchy. This is supported by the findings that
across all sectors leaders scoring their own managers were more likely to say that their
leader frequently uses their authority to get their own way, compared with the
responses of followers who did not manage anyone themselves.
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Sacrifice as a mechanism of influence
Followers’ ratings of leaders’ characteristics and behaviours were compared with their
responses on the two items measuring leadership outcomes: the extent to which
individuals were motivated by the organisation’s core purpose and the level of their
overall satisfaction with their job. All of the leaders’ attributes and behaviours
associated with altruistic leadership were associated with positive leadership outcomes,
with Pearson r between 0.34** and 0.53** (see Appendix 3 for the full findings). For
example, 42% of followers who agreed or strongly agreed that their leader puts the
needs of the team above his/her own, also said they are motivated by the organisational
core purpose, and 39% of the same group said they were overall satisfied or very
satisfied with their job (compared with 18% and 13% of followers respectively who
disagreed or strongly disagreed with the same statements). Moreover, items acting as
contra-indicators of leadership behaviours were associated with a greater proportion
of followers disagreeing with the statements about leadership outcomes. For example,
only 11% of followers who rated their leader as ‘Selfish’ also said they are motivated
by the organisational core purpose, and 9% of the same group said they were overall
satisfied or very satisfied with their job (compared with 72% and 76% of followers
respectively who disagreed that their leader was ‘Selfish’). These findings suggest that
altruistic leadership could be associated with positive leadership outcomes. However,
this is unlikely to be a direct relationship.
In addition, in one section of the survey both leaders and followers were presented
with a hypothetical situation where a manager had to ask the employee to stay to work
extra hours to meet a deadline, despite the employee resisting. Leaders were asked
about the types of influence they would choose to use to get their way, and followers
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were asked about the leadership behaviours that were most likely to convince them to
stay to help with the workload, including, for example, coercion, reward, or personal
connection (Pierro et al. 2013).
The most common techniques that managers said they would use to get employees to
stay extra hours were role modelling the desired behaviour and sacrificing own
interests to elicit similar behaviours in followers: 60% of managers chose the option
of showing the employees that they would be working hard themselves (N=805).
Relationship-based and reciprocity-based mechanisms were chosen by about a quarter
of managers: for example, 28% said they would ‘hope that [team members] will stay
because they know you wouldn’t ask if you absolutely didn’t have to’, and 25% said
they would promise the employee informal rewards (such as time off). Although few
leaders selected formal reward- and coercion-based options, these influencing
techniques were more popular among private sector respondents. Managers with five
or more years of experience were more likely to quote options indicating reliance on
the relationship with their teams, while managers with less than five years of
experience preferred formal sources of power or had to hope that the employees would
stay without trying to influence them. These findings suggest that leaders might see
self-sacrifice as one of the most effective ways of influencing followers to demonstrate
desired behaviours.
When followers were asked about the reasons that would make them stay extra hours,
the majority said they would stay because of their work ethic (49%, N=1015), rather
than because of any particular way their leader was influencing their choice. The next
two most popular reasons were once again associated with the type of relationship the
followers had with their leader and expectations of reciprocity. For example, 35% of
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followers said they know their manager wouldn’t ask them to stay behind at work
unless they had to, while 27% and 23% respectively said the manager would
appreciate their effort, or expected a reward/bonus. Only 13% of followers said they
would follow the leader because the manager supported them before, and 13% said
their manager ‘is working hard too, and I should help’ (both more likely to be selected
by respondents working in the voluntary sector). Followers’ responses point to the role
of relationships in leader–follower dyads, suggesting that self-sacrificial acts might
only become effective as a mechanism of leadership once a positive relationship is
established.
Examples of altruistic leadership
Finally, both leaders and followers were asked to submit examples of leaders’
behaviours in a free-text format. The managers in the survey were asked to provide an
example where they put the needs of staff above their own, while followers were asked
to describe the opposite type of situation, where the manager put their own needs
above those of their teams. The received entries varied in quality, as the respondents
were given no guidelines as to what to include in their example, simply being told to
submit as much detail as possible. Some respondents included full accounts of the
situations they were describing, while others only stated what was or was not
given/received in the event. In total, 418 valid responses from leaders and 229 valid
responses from followers were gathered and analysed (see Appendix 3 for the full
breakdown of themes emerging from the data).
While leaders submitted a range of descriptions of their self-sacrificial behaviour, two
themes gathered the largest proportion of all responses. The most popular type of
response (190 descriptions) concerned giving priority to staff interests and giving up
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personal time/private arrangements (e.g. allowing staff to go on a break, holiday,
emergency leave, covering to enable them to attend to personal commitments). For
example, one manager ‘agreed for a member of staff to go home early for family
matters and had to cover her job past my own home time’. Another said,
‘A staff member needed to take time off at short notice, I stepped in to cover
some field work which involved me having to restructure my week and
considerably increased my travel and meant staying away from home more
than I usually would. It also meant longer working days and extra work at the
weekend to cover off my existing commitments.’
Taking on a team member’s workload to achieve a target (e.g. doing work that they
could not cope with/covering workload) was the next most popular theme, with 139
descriptions, such as:
‘When tasks need to be finished I will send team members home and do the
extra myself, as I need to ensure my team are fit for the following day. It may
be completing paperwork or sorting the resources for the next day.’
Other themes included foregoing promotion or training opportunities in favour of staff,
taking on criticism from superiors or responsibility for mistakes and negotiating with
senior managers on behalf of staff. Unfortunately, few reflected on the reasons for
demonstrating a particular behaviour, focusing instead on the events that had taken
place. However, some referred to acting in a ‘humane’ way, ‘leading from the front’,
and one manager appeared to hint at empathy, explaining that they worked extra hours
to resolve an issue so that their colleague ‘could return to work the next day without
concerns about it’. In a more detailed example, a leader said:
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‘My [colleague] has a lot of personal issues so I often have to complete tasks
myself rather than delegating them to her. I also have to be tolerant of the
impact it has on her performance (she is the lynchpin of her family so has many
responsibilities) on occasion, and also ensure she feels able to make me aware
of her issues without being judged. Sometimes this creates extra pressure and
workload for me, but she is generally a hard-working, conscientious, valuable
member of staff who just also happens to have a lot on her plate. We are a
small team and there is no one else who can help either of us out in times like
this, plus I…feel that my line manager doesn't want to know about problems
like this, so I have to absorb it all.’
It also appeared that some self-sacrificial acts could come at a significant cost to the
leader – taking up their personal time, straining their relationships with others (like
senior managers), or even resulting in financial costs. One leader noted:
‘I had to make someone redundant. I could have sacked them for incompetence
but felt that would have involved the organisation in a long conflict that would
have made everyone suffer and would have affected business. I used my own
savings and borrowed money from family to pay the considerable redundancy
payment (£11k+).’
On the other hand, followers’ examples of leaders behaving selfishly – putting their
own interests above those of the team – were spread out more across a number of
themes. The most popular type of descriptions concerned examples of leaders failing
to support their team members, for example being unavailable when help is required
and not pulling their weight in the team workload. One follower stated that ‘instead of
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meeting with me and other team members, [the manager] prioritised another meeting
of a routine nature’. Another wrote,
‘Quite often projects that I have brought to near completion are shelved
because my manager is busy with some other pet project and “doesn't have
time” to provide input from his particular skill set.’
The second group of examples involved the leader failing to treat team members as
individuals (for example, not allowing time off for personal circumstances). One
respondent said,
‘He asks you to work weekends with only a day's notice. Other times he will
tell you not to come in that day as there is no work but only give you a couple
of hours’ notice before you were due to leave. By that time the packed lunch is
prepared and I'm in my work clothes.’
Another explained,
‘My immediate line manager doesn't like it when I have doctor or dental
appointments, even though I rarely take them, but he makes me feel
uncomfortable when I request time off for such appointments.’
Others mentioned leaders putting business need above the needs of the team, albeit
distinguishing between organisation-focused behaviour and selfishness, as explained
by one respondent: ‘[My manager] placed his company's needs above my own, which
is similar but not quite the same thing’. Selfish leaders were described as ones who
take credit for the work of others, renege on their promises or, interestingly, avoid
difficult conversations, therefore protecting their own interests in avoiding conflict.
One individual noted their manager ‘takes the path of least resistance; tells me to be
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tolerant when another team member displays unacceptable behaviour to avoid having
to deal with it’.
The examples submitted by the two groups of respondents show consistency in how
the concept of ‘putting the needs of others above one’s own’ is described by leaders
and followers. Both groups refer to sacrifice of personal time (or lack of it), and
followers in particular highlight the importance of paying attention to individual needs
and circumstances, an indicator of empathy, which leaders implicitly refer to in their
accounts of self-sacrifice.
4.7 Discussion
The survey finding highlighted a few important themes that have conceptual and
methodological implications for the further exploration of altruistic leadership in
Studies 2 and 3.
First, the survey gathered data on the prevalence of altruistic leadership across industry
sectors, indicating that altruistic leadership is a meaningful concept for leaders and
followers. Many respondents were able to describe examples of such leadership in
their work practice. The themes emerging from the responses of leaders describing
self-sacrificial behaviours and followers describing the absence of such behaviours
highlighted similar types of incidents, suggesting that leaders and followers
understand the construct in similar ways. Moreover, the differences in the incidence
of concern for others and self-sacrifice across industry sectors confirm the few
propositions reported in the academic literature about the extent of altruistic leadership.
In line with Kanungo and Conger’s (1993: 37) observation that ‘altruism is a word
rarely associated with the world of business’, private sector leaders were the least
likely to describe themselves as empathic and self-sacrificial and also the least likely
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to be described in this way by followers. On the other hand, voluntary sector leaders
stood out for putting the needs of the team above their own interests – as highlighted
in previous literature on altruism in the voluntary sector (De Hoogh, Den Hartog &
Koopman 2005). Both the consistency in leaders’ and followers’ descriptions of selfsacrifice and the predictability of cross-sector findings suggest that the construct of
altruistic leadership has face validity: leaders and followers were able to report on
motivations and behaviours that could be associated with altruistic leadership.
The reliability of this survey instrument in exploring the construct of altruistic
leadership is also supported by the consistency with previous studies in the findings
with regard to age and gender in the prevalence of empathy and sacrifice. For example,
in the current survey a greater proportion of female managers indicated that they could
describe accurately the way others in the team were feeling and put the needs of others
before their own. Similarly, a recent systematic review on gender differences in
narcissism, which is associated with selfishness and lack of empathy, found that men
were more likely than women to have that personality trait (Grijalva et al. 2015). Other
research also pointed to higher levels of emotional intelligence among women (Joseph
& Newman 2010), their greater preference for working with people while men
preferred to work with things (Su, Rounds & Armstrong 2009), and the greater
likelihood that they would demonstrate reciprocity when distributing rewards in a
game (Heinz, Juranek & Rau 2011). In the same way, the increase with age in the
proportion of self-sacrificing managers is consistent with Wagner and Rush’s (2000)
exploration of organisational citizenship behaviour of employees towards supervisors,
which found that older workers valued altruism as part of their moral reasoning
framework and were disposed to engage in helping behaviours. At the same time, a
comparative study of the importance to managers of different career factors, including
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the importance of ‘service and dedication to a cause’, did not reveal age differences
between older and younger participants (Kniveton 2004). It is, nevertheless, likely that
gender and age differences have at least some effect on individuals’ desire to act
altruistically, and these factors should be taken into account when testing hypotheses
about the nature of altruistic leadership in future studies.
Secondly, the survey provided some understanding of the reasons underpinning
altruistic leadership, pointing to the role of empathy, care, and compassion in altruistic
leadership. The two themes dominating managers’ descriptions of altruistic leadership
associated self-sacrificial acts with leaders’ concerns about the personal needs and
circumstances of followers, or the difficulties that followers experience in completing
work tasks. This is corroborated by followers’ descriptions of egoistic leaders, which
indicated that the absence of concern about individual needs and workload struggles
is likely to be labelled by employees as ‘selfish’. On the one hand, both of these themes
point to the role of empathic concern being one of the mechanisms underlying
altruistic leadership, as highlighted in the literature review. On the other hand, given
the previously highlighted challenges that leaders have in balancing organisational
needs with those of their teams, there is a concern that even altruistic leaders recognise
the needs of others, they may be unable to respond to the individual circumstances of
all of their followers, and are likely appear at least to some of their teams members to
be egoistic.
At the same time, it may be methodologically difficult to differentiate between
empathy-based altruism and self-sacrifice driven by an egoistic expectation of
reciprocated benefits. The majority of leaders in the survey indicated that they put the
needs of the team above their own due to ‘the kind of person’ they are. Although this
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answer does not provide a clear explanation of the intentions of a self-sacrificing
individual, the absence of a reason to sacrifice may indicate that the leaders
internalised altruistic behaviour, instead of expecting reciprocal favours. However, the
expectation of return benefits, such as increased followers’ performance, was a close
second most popular reason for self-sacrifice. This type of self-interested motivation
is also evidenced by self-sacrifice being chosen as the top tactic used by leaders to
encourage followers to do extra work when required. Future studies should be
designed in a way that distinguishes between leaders’ expectations to benefit or bear
costs as a result of an act of self-sacrifice.
Within the theme of leaders’ desire to act altruistically, another important finding
concerns the focus of sacrifice. Previously, Avolio and Locke (2002) pointed to the
difference between individual-oriented and organisation-oriented self-sacrifice,
arguing that where leaders forgo personal interests to achieve organisational goals,
their behaviour is not truly altruistic, as the leader is likely to gain personal benefits as
part of the group sharing organisational success. However, the existing theories did
not offer a consistent approach to describing or measuring the distinction between
these foci of a self-sacrificing leader. The current survey found some evidence of
differences in the scores that followers assigned to their leaders against the statements
‘Balances the needs of the organisation with the needs of individual employees’ and
‘Puts the needs of the team above his/her own’, suggesting that such a distinction
between the foci of self-sacrifice can be made effectively. The difference between
organisation-oriented and follower-oriented leadership was also made in the
qualitative descriptions of selfish leaders submitted by followers. In line with the
literature review, these findings suggest that other-oriented behaviours of leaders are
not always selfless and that managers can seek personal gains by pursuing the interests
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of the organisation, but also that the differences between the foci of leaders’ selfsacrifice can be identified and described by followers.
The third finding highlights the differences in the extent of altruism and self-sacrifice
as reported by leaders and followers. A fairly large proportion of leaders said they
were characterised by ability to recognise the feelings of others or self-sacrificial
behaviours, while a much smaller proportion of followers described their own leaders
in the same way. On the one hand, such a difference between the scores of managers
and employees highlights self-reported assessment as a source of potential bias in
describing altruistic leadership (see, for example, Brown, 1986). One methodological
implication of this bias for future studies is the need to triangulate leaders’ ratings of
themselves with the ratings of their followers on the same dimensions of altruistic
leadership, to achieve greater reliability and construct validity. Moreover, the way
followers rated their leaders suggested that at least some degree of ‘halo’ effect was
impacting individuals’ ability to distinguish altruistic leadership from the overall
positive impression a leader might have on their followers (in the same way that low
altruistic leadership ratings submitted by followers might be associated with the
overall dissatisfaction with the leader). This means that future studies should seek not
only to recruit matched samples of leaders and followers, but also to compare the
ratings of multiple followers, to reduce the potential impact of the ‘halo’ effect in
followers’ scores of leaders. This will also allow the clarification of the effect of
altruistic leadership on follower outcomes, as the same ‘halo’ effect may be at least
partially contributing to the correlation between altruistic leadership ratings and
follower outcomes, such as having job satisfaction and being motivated by the
organisation’s core purpose, identified by the survey.
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On the other hand, the difference in the scores submitted by leaders and followers may
also point to the lack of visibility of altruistic leadership to followers. Where leaders
are experiencing a desire to help others, it is possible that followers are unaware of
these cognitive and emotional processes experienced by their leaders and, therefore,
attribute the outcomes of altruistic leadership to other factors, which they may or may
not associate with leadership. This was particularly evident in the responses of 25–34year-old followers, who were the most likely age group to receive emotional support
from their leader, but the least likely to say that their leader put the needs of the team
above their own, with almost a third (32%) of respondents in this age group describing
their leader as selfish. Interestingly, leaders belonging to this age group were also the
least likely to say that they put the needs of the teams above their own (despite scoring
similarly to other age groups on the questions related to empathy). These findings
suggest that age may play a role both in the extent to which self-sacrifice is
demonstrated by leaders and in the extent to which it is acknowledged by individuals,
with some groups less attuned to other-oriented behaviours at work.
This potential lack of visibility of altruism raises two challenges for altruistic
leadership motivation. First, the inability of followers to discern altruistic leadership
might mean that they will not respond with increased levels of satisfaction with their
leader and/or increased performance. While some leaders who are intrinsically
motivated to self-sacrifice will continue to behave altruistically, other leaders might
be discouraged from sustaining their behaviour, particularly if they are still developing
their style and rely on extrinsic factors to motivate altruistic leadership (Kohlberg
1984). Future studies could compare leader and follower outcomes across a number
of scenarios, including situations where altruistic leadership is present but is either
visible or invisible to followers. Moreover, of particular interest are leadership
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outcomes in dyads, where leaders do not see themselves as engaging in altruistic
leadership, but the followers perceive their leaders to be altruistic.
Another question is whether altruistic leaders should strive to make their behaviours
visible to followers. While highlighting desire to act altruistically can help followers
recognise the intent of their leader, it is also possible that leaders who purposefully
demonstrate altruism are then perceived as lacking humility, and their self-sacrifice is
considered to be calculated rather than genuine. Previous leadership studies provide
inconclusive evidence of whether leaders’ self-promotion and impression
management strategies are favourably received by their followers (Sosik, Avolio &
Jung 2002; Nielsen, Marrone & Slay 2010; Grant & Berry 2011). Perceived
authenticity/inauthenticity of altruistic leadership adds another dimension of
measurement for understanding the nuances of the relationship between different
components of altruistic leadership and follower outcomes.
Finally, the survey highlights the role of organisational context in the leaders’ ability
to demonstrate altruistic behaviour, which may partially explain the lack of visibility
of altruistic leadership to followers. In the survey, the respondents reflected on a
number of components associated with altruism that were identified in the literature
review, including empathic concern, self-sacrifice and intent to sacrifice without
expecting benefits in return. Both leaders and followers were more likely to
agree/strongly agree with statements concerning empathy than with statements about
acts of self-sacrifice, suggesting that although leaders experience and demonstrate
concern for others, acts of self-sacrifice do not always ensue. The survey findings
suggest that organisational context is a barrier between the experience of empathic
concern and self-sacrificial behaviour. A large proportion of managers suggested they

112

faced situations where the interests of the organisation and their teams were conflicting
every day and often, which could impact their ability to demonstrate altruistic
leadership when making decisions in the context of competing stakeholder needs. This
appeared to be particularly relevant for leaders occupying more senior positions within
the organisational hierarchy: senior managers were the least likely to say that they put
the needs of their teams above their own. Similarly, voluntary sector leaders rating
behaviours of their own managers were considerably more critical of their behaviours
than expected, given the high reported prevalence of altruistic leadership in the sector.
This finding points to the difficulties that more senior managers have in balancing
their own interests with those of their teams and organisational needs, which may
prevent them from acting in the interests of others.
Equally, norms of organisational culture appeared to be an important factor
contributing to decisions of leaders in the voluntary sector to put the needs of the team
above their own. On the other hand, the majority of private sector managers who did
not engage in self-sacrifice said that at work they had to look out for themselves first.
These findings indicate that specific industry sectors may attract employees with
altruistic traits and behaviours, and/or select individuals with these attributes for
leadership positions, encouraging leaders to develop and demonstrate altruism and
self-sacrifice. For example, the impact of organisational culture could be one of the
reasons why 25–34-year-old leaders were least likely to describe themselves as selfsacrificial. These individuals might perceive altruism as a ‘soft’ attribute that could
hamper progress in their career, if their organisations reward them for being
competitive. Further exploration of the relationship between altruistic leadership and
organisational context will be required to understand whether the relevant traits and
behaviours can be identified and developed in leaders and whether leaders themselves
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are able to demonstrate these behaviours at work, particularly in the private sector
context where organisational culture may not be supportive of altruistic leadership.
4.8 Study limitations
The main limitation of the study is the accuracy of the data reflecting the possible
attributes of altruistic leadership. The findings are likely to have been affected by selfreport bias, particularly in the leader sample, where participants had to describe their
own attitudes and behaviours, potentially inclined to portray themselves in a more
positive light. Similarly, the ability of followers to discern intentions and behaviours
of leaders could have been affected by their overall attitude to the leader. If a follower
‘likes’ their manager, they are more likely to score them positively across a number
of behaviours, failing to distinguish the leader’s strengths and weaknesses (Stang
1973). Finally, the study did not include any previously validated scales of empathy,
self-sacrifice, or altruism. The potential to generalise the findings is, therefore, limited.
For example, it is unlikely that the list of reasons why managers chose to self-sacrifice
(or not self-sacrifice) was exhaustive. Nevertheless, the purpose of this survey was to
explore concepts related to altruistic leadership and to generate hypotheses for further
research, rather than to test them. Studies 2 and 3 aim to deepen the understanding of
the altruistic leadership construct and quantitatively examine leaders’ attributes that
are associated with altruism.
Although the current study collected responses based on the profile of the UK working
population, some workforce groups were poorly represented in the final sample due
to the total sample size. Specifically, the number of responses from the voluntary
sector was fairly low, which made further data breakdowns difficult. Considering that
altruistic leadership was more likely to be found among voluntary sector leaders, due
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to the nature of the work they do, it would be interesting to explore the motivations
and behaviours of those individuals in more detail. Future studies exploring the
prevalence of altruism and self-sacrifice might consider a boost to the sample of
voluntary sector respondents, given that the proportion of these workers in the overall
UK population is relatively small.
4.9 Summary
This chapter described and discussed the findings of a cross-sector survey of leaders
and followers in the UK. It provided several important insights on the possible
components of altruistic leadership, including empathic concern of leaders for
followers’ wellbeing, acts of sacrifice (putting the needs of others above one’s own),
and the expectation to bear the cost of an altruistic act. In addition, the survey findings
highlight implications for developing the methodology in future studies of altruistic
leadership.
Specifically, several themes emerging from the findings offer further avenues for
studying altruistic leadership:


Altruistic leadership is a meaningful concept and there are consistencies in
leaders’ and followers’ descriptions of the construct.



Concern for others is highlighted as the most likely intrinsic reason for acting
altruistically, although expectation of reciprocity is also a possibility, which
requires further exploration designed to discern between the two types of
leaders’ intentions.



There is a difference in the prevalence of altruistic leadership as reported by
leaders and followers, which may be associated with the lack of visibility of
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altruistic behaviours of leaders. Future studies should compare the
effectiveness of visible and invisible altruistic leadership, as well as compare
followers’ perceptions of altruistic leaders who proactively make their
altruistic behaviours known to followers and those who do not.


Age may play a role both in the extent to which self-sacrifice is demonstrated
by leaders and the extent to which it is experienced by followers, and the ways
in which followers recognise altruistic leadership need to be defined in more
detail.



Altruistic leadership is most prevalent in the voluntary sector and least
prevalent in the private sector, which warrants further investigation into the
impact of organisational context and culture on the emergence of altruistic
leaders and their ability to demonstrate altruistic leadership.

In addition, there are several methodological implications:


Altruistic leadership described in terms of empathic concern, self-sacrifice and
intent to bear the costs of the sacrificial act has face validity.



There is a degree of ‘halo’ effect in followers’ descriptions of altruistic
leadership and the associated follower outcomes, and future studies of
altruistic leadership should triangulate leaders’ and followers’ responses and
survey multiple raters to ensure reliability and validity of measurement.

The next chapter presents the findings of a qualitative study that aimed to describe the
components of altruistic leadership in more detail.
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Chapter 5. Study 2: Interviews with leaders and followers
This chapter describes the second of the two studies in the exploratory phase of the
research: qualitative interviews with leaders and their followers. The purpose of this
stage was to collect examples of altruistic leadership and identify attributes associated
with altruistic leadership, which could support the following quantitative stage of
research.
A series of interviews based on the critical incident technique gathered recollections
of leader–follower pairs about incidents where leaders applied self-sacrificial
behaviours in order to engage followers in achieving group goals. These interviews
explored the leaders’ motivation to bear personal costs for the benefit of others, the
types of personal resources sacrificed by the leader and the expected outcomes of
sacrifice for leaders and followers. Additionally, the ways in which leaders and
followers described the same episode of altruistic leadership were compared, in order
to expand the understanding of congruence in their experiences of altruistic leadership.
5.1 Sampling, recruitment, and ethical considerations
The aim of the study was to collect detailed accounts of altruistic leadership while
comparing the ways in which a leader and a follower would describe the construct,
resulting in the need for several criteria for the sampling approach. First, the process
of exploring specific episodes of altruistic leadership required matched pairs of leaders
and followers in order to triangulate the different perspectives on the same episode
and to contrast the motivation and behaviours intended by the leader with the
motivations, behaviours and leadership perceived by the follower. Unlike in the
previous study, the recruitment process for the CIT interviews did not limit ‘leaders’

117

and ‘followers’ to the formal roles of ‘managers’ and ‘direct reports’. Instead, the
participants could self-nominate as altruistic leaders or as followers of altruistic
leaders. Secondly, a spread of sectors was likely to add variety to the types of
leadership experiences and the contexts in which they are experienced. Leaders and
followers were, therefore, drawn from a variety of sectors, where possible, although
representativeness of industries was difficult to control, due to self-nomination and
small sample size. The final consideration concerned the language used in recruiting
respondents. The focus of the study was on detailed accounts of altruistic leadership,
namely leaders sacrificing personal resources for the benefit of others without an
expectation of benefit to themselves in return. However, in everyday life the term
‘altruistic leader’ might not always be used to describe the construct in this way. For
that reason the advert invited participants to account for acts of ‘self-sacrifice’
performed by leaders, where they ‘put the needs of others before their own’ (see
Appendix 4).
To recruit participants for the CIT interviews, the invitation to the study was advertised
through several channels for communicating with HR and management professionals,
available to the researcher through CIPD. Due to the difficulties in securing
participants, the following recruitment strategies were used:


communication in the monthly research update to CIPD members;



communication in the monthly magazine People Management;



invitations extended to the participants in parallel CIPD research projects on
leadership.

The advert specified two types of individuals who could come forward for the
research: 1) leaders who identified themselves as engaging in self-sacrificial acts; and
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2) followers who believed they worked with self-sacrificing leaders. The two-route
approach to nomination was chosen to reduce the bias of leaders, who may wish to
portray themselves in a positive light, and followers, who may ‘romanticise’ their
leaders, describing them as altruistic only because they like them overall. Volunteers
identifying themselves as leaders were asked to nominate one (or several) of their
followers for an interview, while volunteer followers were asked to approach their
leader to take part. As a result, matched accounts of the same episode from leaders
and followers could be collected.
All of the participants were issued with an information sheet about the interview prior
to the data collection (see Appendix 5). Immediately before the interview they were
given a consent form, which sought permission to record the sessions (see Appendix
6). Although the leaders and followers formed the same pair and knew they were both
being interviewed, the sessions were conducted separately and confidentially and only
the factual examples of self-sacrifice were shared, so as to collect data about the same
episode from both participants in the pair. The respondents were free to stop the
interview at any time. No personal data was collected during the interviews and all of
the details that could identify the participants were subsequently deleted from the
transcripts.
In total, recollections of 15 sets of leaders and followers were collected in autumn
2013. Of those, nine were initiated by leaders and six were initiated by followers. As
a result of some participants submitting more than one example of altruistic leadership,
a total of 35 incidents were discussed. The majority of the interviews came from large
organisations, which is likely to reflect the recruitment strategy: the majority of CIPD

119

channels target representatives of large businesses. See Appendix 7 for brief profiles
of the respondents.
5.2 Question design
Questions for the interviews were carefully designed so as to avoid confusion around
the constructs of altruism and leadership. As both ‘altruism’ and ‘leadership’ have
multiple connotations in non-specialist use, the questions in the critical incident
technique aimed first to understand what the participants meant by ‘leadership’,
‘altruism’ and ‘sacrifice’. They asked leaders and followers for examples of behaviour
where leaders exhibited helping behaviours, but did not seem to expect any benefit to
themselves, or had clearly forgone personal interests to achieve a goal.
As the purpose of this study was to clarify the construct of altruistic leadership, the
questions focused on the possible characteristics of altruistic leadership identified in
the literature review. The interviews aimed to gather detailed descriptions of the
motivation and behaviours of altruistic leaders, as well as the ways in which those
aspects of altruistic leadership manifest themselves in practice, according to followers.
The interviews aimed to collect information on the following topics:


motivation to sacrifice personal resources, as reported by leaders;



contextual factors that could contribute to decisions to self-sacrifice;



costs of altruistic behaviour expected by leaders;



followers’ perceptions of altruistic leaders’ motivation and behaviours;



outcomes of behaviour for the leader and the follower.

Interviews based on the critical incident technique follow a rigid protocol, aiming to
collect detailed factual data on a particular episode from a respondent’s life. In social
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science research, such interviews typically cover three broad areas: 1) fact-finding
(who was involved, what happened, when, where); 2) the actions of the respondent
and any other participants; 3) the consequences of these actions (Flanagan 1954;
Urquhart et al. 2003). Participants reporting on the same episode (in this case, leaders
and their followers) are asked similar questions, so as to enable comparisons of their
accounts. In the current study the following broad structure of questions was followed
as part of the critical incident technique (see Appendices 8 and 9 for the detailed
questionnaires used in the interviews with leaders and followers respectively):
1) Introduction.
2) What was the situation leading up to the event?
3) What did you/the leader do?
4) What was the outcome of your/your leader’s actions?
5.3 Piloting of the questionnaire
Interview questions were piloted with eight colleagues. Half were asked to recall
examples of when they sacrificed personal interests for the benefit of someone they
lead. Others were asked to think of examples of sacrifice that their leaders made.
The participants were then taken through the interview questions. They were asked to
answer the question itself, to test whether the understanding of the question was
consistent across the participants. They were also asked to comment on the clarity of
the question and the ease of reflecting back on their experiences of sacrificial
behaviours, according to a cognitive interview protocol. The feedback from the
interviews was analysed as a whole and minor amendments to the interview questions
were made at the end of the piloting process.
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5.4 Data collection
Prior to the interview and during the recruitment process, the leaders and followers
who initiated the contact were asked to recollect recent examples where they sacrificed
personal resources in order to achieve a group goal, or where they experienced such
behaviour on the part of their leader. Each participant was asked to prepare 2–3
examples and, where possible, to reflect on those examples in advance of the
discussion to ensure that they remembered as much detail as possible and were able to
describe their motivation and behaviours in the act of self-sacrifice.
The interviews followed a semi-structured protocol, aiming to collect the details of the
episode of a leader’s self-sacrifice. Both the leader and the follower reported on the
same episode(s) that the nominating member of the matched pair had proposed as an
example of altruistic leadership. In addition, both followers and leaders could suggest
other examples of altruistic leadership that they experienced or demonstrated. Each
interview took between 30 and 60 minutes.
During the interviews particular attention was paid to the way the interviewer
communicated with the respondents, as explicit judgement of the situation could have
contributed to participants’ desire to describe the events in a way that portrayed them
favourably, rather than answering truthfully. For example, in responding about the
motivation to sacrifice, it was important that the leaders felt safe to attribute their
helping behaviours to a calculated form of sacrifice, even though selfishness is not a
socially desirable value. This was achieved through building rapport with the
interviewees at the start of the interview, providing information about the purpose of
the study and strictly following the CIT protocol, asking factual questions in an
impartial manner.
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The interviews were recorded with participants’ consent and transcribed for further
analysis. Additional notes were taken by the researcher during the interviews and kept
on record together with the interview transcripts.
5.5 Data analysis
Analysis of the data was largely qualitative, as quantitative breakdown of the relatively
small number of incidents collected would not have produced meaningful results.
Analysis of critical incident data typically follows the interview protocol, as it is
designed to collect data in a structured way (Flanagan 1954). However, in this instance
effective use of critical incident technique required a semi-structured format to gather
detailed information on participants’ motivation and expectations. For this reason
interpretative thematic analysis was used, with the purpose of identifying contextual
aspects of the studied behaviours, the experience of these behaviours, and their
outcomes for various participants (Boyatzis, Goleman & Rhee 2000; Cassell & Symon
2004).
A frame of reference was created for coding the themes within the qualitative data (see
Table 7 below). The choice of frame of reference can be influenced by many factors,
and is typically aligned to the purpose of the study and the ways in which the results
are to be used (Flanagan 1954). In this study the frame of reference was built on the
aspects of altruistic leadership identified in the literature review, so as to understand
how to map the themes emerging from the data onto the existing knowledge of
altruistic behaviours and self-sacrificial leadership. This was organised around three
aspects of altruistic leadership: sacrifice of personal needs by the leader (acts of selfsacrifice); intention to benefit others (for example, because as a result of empathising
with them); and decision to benefit another despite the anticipated costs to the leader.
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The frame of reference also included the issue of congruence between leaders’ and
followers’ accounts of altruistic leadership and the outcomes of altruistic leadership
for followers and the organisation. Sub-themes emerging from the data were coded
against these five broad categories, but reviewed and modified as new sub-themes
appeared, until all the incidents were coded.
Table 7. Coding frame for qualitative interviews
Theme

Code

Description of code

1. Acts of self- Costs to leader
sacrifice
Self-sacrificial
behaviours

Types of expected and actual costs to the leader.
Descriptions of leader behaviours in the act of
self-sacrifice.
Details of the context necessitating an act of selfsacrifice.

Context
2. Intention
benefit others

to Developing
intention to
sacrifice

an Leaders’ identification of followers’ need for
self- help.
Leaders’
experiences
of
concern
for
others/emotional discomfort when seeing others
in need of help.

Empathic concern

Perceived duty to Leaders’ experiences of perceived duty to
support others/cognitive and moral reasons for
help others
helping others.
Other motives

Other types of motives for helping others.

3. Expectation of Benefits to leader
costs to self

Types of expected and actual benefits to the
leader.

Benefits to others

Types of expected and actual benefits to
followers and/or the organisation.

Perceived outcomes Types of expected costs and benefits to the leader
of not behaving and others in the absence of self-sacrifice.
altruistically
Calculated sacrifice
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Leader assessing the possible benefits before
engaging in self-sacrificing behaviour, and only
sacrificing when expecting return benefits to self.

Leader assessing the possible benefits before
engaging in self-sacrificing behaviour, and
sacrificing despite the costs of behaviour
outweighing the benefits to self.

Selfless sacrifice

4. Congruence in Congruent
leader–-follower
accounts

Examples of the second interviewee in the dyad
(leader or follower) agreeing with the first
interviewee’s perception of leadership as
altruistic.
Examples of the second interviewee in the dyad
(leader or follower) disagreeing with the first
interviewee’s perception of leadership as
altruistic.

Incongruent

Changes in followers’ attitudes or behaviours as
a result of leaders demonstrating altruism.

5. Effectiveness of Follower-level
altruistic
outcomes
leadership
Organisation-level
outcomes

Changes in organisational processes as a result of
leaders demonstrating altruism.

5.6 Results
This section summarises the findings of the interviews with leaders and their followers,
based on the critical incident technique. The section reports on the types of incidents
recorded, as well as the results against each of the five themes of analysis identified
above.
Acts of self-sacrifice
Several groups of incidents identified in the analysis were consistent with the
examples of self-sacrifice collected in Study 1 and previous classification described
by Choi and Mai-Dalton (1999), pointing to the validity of the method chosen to
collect the examples.
The most readily offered episodes of self-sacrifice described giving up time, for
example when leaders helped followers with workloads and difficult tasks, or when
they used personal time for followers’ benefit, such as coaching team members before
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important events, or preparing for meetings or joint activities. For example, one
follower explained that his leader spends time each Friday night to write an email to
the team with the updates from the previous week:
‘[In the email] she might have said she was shopping for a dress or something
with her daughter, [and although] that was not what she mailed me for, that
engenders a bit more of an understanding that somebody has a life outside of
work… You can tell that there had been time and thought put into it. It is not
just something that has just been cut and pasted from somebody else’s
email…She has taken the time to structure it, to think about it…I am not based
here and whilst I tend to talk to [the leader] at least once a week at the end of
a telephone and more via email, [this email] shows me what the team are doing,
and it does engender a team atmosphere.’
However, not all leaders chose to sacrifice their own time to support the needs of their
followers. In fact, some leaders explained that they chose not to help their followers
in instances where team members could benefit from developmental opportunities by
tackling the challenge on their own. In these examples, leaders talked about having to
suppress their desire to step in and resolve the situation more quickly and competently,
often sacrificing their status and reputation, being ultimately accountable for
delivery of projects on time. One leader reflected on a situation where he had to
manage the expectations of his own managers to allow one of the followers to develop
in their role:
‘There is a high-profile project, where I have intentionally decided not to take
over it, and let [my team member] arrive to it himself. First time it was delayed
I gave some advice to help. Second time it happened again and at that point I
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could have said, “This is the way it’s going to work”. But I know I hired
capable people, I have no doubt in that, so I have to let them do their
jobs…What I had to sacrifice in this process is my reputation, because I’m
accountable for this, and I became the conduit between [my team member] and
the stakeholders. I had to explain to my managers and to some other
stakeholders why it is not delivered – again and again. Now it has been
finished, and we will have a session to understand the lessons learnt, and how
these situations can be prevented in the future.’
Additionally, several leaders spoke of forgoing praise or developmental
opportunities, putting forward their followers instead. A few followers described
such examples, often referring to leaders as ‘empowering’, suggesting that they
sacrificed something that could be of value to them, ultimately having control over
deciding whether to forgo their own interests or not. Interestingly, the leaders
themselves did not perceive these types of self-sacrifice were as costly as followers
thought:
‘Often I will be asked to do articles or to speak publicly about the work we are
doing. But, for me, I’ve done it so many times before; one more article is not
going to make a difference. I’ve started to put forward my team members to do
these things, so that they can get exposure and recognition for it…And I think
my manager also notices I’m doing this.’
Followers contrasted examples of self-sacrificial leaders with incidents describing
selfish leaders. Specifically, selfish leaders were characterised as lacking concern for
individual needs and preparedness to give up power or status. One interviewee
explained:
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“Just before [my leader] was preparing to leave for a job outside this
organisation he signed off a particular project. That project went wrong, just
slightly, but enough for that person to get concerned with how it might affect
his reputation. He called me in a room…and said, “I never told you to go
ahead with it. It’s a good thing [name] is leaving, he can take the blame with
him.” In that one moment I lost all respect for [the leader].”
When offering examples of putting the needs of others before their own, leaders
sometimes struggled with the word ‘sacrifice’. According to some of the respondents,
not all incidents of forgoing time, praise, or reputation for the benefit of the follower
‘felt like hardship’, in the words of one interviewee. It appeared that self-sacrifice was
associated with emotional costs for the leader, while helping behaviours that did not
involve emotional discomfort were not seen as self-sacrificial. Some examples of such
emotional costs involved leaders changing a preferred way of working, committing to
something that they did not want or have to do to help their teams or, in contrast,
delegating to their team members activities that they liked doing themselves.
Acceptance of emotional costs was associated with exercising self-control. A leader
said:
‘The higher up you get the more you have to relinquish a certain amount of
control. Personally this is quite difficult to say “ok this is yours, off you go!”
and I have to be trusting. It is a learning curve and it’s difficult at times to
delegate, and delegate effectively.
I am a real numbers person. I gained a degree in maths and therefore my
strengths are numbers and spreadsheets. I do a monthly report for the regional
management team and [my boss] said I had to delegate that. But that is the
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part of my job I like! I had to think about that and make better use of my time
according to my role.’
In some instances emotional discomfort was described as a form of sacrifice in itself,
where a leader felt anxious or frustrated because of the situation they were dealing
with for the benefit of their followers, even though they did not have to give up time,
praise or status in the process. One follower observed:
‘I know [the leader] in other lives and in other arenas as well. I recognise that
it is actually a personal sacrifice for her [to lead by example], because by
nature she is much more introverted. She really has to put herself out there to
do some of the activities that we do in the business. When she is talking about
getting outside your comfort zone, trying something different [in coaching
conversations], I recognise that she is not just telling me to do it, she has had
to do it personally, she does it herself.’
Leaders’ intention to benefit others
In describing the incidents, participants offered a number of reasons why leaders
sacrificed personal resources or needs. It was clear that attributing the act of selfsacrifice to a single motivating factor was difficult for the interviewees, so some
respondents started by talking about care and concern that a leader showed towards
followers’ circumstances, recognising and attending to their needs. One respondent
said:
‘I had some personal issues at the beginning of the year. [My leader] was
really, really good; really understanding. He didn't put any pressure on me to
rush back or anything like that. He's also really approachable and he's always
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helpful. So there's never a problem where you might [be afraid] to speak to
him because he's going to go mad. It's just not like that.’
At times, leaders’ caring intentions were placed at the level of commitment to serve
the entire organisation or society, rather than individual followers, which is consistent
with the ideas of servant leadership (Greenleaf 1977). For example, one follower said
about her leader:
‘[The leader] is successful because he is great, but he does not want to be
promoted. He has no interest in that. He is actually genuinely passionate about
the service that we are providing. He hasn’t forgotten that, in going through
everything else.’
Other leaders saw care and concern for personal needs of followers as part of their
job. For example, giving team members development opportunities and offering
praise was considered by some as one of the functional responsibilities of a manager:
‘A leader’s job is to inspire the vision. You need people to deliver that vision
or that plan, and so if you don’t serve and look after those people, then your
role doesn’t exist, your plan won’t get delivered. After you have created and
communicated the vision, it is all about serving the people so that they can
deliver that plan. And so give them the support they need, the encouragement
they need, the resources, clearing obstacles, whatever it may be but your role
is then to serve the people so they can get on and deliver… Obviously there
are lots of different types of leadership, for me it is inherent to be a good leader
I think. If you link it back to my force around the values for who you are as a
leader, I guess values and qualities, selflessness are really important.’
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Within the same theme one leader suggested that she liked sacrificing her time to
spend it with her team members, as this allowed her to fulfil her understanding of what
a ‘good’ or ‘inspirational’ leader should be like:
‘Why do I do it? Because I like people. I like talking, and so [spending time
with them] helps me do what I do best. I like finding out about people and what
makes them tick so that I can help them progress, as others helped me to
progress. It is about giving back as well. I had role models throughout my
career and I have been really lucky to work with some really inspirational
leaders and who really helped me to understand me and I like doing that for
others.’
Finally, care and self-sacrifice were attributed to the leader’s ‘character’, ‘sense of
duty’, or ‘obligation’, associated with personal integrity and commitment to do the
right thing. While some respondents described this motivation as one of their traits,
other also mentioned a link with a particular sector they worked in, as described by
one leader:
‘You have no choice but to do this because we’re public servants, and that’s
why we joined the job. I could never live with myself if I’ve said, “No I can’t
be bothered,” and somebody ended up getting killed.’
At the same time, several respondents believed that it was empathising with
followers’ needs that made leaders’ actions distinctly altruistic. Several participants
described how they recognised the negative or difficult experiences of their team
members and having to act on that feeling to support followers, through one’s own
sacrifice. One leader said:
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‘If you were on an operations or training exercise you would be lying in the
middle of the woods somewhere. Probably it would be cold and it would be
raining. You’d have sentries out all throughout the night... As an officer I
didn’t have to get up in the middle of the night to go and visit and check on
those soldiers, but I always would because I knew it was cold, it was dark, it
was lonely and they were tired. So actually, if I am going to be a good officer
I am going to get up out of my bed, I will go round and I will have a chat with
them in the night, check they are all okay.’
While demonstrating character, or behaviours that form part of a manager’s job were
associated with ‘good’ and ‘effective’ leadership, it appears that self-sacrificial
behaviours form a distinct set, and followers were able to comment on the degree to
which their leader put the needs of others first, without conflating it with their overall
opinion of the leader. One follower said:
“To be honest, I don’t [see him as altruistic]. I see him as very inclusive, but I
also see him as very ambitious. There is not a right or wrong in being
ambitious, in my opinion, I don’t think that makes him any the less effective…
He is very engaging, but you get a strong sense of a driven personality who
expects certain things to be done by certain points.”
One leader highlighted specifically that the needs of her followers were varied, but the
common element in her approach to all of them was listening and understanding,
tailoring the self-sacrificial support to individual team members:
“If you speak to any of my direct reports, they would all tell you something
different, because they are all individuals and they all want something different
from me. [I lead] by understanding them and helping them with whatever it is
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that they want to do. They’d probably say that I listen, I treat them as
individuals that I can create a vision. I can understand what they are really
good at and help them be better at what they are great at…so that they feel
successful every day when they go home.”
Similarly, in several examples leaders and followers expanded on the role of integrity
in caring for others, explaining that self-sacrificial leaders combined that trait with
understanding and caring for the needs of followers. They described self-sacrificing
leaders as capable of remaining considerate when having a difficult conversation with
a team member. One follower explained:
‘There was a recent situation where there had been a criticism from above of
something that I had done. [The leader] took that criticism, spoke to me,
understood the situation, didn’t prejudge anything, was very open with me,
and then dealt with that situation appropriately.’
Although not explicitly pointing to the link between empathy and self-sacrifice, in a
reverse example, another respondent expressed concerns about the leader’s selfsacrifice being potentially unnecessary and not aligned with followers’ needs. She
said:
“I imagine he would get a certain amount of satisfaction from helping people.
It is in his nature and it is something that he has gone on to do a lot of. I think
his motivation behind that was to do what is right, or what he decided was the
right thing to do, but it is a weak example for me. When he put himself out
there, it was just for him, even though it was probably hard.”
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Balance of costs and benefits
As discussed in the literature review, the decision of an individual to engage in selfsacrificial behaviours despite cost to self is one of the aspects of altruism. Both leaders
and followers discussed the rational process of calculating the costs and benefits of
self-sacrificial behaviours. One follower gave an example of how such calculations
could be conditioned by the nature of the job, or the sector in which an individual
works, where altruistic behaviour is explicitly incentivised. She said:
‘We work in an emergency response sector, and people who work there would
suggest that [they self-sacrifice] when an incident happens. But, everybody
knows deep down that they really want an incident to happen because it gives
them a chance to prove themselves, have opportunities to be fully functional,
and to shine. Purely from the fact they do not want to admit that, there is a
certain amount of distrust created. If someone is too self-sacrificing I would
have to question the motivation, and why they are in it, what people are getting
from it. If any leader is too self-sacrificing [it’s questionable] because you just
want to achieve your objectives at the end of the day.’
In a reverse example, a follower explained that her leader sacrificed development
opportunities because she would not get as much out of it as the followers would. This
type of incident (also mentioned by other leaders and followers) presents a similar
calculation of costs and benefits by the leader before deciding whether to engage in an
act of self-sacrifice. The respondent explained:
“[The leader] had dealt with more complex [similar] projects in the past, and
it was not going to develop her massively. If it was around her development
and if it was for selfish reasons, then I suppose it would be more led by [her]…
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But the fact that it was not that directive, it was more collaborative, would
suggest to me that it was not.”
Interestingly, the timing with which leaders were performing calculations of costs and
benefits associated with self-sacrifice was described in two ways. For one group of
leaders, the decision to forgo personal interests was dependent on the anticipation
before the self-sacrificial act of either immediate or short-term returns. Several leaders
stated explicitly that demonstrating self-sacrifice gave them a lever for asking
followers to reciprocate with discretionary effort in return. A leader noted:
‘It’s just deciding [what your costs are] long-term and short-term. It just got
to the point [when I thought], “No, because in the future I can’t do this stuff,
you need to do it, so I’m just going to show you now how to do it”. As you get
bigger [as an organisation] you need to delegate to people, because it is hard
to manage it otherwise.’
Trust and followers’ commitment were mentioned among the factors that leaders were
considering when weighing the costs and benefits of self-sacrifice, particularly where
the example concerned the leader’s reputation or status. If a follower was trusted to
cope with a difficult task that a leader could fulfil better or more quickly, the leader
was prepared to sacrifice time, power, and reputation for that individual. One leader
said:
‘Trust is a big thing for me and so I trusted [the follower]. He has borne this
out and he is brilliant at what he does. So it was just listening to the things that
he needed in place to manage the situation, and to be fair, [whether he is] good
or bad, it’s his job…Because he put it quite clearly and articulately why [the
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way the situation was managed] was wrong, I understood him. So I had to go
into a bit of a battle with somebody else to move forward.’
Another leader added:
‘You have to [know] the ones who are really determined to make it work, and
will make it work. And they are the ones you spend most of your time with. I
am actually prepared to sacrifice time, energy, resources for people who are
doing what they say they are going to do…They have to show some
commitment in return for what we give them.’
The second group of leaders spoke of the benefits they gained from acts of sacrifice
as unintended consequences, rather than something they took into account before
putting the needs of others before their own. While leaders were suggesting that they
gained personal satisfaction or greater follower commitment as a result of their
actions, those were not the reasons why they behaved altruistically in the first place.
One leader explained:
‘It is the most exhausting job some days because you are giving of yourself
every minute of every day…I enjoy spending my time with people and there is
nothing more rewarding for me than seeing one of my direct reports or one of
my wider team get recognition for something that they have done, something
that they are really good at, and the thrill that that gives me. So it is not selfless
because I get something back. It gives me every emotion, I can be on the ceiling
one minute and I can be on the floor the next minute because somebody has
done something and I don’t think there is much in between.’

136

The unintended benefits cited by leaders were primarily emotional or developmental,
rather than gains of immediate transactional value, even though the respondents often
described the experience as ‘rewarding’. Another leader said:
‘First of all it is really nice seeing people develop as individuals, their personal
growth. Another thing is that you develop yourself, because one of the best
ways of learning things yourself is by teaching it to other people. So by
teaching other people and helping them develop you are bound to develop
yourself, and ultimately it grows the business. Some of it is altruistic and some
of it is purely practical.’
Some followers recognised the difference between these two types of self-sacrifice,
suggesting that they were able to distinguish between ‘genuine’ and selfish sacrifice,
pointing to consistency in leaders’ behaviours. Where leaders were continually able to
offer care and support to followers, regardless of the costs to themselves, followers
defined them as altruistic, even if there were some unintended benefits of self-sacrifice
for the leaders as a result. On the other hand, if leaders were demonstrating selfsacrifice only in anticipation of getting something in return, such behaviours were
described as intrinsically selfish. One follower said:
“I can tell there is a difference between sacrifice that is done to get something
out of it, and when someone genuinely cares about you, but it’s difficult to say
how [to distinguish between the two]. I think for me it’s about consistency.
When I spoke to [my leader], and we spoke about various things, it was always
the same level of care…She knew me very well, and she would always know
how I felt, and go straight to the issue, rather than asking generally [how I
was].”
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Congruence between leaders’ and followers’ accounts
Several leaders and followers of the same pair offered opposing perspectives on the
motivation for self-sacrifice. In some instances, these inconsistencies were brought
up by followers who believed that their managers behaved selfishly, while the leaders
suggested otherwise. However, in one example the leader disagreed with a follower’s
perspective that she was self-sacrificial, forgoing control and personal preference in
letting the team decide how to complete a task. The leader then explained that she had,
in fact, anticipated how the situation would develop, and the benefits of her initial
sacrifice were not as unintended as the follower suggested.
The follower said:
‘We have restructured parts of the team and it would have been very easy for
her to [say] what it should look like. But she deliberately said, “I have got my
ideas but I don’t want to say them, I want you to go away and…come back with
your own ideas.” [When we came up with a plan] I could tell that it wasn’t
[what she wanted]; you could tell from her kind of face and from the questions
that she was asking. But, she has actually gone with those ideas…knowing that
she actually rips up a lot of stuff that she has already done and wanted. That
[episode] has pushed, encouraged and in a way developed both the team
capability and us being a team as well.’
And the leader explained the same situation:
‘My perspective is slightly different because I know what is going on in my
head! I believe if you are trying to do something different, you have to take
people on a journey. We will get to the same place at the same time but will be
then quicker at the implementation, because the people are “on the bus”, they
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are on the journey…So I think they came up with half the story and I think it is
important to let them run that story because their ideas then developed as they
went along.
I have been doing this for a long time, so I know how things are going to play
out. For me it is important to teach them how they go about it, let them run
with things and understand that they have got something done and that is not
going to work. So it is probably not quite what [my team member] thinks
because I knew instinctively that…they needed to work that through as a
group.’
In a different example, the leader and the follower disagreed on whether the
behaviours of the leader were self-sacrificial at all. Where the leader believed that he
was putting the needs of the team before his own, the follower suggested that the costs
to the leader may not have been as significant:
‘It was a sacrifice for the organisation but not for himself. Some would say it
was a sacrifice to have to drop everything [attend to the needs of the business]
but for me it was an opportunity. It was a problem that needed resolving.’
It is clear that the experience of self-sacrificial leadership may be different for leaders
and followers, due both to the visibility of leaders’ behaviours and intentions and to
differences in the interpretation of the same situation from different perspectives.
Some respondents proposed that the ability of followers to notice self-sacrificial acts
is increased when they have had previous experience of selfish leaders and are
therefore more aware of unselfishness in comparison. One leader spoke of her
experience:
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‘Some of them really value [sacrifices] and are really appreciative. They will
say this publicly and they will talk to other people about the support that they
are getting. Lots of them are really surprised to get that level of support. In
fact the most common comment we get is that people have never had that kind
of support before and it really surprises them.
Another leader said:
‘[Some of] the times when I have made personal sacrifices as a leader, these
were really, really small things, and I think sometimes your followers won’t
even notice the things that you are doing and the sacrifices that you are making.
That’s why it’s all a bit of a paradox because you are doing this [for them] but
do your people even know that you are doing it, and if they don’t know that
you are doing it, how is that having a motivating effect on them?’
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Effects of self-sacrifice on followers
The respondents cited several types of outcomes resulting from leaders’ self-sacrificial
behaviours, and different types of sacrifice were loosely associated with specific types
of outcomes for the follower. At the very basic level, leaders who sacrificed time to
help their teams with workloads ensured effective task management by plugging
gaps in existing resources. One interviewee said:
‘The team had more help with the workload, and a dedicated senior member
of staff supporting them through transition. The benefit to the stakeholders was
that there was real dedicated time to the service that came in.’
However, a number of outcomes cited pointed to wider transformational effects of
self-sacrifice on followers. One frequent theme was professional and personal
development. Leaders spending time to support their team members, as well as
sacrificing opportunities to take on complex projects, were helping their followers to
obtain new skills and become more confident in their roles. One respondent said about
their leader:
‘He chose to take three-monthly meetings individually with [the two young
colleagues] to discuss their progression, and he came up with ideas and
opportunities to help them develop their careers, which he did not have to do.
They were full of potential but the existing structure did not allow that to be
explored, and since then they have both moved on within the organisation and
both got good jobs.’
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Finally, taking blame for followers or sacrificing one’s own reputation to support the
team was associated with emotional benefits, expressed in feelings of safety and
being protected from negative experiences in an organisation. One follower said:
‘Part of the reason I like working with [the leader] is because he can see
around a lot of this nonsense and he shields us from a lot of it, I’m sure. He’s
now starting to be pressured by the politics of the organisation and a lot of
what he gets us to do could be influenced by that.’
The way that self-sacrificial leadership was translated into followers’ outcomes was
underpinned by at least two mechanisms. One of these concerned an increase in
emotional commitment to the leader and, ultimately, to the organisation. A second
mechanism was associated with a more rational cognitive response, where followers
noted that as a result of their leader role-modelling selfless behaviour, they were
encouraged to reciprocate with extra effort at work. One follower said:
‘It’s nice to see someone that is open to ideas and makes you feel safe to share
those. Whereas if you weren’t encouraged to do so you might keep them to
yourself, and you may continue with the status quo or whatever you do. It
certainly encourages you to be more creative or innovative, and it certainly
makes you feel like you are contributing more to the team, to the organisation,
and so more content and happier at work.’
Another added:
‘There was a time when we were really busy, and we were all down in another
office together. On the last day [my leader] said that I should go home, and
she would stay and finish the job herself…I understand why she did it, because
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she was the senior manager, and perhaps it was her job to do that. But the next
day I felt I should do something for her as well, so I worked from home, and
did a fair amount of work. There is a degree of reciprocity when you see that
your leader is pulling their weight.”
However, a small number of negative experiences of leaders’ self-sacrifice were
described, for example where a follower believed that, in fact, the leader’s desire to
help with the workload deprived her of development opportunities. She said:
‘When I was first working with him, he held many projects very tightly and did
not allow others to work on them. There were few development opportunities
for me, because he didn’t think I could do it. When I [progressed] it was
immense for me as I have not been given the opportunity to take on certain
things…I wanted him to give up some of that power while I still felt comfortable,
and give me clear guidance and clear responsibilities.’
Only one leader believed that her self-sacrificial behaviours had led to a negative
effect on followers, when she decided not to tell her staff about upcoming
organisational restructure until she knew exactly what was going to happen to their
jobs. While from her perspective she was going through the emotionally difficult times
on her own, protecting the team from unnecessary anxiety, in retrospect she wished
she had told her followers about the situation earlier, so that they could prepare for the
news and start working together to find a solution. The leader explained:
‘When I finally told them it was a shock…I think they understood why I did it
the way I did, and they knew how difficult it was for me to carry that
information without being able to tell anyone. But, as you develop as a
manager you realise that certain things should be done differently. I would
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have had more time and could have prepared them better to the new structure
before I had to leave the organisation.’
5.7 Discussion
The examples discussed in the interviews highlighted the respondents’ sensitivity to
different types of sacrificial behaviour. Both leaders and followers observed that only
some episodes of a leader helping followers could be labelled ‘self-sacrifice’ or
‘altruism’, suggesting that they could differentiate between the different types of
intentions and behaviours of sacrificing leaders. Three specific elements that could be
attributed to altruistic leadership were identified.
First, leaders specified that true sacrifice felt like a ‘hardship’, pointing to the
acceptance of emotional costs as a characteristic of altruistic behaviour. The
respondents highlighted that emotional discomfort accompanied acts of self-sacrifice
and was sometimes a form of sacrifice in itself, for example where leaders had to give
up activities they liked doing, or where they had to behave in ways that were not part
of their natural style. This finding suggests that individuals view altruistic leadership
as a style that requires leaders to accept personal emotional costs, in addition to the
dedication of other resources. This distinguishes it from general helping behaviour,
which can involve giving up time, for example, but is not necessarily a ‘hardship’ for
the leader. This distinction can assist in differentiating between leadership styles from
the leader’s own point of view, but is unlikely to be obvious to the followers, who are
not always aware of the leader’s intrinsic costs, as the interviews suggested.
Secondly, the respondents highlighted a difference in leaders’ expectations of the
outcomes of their self-sacrifice, suggesting that altruistic leaders put the needs of
others first, without anticipating any benefits to themselves in return. While altruistic
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leaders could find the act of self-sacrifice intrinsically ‘rewarding’, the resulting value
is of an emotional nature and often realised in the long term, for example through
seeing followers develop. This is consistent with Batson’s (2011) analysis of the
balance of costs and benefits in an altruistic act. In contrast, non-altruistic leaders
focused on the transactional aspects of the costs and benefits in the act of self-sacrifice,
dedicating personal resources only where there was a rational, calculated case for
performance gains. This finding points to the difference between altruistic leadership
and self-interested sacrifice previously discussed in the literature theoretically (House
& Howell 1992; Price 2003), suggesting that the two can be effectively distinguished
in measurements.
Thirdly, the findings suggested that participants might be able to distinguish between
the different types of reasons underlying leaders’ desire to act in the interests of others.
In discussions about the reasons why leaders may self-sacrifice, the respondents
named a number of possible motives associated with caring behaviours of leaders.
However, only empathic concern was linked to caring that was specific to individuals’
needs and, therefore, was seen as meaningful by the followers. This observation
resonates with the theme of empathy as a specific motivation for altruistic leadership,
as proposed by the theoretical framework developed earlier. It also suggests that while
integrity and commitment to serve others could be characteristic of altruistic leaders,
these values are not exclusive to this type of leadership.
At the same time, the ability of leaders and followers to distinguish between altruistic
and non-altruistic leadership is challenged by the inconsistencies in leaders’ and
followers’ descriptions of self-sacrificial leadership incidents uncovered by the study.
Even though the majority of respondents offered the same accounts of a leader’s
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behaviours and motivation, some disagreed on the reasons why the leader put the
needs of others before their own, even questioning whether there were any costs to the
leader at all. On the one hand, this could be associated with the challenge of visibility
of leaders’ self-sacrifice. For example, the frequency with which different types of
sacrifice were cited suggests that time commitment is more noticeable to leaders and
followers, while sacrifice of status and recognition may occur without followers’
knowledge of the cost to the leader. There is also a question about the accuracy of
participants’ accounts: followers could be attributing their own values and the ways
they would behave in a particular situation to their leader, while leaders may be
portraying themselves in more or less positive light depending on how modest they
are. These methodological challenges to the accuracy of descriptions of altruistic
leadership informs the design of the next stage of the research, triangulating
perspectives of leaders and followers.
5.8 Study limitations
While this study offered a useful insight into the attributes and behaviours of altruistic
leaders, its scope and design had a number of limitations.
First, the research collected only a small number of critical incidents describing
altruistic leadership. Other studies based on the critical incident technique reported
findings from several hundreds of episodes (Grove & Fisk 1997; Herriot, Manning &
Kidd 1997), although some gathered only a few dozen incidents (Kaulio 2008).
Because of the number of incidents collected in this study, quantitative analysis of the
data was not appropriate. In addition, the range of organisational sectors and sizes
within the sample was not very diverse, with a considerable proportion of the leader–
follower pairs represented by large public and voluntary sector organisations. It is
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possible that altruistic leaders are more likely to be found in these sectors, as shown
in Study 1. Future studies could aim to collect a larger number of incidents, as well as
to use targeted recruitment strategies to ensure representativeness of organisational
sectors and sizes in the sample.
The second limitation is the self-report bias in the descriptions of altruistic leadership
by leaders and followers. The recruitment strategy involved self-nomination, relying
on individuals’ interpretation of their own behaviours (or behaviours of their leaders,
in the case of followers) as self-sacrificial. Cultural factors, for example the ways in
which the concepts of ‘sacrifice’ and ‘altruism’ are presented in popular culture and
through the education system, could affect the ways in which individuals interpret
leaders’ behaviours and motivations. To an extent, this limitation was overcome by
triangulating the data submitted by leaders and followers in the same pair, and the
presence of incongruent responses suggests that this approach was effective. However,
it is also possible that the responses of the second interviewee in a pair were to a degree
affected by the nomination for this study. For example, leaders who were nominated
by followers as altruistic could have found it difficult to disagree with such
descriptions of themselves, or, on the contrary, felt that they have to downplay how
selfless they were. Future studies should take into account the potential impact of such
bias when designing the research and interpreting the findings.
Finally, the current study was not designed to prevent conflation of altruistic
leadership with other types of leadership, and/or to single out the effect that followers’
positive opinion of their leaders could have on their description of leaders’ motivation
to self-sacrifice. While offering a foundation for hypotheses about attributes and
behaviours that distinguish altruistic leaders from non-altruistic ones, the results of
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this study are insufficient to allow conclusions to be drawn about the nature and
effectiveness of altruistic leadership. Further quantitative research is required to
compare the effects of altruistic and non-altruistic leadership and to test whether
altruistic leadership is a better predictor of follower and organisational outcomes than
other leadership styles.
5.9 Summary
This study comprised a series of qualitative interviews with self-sacrificing leaders
and their followers, based on the critical incident technique, with the purpose of
clarifying the components of altruistic leadership identified through the literature
review. Crucially, it highlighted a number of specific attributes and behaviours of
altruistic leaders, which can be measured in the next stage of research. These are:


accepting emotional and other costs in the act of self-sacrifice;



engaging in self-sacrifice despite these costs and not anticipating any
immediate tangible benefits in return;



empathising with followers’ needs and intending to benefit followers in ways
that meet their specific needs.

The study also collected data on a number of possible follower outcomes of altruistic
leadership, as reported by the participants. Figure 1 presents an updated conceptual
model of altruistic leadership, including aspects of this leadership style and its effects
on followers, considered in the scope of the current study, although impact of altruistic
leadership on other stakeholders (for example, organisations and society) may be
possible. This model will be tested in Study 3.
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Figure 1. Updated conceptual model of altruistic leadership
Items in dotted boxes can be characteristic of altruistic leaders, but are not exclusive to this leadership style
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Chapter 6. Study 3: Survey of leaders and their followers
This final part of the research aimed to test the insights about the nature and
effectiveness of altruistic leadership gathered during the exploratory stage. In line with
the research questions outlined in Chapter 3, a scale measuring altruistic leadership
was developed and tested in a quantitative survey of leaders and followers. The power
of the new instrument to predict a range of leadership outcomes compared with two
other measures of leadership styles. Unlike Study 1, this survey gathered responses
from matched leader–follower pairs, which allowed comparison of leadership
outcomes between leaders whose self-ratings matched observer ratings and leaders
who rated themselves higher or lower than their followers.
This chapter opens with a section formulating the hypotheses for this stage of research,
drawing on the propositions identified through the literature review and the
exploratory research findings (Chapters 4 and 5). It proceeds to describe study design,
including the sample, the measures used in the survey instrument and the technical
aspects of data collection and analysis. The results of the survey are described and
discussed in the latter part of the chapter.
6.1 Formulating hypotheses for testing
Before the final study could be designed, the findings of the exploratory stage of the
research were aggregated and examined to formulate concrete hypotheses that could
be tested quantitatively through a survey of leaders and followers.
First, it was necessary to define the structure of the altruistic leadership model to be
tested. As discovered earlier, through combining literatures on altruism and leadership,
altruistic leadership could be described with three principal components: an act of self-
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sacrifice, the expectation of the leader to bear the net costs of the act, and empathy
with followers’ needs as the primary driver of altruistic behaviours. Further empirical
exploration of leader and follower experiences of self-sacrifice and altruism in Studies
1 and 2 established that these three dimensions were relevant to the construct of
altruistic leadership, and highlighted attributes that could describe this leadership style.
The exploratory stage, therefore, provided a foundation for developing the
components of the instrument for measuring altruistic leadership. Furthermore, by
collecting examples of such leadership from leaders’ and followers’ perspectives, it
helped formulate specific items within each of the components of the model. For
instance, the act of self-sacrifice could be expressed through offering time, praise or
status to followers, as suggested by previous literature (Choi & Mai-Dalton 1998;
1999), as well as by the incidents described by leaders and followers in the current
research. Of particular value were the descriptions of the intended and unintended
costs associated with the act of self-sacrifice. This is an area where respondents were
more likely to provide responses that portrayed leaders in a favourable light. It was,
therefore, important that statements corresponding to the consequences of the act of
self-sacrifice were worded in a way that respondents could recognise, but that did not
lead them to inflate their responses. These considerations were used to design and test
the scale of altruistic leadership in the first stage of the study, describing the nature of
this leadership style.
Another important objective of Study 3 was to understand the effects of altruistic
leadership. Although previous research has linked ethical, servant, self-sacrificial and
other similar leadership styles to follower outcomes, it could be that altruism – as a
combination of self-sacrifice, empathy, and intention to bear the costs of self-sacrifice
– is not effective as a mechanism of influencing others towards shared objectives. Yet,
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to meet Yukl’s (2006) definition of leadership as ‘the process of influencing others to
understand and agree about what needs to be done and how to do it, and the process
of facilitating individual and collective efforts to accomplish shared objectives’, an
association between altruistic leadership style and leadership outcomes had to be
demonstrated. Several types of positive outcomes (such as perceived leader
effectiveness and job satisfaction) were selected based on the findings of Studies 1
and 2, and previous research on servant and self-sacrificial leadership effectiveness
(see, for example, van Knippenberg & van Knippenberg 2005; Walumbwa, Hartnell
& Oke 2010; Grant & Berry 2011). Details of the measures used will be discussed in
later sections of this chapter.
Hypothesis 1A. Perceived leader effectiveness, followers' job satisfaction,
perceptions of organisational climate and perceptions of support for creativity
will be higher when the leader exhibits altruistic leadership.
Furthermore, as existing leadership theories already provided a considerable body of
evidence on the relationship between various leadership styles and organisational
outcomes (Lowe, Kroeck & Sivasubramaniam 1996; Barbuto & Wheeler 2006; Liden
et al. 2008), it was essential to compare the predictive power of the altruistic leadership
scale with that of other instruments describing similar leadership styles. Considering
the large amount of variance typically predicted by robust measures of leadership,
such as transformational leadership (Bass et al. 2003), it is critical that new leadership
instruments provide additional value by offering incremental improvements on the
predictive power of existing scales (Mumford & Fried 2014). In order to appreciate
the potential of altruistic leadership to predict follower outcomes, two additional
leadership instruments were selected: transformational leadership, as an example of
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statistically robust leadership scale, and servant leadership, for its closeness to the
construct studied in the current research.
Hypothesis 1B. The altruistic leadership scale will explain additional variance
in leader effectiveness above and beyond that explained by transformational
and servant leadership.
Finally, both Study 1 and Study 2 highlighted the differences in the ways leaders and
followers describe altruistic leadership, and the degree to which they perceive their
own behaviours and the behaviours of their leaders as altruistic. On the one hand, these
differences could be explored descriptively, in the process of developing and testing a
scale of altruistic leadership. On the other hand, previous research into the
inconsistencies between self-ratings and observer-ratings suggested that the difference
itself may have an effect on the outcomes of leadership. Several widely cited papers
(Atwater & Yammarino 1992; Yammarino & Atwater 1993; Atwater et al. 1998)
describe a technique for comparing leadership outcomes across four groups of leaders,
depending on whether they rate themselves higher or lower than followers and on the
magnitude of that difference. Over-estimators typically score themselves considerably
higher than they are scored by followers and have the worst leadership outcomes.
Conversely, under-estimators are likely to score themselves significantly lower than
they are rated by others, but are most effective as leaders. In-agreement leaders
provide self-ratings consistent with ratings supplied by their followers: within that
group in-agreement/good leaders are rated by followers higher than in-agreement poor
leaders, and are also more effective.
The reason why agreement of leaders and followers is relevant to the current research
is that it may help understand how altruistic leadership becomes visible to followers.
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The differences between groups of leaders with different self- and observer-ratings
have been linked to emotional intelligence, narcissism and conscientiousness, which
may impact on how individuals express their leadership style. For example, Campbell,
Goodie and Foster (2004) and Chatterjee & Hambrick (2007) explained that overestimators might be characterised by an inflated view of selves, over-confidence and
focus on their own interests at work, rather than the interests of others. On the other
hand, under-estimators have been shown as more self-aware with greater levels of
emotional intelligence, but lower levels of self-confidence, which may lead them to
compensate for their perceived lack of leadership ability by providing greater practical
and emotional support to followers (Sosik & Megerian 1999; Sosik 2001).
Considering that these types of perceptions and behaviours may be associated with
various aspects of altruistic leadership, such as selfishness/unselfishness and concern
for others, it was interesting to investigate the difference in altruistic leadership ratings
submitted by leaders and their followers. Hypotheses were formulated in line with the
previous observations on the effectiveness of different types of leaders.
Hypothesis 2A. Over-estimators will have lower altruistic leadership ratings
compared with the other categories, as perceived by followers.
Hypothesis 2B. Under-estimators will have higher altruistic leadership ratings
than ‘in-agreement/good’ and ‘in-agreement/poor’ leaders, as perceived by
followers.
Hypothesis 2C. Leader effectiveness, job satisfaction and organisation
outcomes will be higher for ‘in-agreement/good’ leaders than ‘inagreement/poor’ leaders.
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6.2 Sample design, recruitment, and ethical considerations
Quantitative testing of the hypotheses about the nature of altruistic leadership and its
relationship with other leadership constructs required a large sample of leaders and
followers, sufficient for statistical analysis. Moreover, given the identified differences
in the ways leaders and followers perceive sacrifice, it was necessary to match the
leader respondents to the individuals they lead, so as to triangulate the accounts of
those demonstrating altruistic leadership and those experiencing it. It would be
preferable to base the sampling approach on the wider definition of a ‘leader’, where
followers nominate and rate individuals they consider to be leader-like, with the
nominees also invited to take part in the survey. However, managing the process of
such nominations and matching the leaders to the followers on a large scale to build a
sample big enough for the statistical analysis was not feasible. Instead, this study
adopted role-centric definitions of ‘leaders’ and ‘followers’, sampling managers and
their direct reports to fit those respondent categories.
Similar to the approach taken in Study 1, appropriate respondents for this survey were
recruited opportunistically, as part of a wider research project on management of
employee wellbeing, which was conducted by the researcher for the Chartered
Institute of Personnel and Development (CIPD). The project involved collecting
matched responses of managers and their direct reports, working in four UK banks,
with three of those banks representing the private sector and one bank being a public
sector organisation. The banks were asked to nominate a selection of up to 90
managers, as well as 3–4 subordinates per manager, for participation in the survey.
The organisations were free to nominate managers using any appropriate criteria (for
example, some chose managers from areas where taking time off to complete the
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survey caused minimal disruption to the business operations). However, for data
comparability purposes, all organisations were asked to put forward managers of the
same level of responsibility in the organisation (first line supervisor, managing
employees without supervisory responsibilities), and from the same business area (call
centre). One participating organisation did not have a call centre function, and instead
selected middle managers (supervisors managing other supervisors and/or employees
without supervisory responsibility) from several business functions, including
Operations, Information Services, HR, and others. This difference in the managers’
key roles was taken into account during data analysis.
The ‘leader’ survey was sent out to 250 managers, as nominated by the participating
organisations, returning 184 usable responses, which represented a response rate of
73.6%. The ‘follower’ survey was received by 1,743 direct reports, as nominated by
the participating organisations, gathering 532 valid responses, representing a response
rate of 30.5%. The distribution of the sample by age, gender, and organisation is
presented in tables 8 and 9 below.
Table 8. Distribution of the sample by participating organisation
Bank 1 Bank 2 Bank 3 Bank 4
(call
(office- (call
(call
based
centre)
centre) centre)
roles)
Leaders

N

65

38

56

25

(184)

% of the total sample

35.3%

20.7%

30.4%

13.6%

Followers

N

123

119

125

165

(532)

% of the total sample

23.1%

22.4%

23.5%

31.0%
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Table 9. Distribution of the sample by age and gender
Gender

Age

Male

Female

18-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55+

Leaders

36.4%

62.5%

1.6%

24.5%

35.3%

32.1%

3.8%

(184)

(67)

(115)

(3)

(45)

(65)

(59)

(7)

Followers 35.7%

60.9%

12.4%

35.5%

26.1%

17.9%

5.3%

(532)

(324)

(66)

(189)

(139)

(95)

(28)

Sample

(190)

However, when the responses of managers and employees were matched, only 120
managers had received corresponding ratings from their direct reports, with an average
of 2.82 raters per leader, totalling 338 follower responses. The profile of the matched
sample is presented in tables 10 and 11 below.
Table 10. Distribution of the matched sample, by participating organisation
Bank 1 Bank 2 Bank 3 Bank 4
(call
(office- (call
(call
based
centre)
centre) centre)
roles)
Leaders

N

40

26

33

21

(120)

% of the total sample

33.0%

21.7%

27.5%

17.5%

Followers

N

100

68

72

98

(338)

% of the total sample

29.6%

20.1%

21.3%

29.0%
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Table 11. Distribution of the matched sample, by age and gender
Gender

Age

Male

Female

18-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55+

Leaders

38.3%

60.0%

2.5%

26.7%

33.3%

31.7%

2.5%

(120)

(46)

(72)

(3)

(32)

(40)

(38)

(3)

Followers 37.3%

58.3%

13.3%

36.7%

24.6%

18.3%

4.1%

(338)

(197)

(45)

(124)

(83)

(62)

(14)

Sample

(126)

Ethical considerations for dealing with personal data were followed during survey
administration and data collation. While the nominating organisations provided
participant names and contact details for survey distribution purposes, these were
coded and stored in a secure location, separate from the main data file. Each participant
was assigned a unique code, used both for anonymity purposes and for matching the
responses of leaders with those of their followers in the final dataset.
All participants were invited to complete the survey via an email, which contained the
summary of the research and the respondent’s unique identifying code (see
Appendices 10 and 11). Once participants clicked on the link to the survey they were
able to view the information sheet about the survey (Appendix 12). Given the sensitive
nature of the questions, with participants providing feedback on their managers and
their organisations, the information sheet included a statement about the use of data in
an aggregate format and assured participants of the confidentiality of their responses
and the procedures for data handling (see Appendix 12). The respondents were also
informed that they were free to drop out of the survey at any time, without informing
their nominating organisation. By continuing to the survey the respondents confirmed
their understanding and consent.
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6.3 Questionnaire design
In order to test the hypotheses put forward for this study, the questionnaire included
items related to the construct of altruistic leadership, as well as previously validated
measures of related leadership styles (servant and transformational leadership). In
addition, to test the predictive power of altruistic leadership, several indicators of
follower and organisational outcomes were included. The design of the questionnaire
also took into account pragmatic considerations, such as reducing the time necessary
to complete the questionnaire, so as to prevent dropout from the survey.
Although leaders and followers received different questionnaires, the questions used
in both surveys were based on the same measures. While the leaders responded to the
questions about themselves, the followers scored the same items re-worded to describe
their leaders. In addition, the followers received a number of questions about the
outcomes of leadership. The final questionnaire was structured across seven sections
(see Appendices 13 and 14):
1. Demographic questions (age, gender, experience of managing people);
2. Altruistic leadership items;
3. Other measures of related leadership styles (self-sacrificial, servant,
transformational);
4. Follower perceptions of leader effectiveness;
5. Follower outcomes (such as job satisfaction, turnover intentions).
Leaders responded to sections 1 and 2 of the questionnaire, answering seven questions
in total. Followers responded to all of the sections, and a total of nine questions,
including additional measures of servant and transformational leadership scales,
which have only been validated on follower samples. Each question incorporated a
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number of individual statements, scored on the same scale. Although it is
recommended that leader assessments and outcomes data are collected with a time lag
to reduce common method bias (Podsakoff et al. 2003), it was not possible to send
individuals two surveys at two different times, due to the restrictions applied by their
parent organisations.
Several types of questions were used:
1. Single-answer closed questions, where respondents were only able to select
one option from the list. These questions were recoded into categorical
variables for analysis.
2. Rating questions, where respondents were invited to agree or disagree with a
statement, using a 5-point Likert scale from ‘1’ – Strongly Agree to ‘5’ –
Strongly Disagree, and a mid-point at ‘3’. Reverse questions were used to
reduce response bias. Although Likert scales collect ordinal data (data where
the distance between points on the scale is arbitrary), they are often treated as
interval scales in analysis, provided that normality and reliability tests are
carried out on the data (Blaikie 2003).
3. Open questions where respondents could enter their response in the form of
free text, usually number (for example, their age). All of the questions of this
type were recoded into interval variables.
Considering the large number of questions, visual representation techniques were
utilised in the questionnaire, including grid questions and dropdown menus, to reduce
dropout from the survey (Manfreda et al. 2008). The respondents were also able to
save their responses and return to the survey, which allowed them to manage
questionnaire completion around their schedule. It was estimated that the leader
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questionnaire would take between 3 and 5 minutes to complete, while followers would
require 10–12 minutes to respond to the survey.
Questionnaire-based measures of complex constructs, such as altruistic leadership,
often rely on a series of often ambiguous and/or subjective questions and/or measures
to represent different aspects of the construct. This is why considerations of the
reliability and validity were critical at the research design and analysis stage to
improve the quality of the survey findings. Table 12 below summarises the types of
reliability and validity applicable to a survey instrument, and indicates how these were
addressed in the current study.
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Table 12. Types of validity and reliability
Reliability & validity Purpose
types

Whether addressed in the
current study

Test-retest reliability

Stability of responses submitted by No, as only one measure
the same respondents to the same point was available
questions over time

Alternate-form
reliability

Stability of responses to the same No, due to the survey
question worded differently, or instrument constraints
where response options are
presented in a different order

Internal consistency

Consistency between several items Yes, through including
that measure different aspects of several items per concept in
the same concept
the survey

Inter-rater reliability

Agreement in the assessment of Yes, in the follower
sample,
by
including
different raters
several direct reports per
manager

Content validity

Appropriateness of the questions, Yes, by testing the
questionnaire
with
assessed by expert reviewers
colleagues before the
survey was sent to
respondents

Construct validity

Ability of the instrument to Yes,
through
testing
distinguish between similar but discriminant validity of
altruistic
leadership
distinct constructs
subscales

Criterion validity

Measure of the instrument against Yes, through testing the
other available instruments of the predictive power of the
scale against some of the
same construct
available measures of
transformational
and
servant leadership

Predictive validity

Measure of the instrument against Yes, by including some
measures of leadership
dependent variables
outcomes as reported by
followers, such as job
satisfaction, and items
measuring perceived leader
effectiveness
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6.4 Measures
The questionnaire included a new measure of altruistic leadership, as well as several
existing measures of similar constructs. In addition, items measuring leader
effectiveness and follower and organisation outcomes were used. See Appendices 13
and 14 for the full list of items used in the measures described below.
Altruistic leadership (AL) was measured with 13 new items developed on the basis of
the findings from the exploratory stage of the current study, taking into account the
ways in which leaders and followers described incidents of self-sacrifice. These items
fell into one of the three groups identified in the conceptual model:


act of sacrifice, inspired by Choi and Mai-Dalton’s (1998; 1999) work on selfsacrificial leadership (for example, ‘I pitch in to support extra workload’ and
‘I would not compromise my status to support a team member’);



expectation of the leader to bear the cost and/or to benefit as a result of the
self-sacrificing act (for example, ‘I would only help a team member if there
was value in it for me’ and ‘I tend to agree to help others before I consider the
implications it would have on me’);



concern for others (for example, ‘I am the kind of person who looks after my
team, even if that means forgoing my own interests’).

Two existing instruments measuring transformational and servant leadership were
included in the questionnaire, for the purpose of testing distinctiveness of altruistic
leadership from similar leadership constructs. Although a number of measures for
these leadership styles are available in the literature, the instruments for this study
were chosen based on their reported quality and the number of items, the latter
necessary to reduce the overall length of the questionnaire.
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The scale measuring transformational leadership (TL) was originally developed by
Bass (1985), but later adjusted and shortened to be used alongside measures of other
leadership styles (Conger & Kanungo 1994; Carless, Wearing & Mann 2000; Avolio
& Bass 2004). This study used the Global Transformational Leadership scale
developed by Carless, Wearing and Mann (2000), which is much shorter than other
measures of transformational leadership and has been validated against the full
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio, Bass & Jung 1995). This 7-item
measure included items such as ‘My manager treats staff as individuals, supports and
encourages their development’ and ‘My manager instils pride and respect in others
and inspires me by being highly competent’. The scale is designed for followers to rate
their leaders and is scored on a 5-point Likert scale. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale
was .95.
In addition, servant leadership (SL) was measured with nine items based on the scale
of servant leadership developed by Barbuto and Wheeler (2006). This particular
instrument was chosen as some of its aspects are conceptually the closest to aspects of
altruistic leadership. It included items, such as ‘My manager does everything he/she
can to serve me’ and ‘My manager believes that the organisation needs to play a moral
role in society’, measured on a 5-point Likert scale. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale
was .91.
Leadership effectiveness is not defined or measured consistently by leadership studies,
but the measures of leadership effectiveness can be broadly grouped into three
categories. First, perceptions of leader effectiveness (as reported by followers) are
commonly measured as one of the leadership outcomes. For example, Conger,
Kanungo and Menon (2000) included ‘reverence for the leader’, ‘trust in the leader’
and ‘satisfaction with the leader’ as measures in a study of charismatic leadership. The
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second type of leadership effectiveness measures relate to follower outcomes:
followers’ sense of collective identity, intention to reciprocate, job satisfaction and
commitment to the leader and the organisation. Walumbwa, Hartnell, and Oke (2010),
for example, examined several types of follower outcomes associated with servant
leadership: commitment to the leader, perceptions of procedural justice, perceptions
of support to deliver quality work and service, and organisational citizenship
behaviour (employee behaviour aimed at benefiting colleagues and organisations).
Finally, leadership studies may include measures of organisational outcomes
associated with effective leadership, such as objective measures of individual and
group performance (Duarte, Goodson & Klich 1993; Rosete & Ciarrochi 2005).
However, obtaining objective performance data in this study was not possible due to
the lack of reliable and comparable data in the participating organisations. As a result
measurement of leadership effectiveness was limited to a number of self-reported
measures in the follower survey.
In the current study, items measuring leader effectiveness were inspired by previous
research on leadership (Carless, Wearing & Mann 2000; van Knippenberg & van
Knippenberg 2005). Perceived leader effectiveness (LE) was measured with eight
items, including generic statements such as ‘My manager is an effective leader’, as
well as indicators of cognitive and emotional affiliation with the leader, such as ‘My
manager and I think alike when analysing and/or solving a problem’ and ‘I feel
understood and appreciated by my manager’, all measured on a 5-point Likert scale
(α=.97).
At the follower outcome level, the questionnaire included a 5-point Likert measure of
satisfaction with the job (JS), adapted from Belligham and Campanello (2004). This
included six items, such as ‘I am overall satisfied with my job’ and ‘I feel used up at
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the end of the work day’ (reverse item). Cronbach’s alpha for job satisfaction was .80.
Perceived organisational climate (OC) was assessed on a 5-point Likert scale with six
items, such as ‘Communication in this organisation is open and transparent’ and
‘Performance management in this organisation is impartial and supportive’ (α=.81),
based on literature on perceived organisational support (Eisenberger, Huntington &
Sowa 1986). Additionally, support for creativity (SC) – a possible outcome identified
in Study 2 – was measured with four items, including ‘This workplace is a mutually
supportive environment, encouraging collaboration’ and ‘I feel isolated because of
my views and values’ (α=.77), based on previous work on organisational and team
environment supporting creativity and innovation (Siegel & Kaemmerer 1978; Madjar,
Oldham & Pratt 2002).
6.5 Distribution of the online survey and collation of the responses
Before the survey was distributed to the core sample, both questionnaires were tested
with three colleagues in the form of structured cognitive interviews, in order to gain
feedback on the clarity of the questions and ensure face validity of the survey
instrument. The feedback received from the colleagues piloting the questionnaire was
collated and analysed as a whole, with the questionnaire being amended accordingly.
The questionnaires were then set up as online surveys for testing of the format. The
online survey was tested with four colleagues for feedback on the length and visual
presentation, which could potentially affect completion rates, and any further
comments on the content. Minor amends were made to the presentation of the
questionnaire online as a result of the testers’ feedback.
Between December 2014 and April 2015 managers and their direct reports received
emails inviting them to complete the online survey. The phased distribution of the
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invites was linked to the staged participation of the organisations in the wider research
project. The email invited the respondents to take part in a survey by following a
survey link specific to their profile (‘Leaders’ or ‘Followers’), in accordance with the
participant lists provided by their organisations. Once the participants clicked through
to the survey, they were asked to provide their unique identifying number, necessary
for matching the responses of the two samples. To ensure correct matching of the data
and given the high turnover rates associated with the call centre environment (Schalk
& Van Rijckevorsel 2007; Townsend 2007), the email invite sent to the followers
confirmed the name of the relevant manager and asked the respondent to take part in
the survey only if they could identify the named individual as their supervisor.
The participants were given two weeks to complete the survey, and reminders were
sent out one week after the original invite email, in order to increase the response rates
(Baruch & Holtom 2008). Two banks also chose to post the links to the survey on their
internal websites. However, only individuals who had received their unique
identifying code via email could access the questionnaire. Hosting the survey through
Ultimate Survey software allowed automatic collation of the data into tabular format,
which was then exported into MS Excel and SPSS software for matching and analysis.
Additional paper questionnaires were issued to one of the participating banks, as lack
of access to external email and internet was identified as a barrier to participation in
the survey for a considerably large group of managers only after the initial emails were
sent. The participants were then posted a paper questionnaire for completion, which
they were invited to return to the researcher anonymously. These responses were
manually added to the database of online survey responses. In the final sample of
managers 25% completed the paper version of the questionnaire.
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6.6 Data screening
Prior to analysis, the data was examined for normality and linearity (Field 2009). First,
the data was screened for the presence of outliers. The majority of items were
measured on Likert scales, across which no outliers were found, as responses fell
within the constraints of the five-point range. In addition, the data was visually
screened for ‘disengaged respondents’ – individuals who might not have been
answering the questions carefully). This was achieved by comparing the types of
scores submitted by a single respondent, and comparing the scores for reverse-coded
questions with the scores for normal questions. Data points that showed extreme
homogeneity in responses (for example, all scores equalled ‘4’) were removed from
the sample.
Data was also screened for respondent errors and omissions. The Likert-type scales
attracted very few omissions. In the manager sample, less than 5% of cases were
missing any data, while in the follower sample 8.1% of cases were missing only one
response, and only 3% of cases were missing two or more responses. No pattern to
missing data was detected. While listwise deletion is typically recommended for
missing data, deleting all cases with any missing data would diminish the power of the
analysis by reducing the sample size. Instead, and because of the small number of
missing data points, two approaches to address missing data were deployed (Roth
1994; Downey & King 1998). For calculating mean scale scores (for example, the
mean score for the transformational leadership scale) where the scale had only one
missing data point, the item score was replaced by the mean of the remaining items
for the scale. This method allowed the calculation of scale scores without affecting the
mean. Where a scale had more than one missing item score, the mean was not
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calculated and the missing mean scores were excluded pairwise in further analyses.
See Appendix 15 for the frequencies of missing data points in leader and follower
samples.
As leader and follower responses were obtained from four different organisations, data
was also tested for homogeneity (Field 2009). One-way ANOVA was carried out on
the aggregate scores of the key scales used in the research (AL, TL, SL, and others) to
test between-groups differences in responses originating from the four banks in the
study. There were no significant differences in the mean scores between any two
organisations within the leader self-ratings, suggesting that data was homogeneous
and could be combined into a single sample. However, there were significant
differences in mean scores within the follower ratings across nearly all scales, except
for job satisfaction (JS). Despite the original proposition that Bank 2 would stand out
in the sample, due to the different nature of the roles that individuals in Bank 2 perform
(office-based roles vs call centre roles), post hoc tests indicated that it was responses
from Bank 3 that differed significantly from the scores supplied by the followers
working for the other three banks.
Data normality was evaluated using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, skewness and
kurtosis values on aggregate scores for the key scales (AL, TL, SL and others). As it
has been shown that the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test can adopt high values in large
samples, histograms were additionally drawn to aid visual assessment of data (Pallant
2007; Field 2009). Once again, leader responses were shown to be normally
distributed and suitable for analysis as a combined sample. However, follower
responses did not show normality of distribution (apart from SL) when treated as a
single sample, indicating a skew towards positive responses on all scales. This was
corroborated by high Cronbach’s alpha for scales such as transformational and servant
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leadership. Separating the sample by parent organisation helped improve the scores of
normality, with the exception of TL and leader effectiveness (LE), which suggests that
organisational membership may have had an effect on followers’ responses.
6.7 Data analysis
There were three stages in the analysis. First, using the data provided by managers and
their direct reports, a combination of principal components analysis (PCA) and
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was applied to identify the components underlying
the proposed model of altruistic leadership. The second part of the analysis examined
usefulness of the altruistic leadership measure, determining consensual, discriminant,
and predictive validity. Specifically, altruistic leadership components were compared
with short measures of transformational and servant leadership, and the links between
altruistic leadership and a range of leadership outcomes were interrogated. A range of
bivariate and multivariate tests, such as correlation, hierarchical regression, t-tests, and
one-way ANOVA were used for that purpose. The final part of the analysis compared
leaders’ self-ratings with followers’ ratings of their leaders, once the two samples were
matched. The manager sample was split into four groups depending on the level of
agreement between their self-ratings and the scores attributed by their direct reports.
Altruistic leadership scores and leadership effectiveness outcomes were then
compared across the four groups. IBM SPSS 23.0 and STATA 14 statistical packages
were used at various stages of the analysis.
Principal components analysis and confirmatory factor analysis
The combination of PCA and CFA in a two-step method is a common approach for
developing measurement scales, where possible factors can be identified and tested on
subsamples of data to cross-validate the factor structure of a scale (Patterson et al.
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2005). As a first step, PCA helps identify relationships between variables entered into
the model, highlighting items that are important for measuring the construct, as well
as variables that do not represent the construct, or may be redundant as they do not
provide explanatory power additional to other variables (Dunteman 1989). CFA is
then used on a different sample or a subsample of data to test whether the proposed
structure of variables actually represents a good fit for the data. Through comparing
the results of PCA and CFA the model can be refined to improve internal consistency
of scale items and discrimination between constructs.
In order to apply the combination of PCA and CFA in the current study, two
subsamples of data were created, based on the recommendation of 5–10 cases per
variable entered in PCA (Nunally & Bernstein 1978; Tinsley & Kass 1979). The
samples of supervisors and direct reports were first combined and divided randomly
into two subsamples for PCA (N=363) and CFA (N=353). As the number of manager
respondents was initially smaller than the number of follower respondents, the two
types of respondents were construed as equal in the analysis, using group equality
constraints (Rabe-Hesketh & Everitt 2003). Examination of correlation matrices and
Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin index (KMO) and Bartlett’s tests indicated adequacy of both
subsamples for factor extraction (Field 2009).
PCA was conducted on the first subsample, identifying the number of possible
components with the eigenvalues matrix, where only factors with eigenvalues of 1 and
above were selected for interpretation. An important consideration in PCA is the type
of rotation used for identifying the factor structure. Principally, the choice of rotation
depends on the suspected relationship between components of the measurement scale.
Two rotation methods were attempted during factor extraction to improve loadings:
varimax orthogonal rotation (used for models where components are not correlated
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with each other) and direct oblimin rotation (used for models where components are
expected to correlate with each other). The weight of items loading on each of the
components, as well as correlations between components, were examined and used to
assign items to a factor or to remove it from the structure, if the loading was
insufficient (Field 2009).
The proposed component structure was then entered in CFA for verification on the
second subsample of leaders and followers. The associations between each of the
items and the corresponding factor, as well as between-factor associations were
examined for significance. Goodness-of-fit indices were calculated for the model,
when applied to the subsample as a whole, as well as constraining for equality between
manager–follower groups. For the full sample this included the chi-squared test, root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI) and
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) (Hooper, Coughlan & Mullen 2008) with the SatorraBentler technique (SB) used to adjust for violations of sample normality (Satorra &
Bentler 1994). Constraining for group equality, standardized root mean square
residual (SRMR) and coefficient of determination (CD) represented appropriate
group-level fit statistics (Hooper, Coughlan & Mullen 2008).
Mean (M), standard deviation (SD), and Cronbach’s alpha (α) were calculated for each
of the new subscales and for the full scale. In order to assess the reliability of
measurement offered by the instrument, intra-class correlations (ICC) (Shrout & Fleiss
1979) for single ratings and average ratings were calculated (Bliese 2000; Hallgren
2012) to assess the independence of self-ratings between leaders (ICC(1,1)) and
consistency of ratings between followers of the same leader (ICC(2,k)). In addition,
agreement between raters was calculated using the within-group agreement index
(rWG(J)) developed by James, Demaree, and Wolf (1984; 1993), as some scholars
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have argued that ICC(2) does not always provide a sufficient measure of ratings
consistency (Shrout & Fleiss 1979; Patterson et al. 2005). Both ICC and rWG(J)
calculations were performed using the techniques developed by LeBreton and Senter
(2007).
T-tests and One-way ANOVA
Independent samples t-tests were used to test for significant differences in the mean
scores of a scale between two groups of respondents (e.g. genders) (Field 2009). A
non-parametric t-test was chosen, where data normality could not be demonstrated. In
the case of multiple groups (e.g. age groups) one-way ANOVA was used to investigate
the differences in the mean scores between those groups for normally distributed data,
and its equivalent, the Kruskal-Wallis test, for non-normal data. As these multivariate
tests do not indicate the groups where the difference is statistically significant, post
hoc tests were then conducted to compare the groups pairwise. Although a number of
post hoc tests exist, many of those require the sample sizes of the compared groups to
be equal. In line with Field’s (2009) recommendations for different group sizes,
Hochberg’s GT2 test was used where population variances were equal, and the
Games-Howell procedure was applied for groups with unequal variances.
Correlations and regressions
Pearson’s correlation r was computed to test the relationship between altruistic
leadership and other leadership styles, as well as between the scores of altruistic
leadership submitted by leaders and followers. Spearman rho was used as a
corresponding non-parametric statistic, when examining correlations between
altruistic leadership and follower outcomes. The interpretation of correlation scores
followed Cohen’s (1988) guidelines, where significant associations of 0.5 and above
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are considered to be large, correlations of between 0.3 and 0.49 – medium, and those
of 0.29 and below – small.
Finally, hierarchical multiple regression was used to explore a predictive association
between altruistic leadership and follower outcomes, and the amount of incremental
predictive validity of altruistic leadership over transformational and servant leadership.
Compared with standard multiple regression, which highlights the overall strength of
association between independent and dependent variables, hierarchical modelling
enters each of the independent variables into the calculation in separate blocks. The
resulting values of R2 indicate the additional proportion of variation in the dependent
variable that can be explained by the independent variable(s) in each block (Field
2009).
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6.8 Results
This section presents the results obtained at the three stages of the analysis: 1)
developing the altruistic leadership scale; 2) testing the association between altruistic
leadership and a range of leadership outcomes; 3) comparing leaders’ and followers’
ratings of altruistic leadership, and the association of the difference in ratings with a
range of leadership outcomes.
Developing the altruistic leadership scale
The principal components analysis of the original 13 items on the first subsample
(combined managers and employees) identified four factors, using Kaiser’s criterion
of retaining components of eigenvalue 1 and above (Field 2009). Together the four
factors explained 66.66% of total variance. Stevens (2012) recommends |0.4| as a cutoff point for component loadings on an item, and no variables were removed from the
model at this stage based on that criterion. However, one factor was represented by
one item only: ‘My manager would not compromise his/her status to support me’.
Varimax and direct oblimin rotations were then applied to the component model,
restricting the number of extracted factors to three, so as to increase factor loadings on
items and avoid single-item factors. While the same three components emerged with
both types of rotation, explaining 58.86% of total variance (see Appendix 15), analysis
of the component correlation matrix suggested that oblique rotation was more
meaningful, as the association between components 1 and 3 was .447, even though
component 2 was not strongly correlated with factors 1 (.009) and 3 (.059). Table 13
below presents the pattern matrix resulting from direct oblimin rotation of the threecomponent model.
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Table 13. Pattern matrix of component loadings after direct oblimin rotation
The table presents statements as used in the followers’ questionnaire.
Component
1

2

3

My manager accepts personal costs beyond his/her role to help me .771
(e.g. staying behind to help, pitching in with workloads).
My manager is the kind of person who looks after the team, even .754
if that means forgoing his/her own interests.
My manager pitches in to support extra workload.

.735

My manager tends to agree to help others before considering the .665
implications it would have on him/her.
My manager makes sure to ask me how I feel.

.593

My manager can't bear a team member being treated unfairly or .556

.530

taken advantage of.
My manager is likely to go beyond the call of duty only for the

.802

colleagues he/she likes.
My manager helps me as long as it doesn’t interfere with his/her

.778

personal interests.
My manager only helps me if there is value in it for him/her.

.773

My manager would share the praise they receive with me and my .455

.470

team.
My manager would not compromise his/her status to support me.
My manager expects me to get on with work on my own and

.842

approach him/her only if there is an issue.
My manager lets me do my job the way I want.
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.745

The interpretation of components that emerged from PCA was based on examination
of factor loadings, taking into account theoretical considerations around the constructs
of self-sacrifice and altruism. As a result, the second component, represented by two
factors related to the idea of ‘empowerment’ (‘My manager expects me to get on with
work on my own and approach him/her only if there is an issue’ and ‘My manager lets
me do my job the way I want’) was excluded from the model due to low correlation
with the other two components, suggesting that empowering behaviours of leaders are
distinct from altruistic leadership, even though individuals might associate both
empowering and altruistic behaviours with ‘good’ leadership. In addition, two items
with loadings below 0.4, which is the suggested cut-off point for retaining variables
in the model, were excluded at this stage (Stevens 2012). The remaining nine items
were grouped into two components: ‘Empathic helping’ and ‘Expectation to bear the
costs of self-sacrifice’.
Analysis of discriminant validity between the two components was conducted by
comparing the average variance extracted (AVE) and the squared correlation between
them (Fornell & Larcker 1981). Calculated by averaging the squared factor loadings
for each subscale, AVE was found to be 0.55, higher than the squared correlation
between subscales – 0.17, providing evidence for discriminant validity.
In order to assess its goodness of fit, the proposed model was entered in a confirmatory
factor analysis on the second leader–follower subsample, construing manager and
follower groups as equal (see Figure 2 below). Six items were specified to load onto
the ‘Empathic helping’ factor, with three items loading onto ‘Expectation to bear the
costs of self-sacrifice’, but correlation among the latent factors was permitted,
assuming that the components reflected related constructs. The standardised factor
loadings were significant for all items entered in the model and are presented in
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Appendix 15. Analysis of covariance was also conducted to identify any highly
correlated items, and/or latent factors, which could indicate that they were measuring
the same constructs. However, no covariances above the recommended 0.8 were
identified (Patterson et al. 2005). Examination of group-level fit indices showed that
the model was an acceptable fit for both leader and follower groups, with a moderate
fit in the manager group and a good fit in the follower group. Group-level fit indices
were the SRMR index at 0.165 and 0.055 in manager and follower groups respectively
(recommended value <=.08) and the CD index at 0.9 and 0.97 respectively
(recommended value <=.90) (Hu & Bentler 1999).
Figure 2. Component structure entered in CFA

Leaders
a1

a1

a2

a3

a4

a5

a6

a7

Self-sacrifice

Concern for others

Self-sacrifice

Concern for others

a2

a3

a4

a5

Followers
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a6

a7

a8

a8

a9

a9

The final scale of altruistic leadership was represented by the following arrangement
of items into two subscales:
1) ‘Empathic helping’, represented by six items:
a. My manager pitches in to support extra workload.
b. My manager accepts personal costs beyond his/her role to help me.
c. My manager makes sure to ask me how I feel.
d. My manager is the kind of person who looks after the team, even if that
means forgoing his/her own interests.
e. My manager tends to agree to help others before considering the
implications it would have on him/her.
f. My manager can't bear a team member being treated unfairly or taken
advantage of.
2) ‘Expectation to bear the costs of sacrifice’, represented by three items:
a. My manager helps me as long as it doesn’t interfere with his/her
personal interests.
b. My manager is likely to go beyond the call of duty only for the
colleagues he/she likes.
c. My manager only helps me if there is value in it for him/her.
Evaluation of the scale reliability and consistency has led to similar conclusions about
relevance of the model to self- and observer-ratings. Cronbach’s alpha of .86 in the
employee sample demonstrated good scale reliability, but in the manager sample
Cronbach’s alpha was only .65, representing a questionable level of reliability (George
& Mallery 2003). This value could not be increased by removing individual items.
The one-way random, single measure intraclass correlation (ICC(1,1)) coefficient in
the manager sample was .13 with p<.001. This value is deemed appropriate, based on
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existing guidelines of between 0.05 and 0.20 (Bliese 2000), therefore indicating a good
ability of the instrument to distinguish between managers with different levels of
altruistic leadership. In the employee sample, the two-way random, average measure
intraclass correlation (ICC(2,k)) coefficient was .86 with p<.001, with values above
0.7 considered acceptable, indicating good consistency of scores between raters (Klein
& Kozlowski 2000). Additionally, the average inter-rater agreement index (rWG(J))
was calculated to be .82, which is above the recommended cut-off point of 0.7 (James
1982). This index was above 0.7 for 80.4% of managers rated. The latter two
coefficients suggest that observers’ ratings of the same managers are in good
agreement, and can be aggregated for further analysis (LeBreton & Senter 2007).
Descriptive statistics
Scale and subscale means were calculated for altruistic leadership and compared
across different groups of respondents, using an independent-samples t-test for two
independent groups and one-way ANOVA for groups of three or more categories, such
as age groups. No significant differences were found in the self-ratings of female and
male managers, or between groups of managers of different gender and with different
numbers of years of managing experience. Similarly, there were no significant
differences in followers’ ratings of male and female leaders, or managers representing
different age groups and different levels of management experience.
However, observer ratings did differ between followers of different demographic
profiles. Although male and female followers scored their leaders in a similar way,
followers belonging to different age groups provided significantly different scores of
their leaders, both on the altruistic leadership scale (Kruskal-Wallis H=11.579, df=4,
p<.05), and on the ‘Empathic helping’ subscale (H=18.002, df=4, p<.01). Those aged
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18–25 were significantly more likely to score their leaders higher than those aged 25–
34 and those aged 55+.
Predictive validity of the altruistic leadership scale
Hypothesis 1A. Perceived leader effectiveness, followers' job satisfaction,
perceptions of organisational climate and perceptions of support for creativity
will be higher when the leader exhibits altruistic leadership.
Significant positive correlations were found between altruistic leadership and four
measures of leadership effectiveness: perceived leader effectiveness, job satisfaction,
organisational climate and support for creativity (see Table 14). According to Cohen’s
(1988) criteria for correlation scores, the association between AL and LE was high at
0.79***, and the associations between AL and the other follower outcomes (JS, OC,
SC) – medium, at 0.39***, 0.40***, and 0.44*** respectively. These findings support
hypothesis 1A.
Table 14. Correlations between altruistic leadership and leadership effectiveness
measures

AL

LE
.79
.000
526

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
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JS
.39
.000
529

OC
.40
.000
509

SC
.44
.000
510

Hypothesis 1B. The altruistic leadership scale will explain additional variance
in leader effectiveness above and beyond that explained by transformational
and servant leadership.
In order to assess how distinct the scale of altruistic leadership is from other measures
of leadership styles, correlations between the scale, its subscales, and measures of
transformational and servant leadership were calculated. The altruistic leadership
scale correlated strongly with TL and SL (Pearson r = 0.84*** and 0.82***),
indicating that the scales draw on related constructs. However, correlations between
the subscales of the altruistic leadership measure and transformational and servant
leadership scales showed that “Expectation of cost to self” was less strongly related to
TL and SL (Pearson r = 0.64*** and 0.56***), pointing to the distinctiveness of this
construct, and altruistic leadership measure as a whole. The dimensions of altruistic
leadership and different scales measuring leadership outcomes were then entered in a
hierarchical regression model, alongside transformational and servant leadership
measures, to evaluate the additional predictive value that altruistic leadership can offer
after transformational and servant leadership are taken into account. Two types of tests
were conducted: in the first approach transformational and servant leadership were
entered in the model independently, to determine whether altruistic leadership has an
effect on leadership effectiveness above each of these measures; in the second
approach transformational and servant leadership were entered in the model
simultaneously, to determine whether altruistic leadership has an effect over the two
measures together.
When transformational and servant leadership measures were entered in the model
independently, altruistic leadership predicted an additional proportion of variance of
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between 0.7% and 4.5% for leader effectiveness, organisational climate and support
for creativity, but not job satisfaction. This percentage was the highest for the leader
effectiveness scale, where adding altruistic leadership to the model helped explained
an additional 3.8% of variance to the 75.1% of variance already explained by
transformational leadership, and an additional 4.5% of variance to the 76.0%
explained by servant leadership. For OC and SC scales, altruistic leadership had
slightly more explanatory power compared with servant leadership than compared
with transformational leadership. All of the additional variance explained by altruistic
leadership was significant, with the exception of the regression model carried out with
JS as an outcome (see Table 15).
Yet, when transformational and servant leadership measures were entered in the model
together, altruistic leadership only predicted an additional 1.7% of variance in leader
effectiveness, but did not make significant contributions in predicting job satisfaction,
organisational climate and support for creativity (Table 16). These findings provide
partial support for hypothesis 1B, suggesting that altruistic leadership predicts some
additional variance in perceived leader effectiveness, organisational climate and
support for creativity above each of the measures of transformational and servant
leadership applied separately, but has only limited power in predicting leadership
outcomes over the two transformational and servant leadership measures applied
together.
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Table 15. Summary of results of hierarchical regression analysis between altruistic
leadership and a range of leadership outcomes, when controlled for transformational
and servant leadership, entered independently.

LE
Step 1
Step 2
Step 1
Step 2
JS
Step 1
Step 2
Step 1
Step 2
OC
Step 1
Step 2
Step 1
Step 2
SC
Step 1
Step 2
Step 1
Step 2

SE
.03

β
.84***

R2
.697

R2 change

AL

B
1.07

TL
TL
AL
SL
SL
AL
AL

.97
.63
.47
1.06
.70
.48
.36

.02
.04
.05
.03
.04
.04
.04

.87***
.56***
.36***
.87***
.57***
.37***
.37***

.751
.789

.038

.760
.805

.045

TL
TL
AL
SL
SL
AL
AL

.36
.32
.06
.41
.37
.05
.43

.03
.06
.07
.04
.06
.07
.04

.42***
.37***
.06
.44***
.40***
.05
.44***

.179
.180

.001

.195
.196

.001

TL
TL
AL
SL
SL
AL
AL

.39
.27
.16
.41
.23
.23
.47

.03
.06
.07
.04
.06
.07
.04

.46***
.32***
.17*
.44***
.25***
.23**
.45***

.210
.218

.008

.192
.210

.018

TL
TL
AL
SL
SL
AL

.44
.32
.16
.45
.24
.26

.04
.07
.08
.04
.07
.07

.48***
.35***
.16*
.45***
.25***
.25***

.234
.241

.007

.205
.227

.022
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.140

.189

.206

Table 16. Summary of results of hierarchical regression analysis between altruistic
leadership and a range of leadership outcomes, when controlled for transformational
and servant leadership, entered simultaneously.

LE
Step 1
Step 2

JS
Step 1
Step 2

OC
Step 1
Step 2

SC
Step 1
Step 2

SE
.03

β
.84***

R2
.697

R2 change

AL

B
1.07

TL
SL
TL
SL
AL
AL
TL
SL
TL
SL
AL
AL
TL
SL
TL
SL
AL
AL
TL
SL
TL
SL
AL

.50
.59
.34
.49
.32
.36
.14
.27
.15
.28
-.02
.43
.28
.15
.21
.11
.13
.47
.34
.13
.21
.08
.14

.04
.05
.05
.05
.05
.04
.07
.07
.07
.08
.07
.04
.07
.08
.08
.08
.08
.04
.07
.08
.08
.08
.08

.44***
.49***
.31***
.40***
.25***
.37***
.17*
.30***
.18
.30***
-.02
.44***
.32***
.16
.24***
.11
.14
.45***
.37***
.13
.30**
.08
.14

.807

.017
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.824

.140
.202

.000

.202

.189
.213

.003

.216

.206
.238
.243

.005

Comparing leaders’ self-ratings and followers’ ratings of leaders
Hypothesis 2A. Over-estimators will have lower altruistic leadership ratings
compared with the other categories, as perceived by followers.
Hypothesis 2B. Under-estimators will have higher altruistic leadership ratings
than ‘in-agreement/good’ and ‘in-agreement/poor’ leaders, as perceived by
followers.
Hypothesis 2C. Leader effectiveness, job satisfaction and organisation
outcomes will be higher for ‘in-agreement/good’ leaders than ‘inagreement/poor’ leaders.
For the last stage of the analysis the two datasets were matched, so as to compare
leaders’ self-ratings with the ratings attributed by followers. As a large proportion of
leaders were scored by more than one rater, subordinate scores had to be aggregated
for analysis. Based on high inter-rater agreement indices ICC(2,k) and rWG(J) (see
Appendix 15), and the precedence set by earlier research on dealing with multiple
raters (Sosik & Megerian 1999; Berson & Sosik 2007), aggregation of individual
follower scores was deemed appropriate.
There were no significant correlations between leaders’ self-ratings and followers’
ratings of leaders on altruistic leadership. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test conducted
on the pairs of score averages confirmed significant differences between the means of
the leader self-ratings and the followers’ ratings of leaders (Z=-6.99, p<.001),
suggesting that the two groups perceive altruistic leadership in different ways.
Depending on how supervisors’ self-ratings compared to the scores submitted by
followers, leaders were then categorised into four groups: overestimators,
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underestimators, in-agreement/good and in-agreement/poor. This is an approach to
rating agreement categorisation developed by Yammarino and Atwater (1993). The
principle of grouping relies on the distance between a leader’s score and the mean
difference in the scores of leaders and followers. Leaders who score themselves at
least one-half a standard deviation above the mean difference are classed as
’overestimators’, while those scoring at least one-half a standard deviation below the
mean difference are categorised as ’underestimators’. In the ‘in-agreement’ category
(also called ‘self-aware’ by Sosik and Megerian (1999), leaders who were above the
mean difference, but within one-half a standard deviation, are classed as ‘inagreement/poor’, and the remaining leaders as ‘in-agreement/good’ (see Figure 3
below for visual clarification).
Figure 3. Groups of leaders, based on agreement in leader/follower scores

In-agreement/
good

Underestimators

– 0.5
SD

In-agreement/
poor

Mean difference in
leader/follower
scores

Overestimators

+ 0.5
SD

The Kruskal-Wallis test indicated significant differences in the leaders’ self-ratings
and followers’ ratings of leaders on the altruistic leadership scale. Self-ratings
provided by leaders differed between all group pairs, except for between inagreement/poor and overestimators. The difference between in-agreement/good
leaders and overestimators, and in-agreement/good leaders and in-agreement/poor
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leaders was significant but weak. Followers’ ratings demonstrated statistically
significant differences between all groups.
Leadership outcomes were then compared across the four groups of leaders, with the
Kruskal-Wallis test indicating significant differences across all of the outcome types.
Comparing the average leadership outcome scores across the groups of leaders, the
outcomes in the overestimator category were significantly lower than outcomes in any
other group, supporting hypothesis 2A. A significant difference between
underestimators and in-agreement/poor leaders was found for TL, SL, LE, and SC, in
favour of underestimating leaders. No significant differences were highlighted
between underestimators and in-agreement/good leaders. In-agreement/good leaders
received better ratings from followers, compared with in-agreement/poor leaders on
scales concerning transformational and servant leadership, as well as leader
effectiveness (TL, SL, LE). However, the same did not apply to follower outcomes
(JS, OC, SC). Hypotheses 2B and 2C were, therefore, only partially supported. Full
results are available in Appendix 15; Table 17 below summarises the significant
differences between four groups of leaders.
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Table 17. Differences in leadership outcomes between four groups of leaders
(summary of statistically significant differences)
Outcome

Leader groups

TL

U>I(P), U>O
I(G)>I(P), I(G)>O
I(P)>O

SL

U>I(P), U>O
I(G)>I(P), I(G)>O
I(P)>O

LE

U>I(P), U>O
I(G)>I(P), I(G)>O
I(P)>O

JS

U>O
I(G)>O
I(P)>O

OC

U>O
I(G)>O
I(P)>O

SC

U>I(P), U>O
I(G)>O
I(P)>O
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6.9 Discussion
The process of development and testing of the scale highlighted three important
findings, leading to a number of theoretical and practical implications. First, the
structure of the altruistic leadership instrument confirmed some of the theoretical
propositions about the nature of this leadership style. One the one hand, the ‘Empathic
helping’ factor linked leaders’ helping behaviours (pitching in to support extra
workload; accepting personal costs) with empathy (asking followers how they feel;
inability of the leader to bear followers being treated unfairly). Although empathy has
previously been discussed in the context of servant leadership theory as one of the
attributes of servant leaders, it has not to date been linked specifically with selfsacrificial behaviours of leaders. In the new model of altruistic leadership both
constructs were associated with a single latent factor, suggesting that they may be
closely related. On the other hand, the second dimension of the scale distinguished
between calculated self-sacrifice and self-sacrificial acts where the leader does not
have an expectation to benefit as a result of their behaviour. This is an important
distinction which has previously been made only theoretically (House & Howell 1992;
Avolio & Locke 2002). The ability to measure the intentions as well as the behaviours
of the sacrificing leader – as reported by the individual, as well as by their followers
– offers a model for further research into aspects of altruistic leadership, such as the
effectiveness of this leadership style and its prevalence across various industry sectors.
This finding also provides further theoretical direction beyond altruistic leadership,
suggesting that the difference between leaders’ intentions and their behaviours can be
made empirically – a proposition that can be applied to and tested with other leadership
styles.
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Interestingly, the concept of empowerment was excluded from the final model of
altruistic leadership, challenging some of the previous theoretical assumptions about
self-sacrifice and altruism. Although qualitative interviews suggested empowering
behaviours as an attribute of altruistic leaders, it is possible that those are characteristic
of ‘good’ leadership overall, rather than altruistic leadership specifically. Equally,
statements corresponding to sacrifice of status by the leader and sharing praise with
the team were not part of the model, despite being highlighted in self-sacrificial
leadership theory (Choi & Mai-Dalton 1998; 1999) and the qualitative stage of the
current study (see Study 2). It is possible that the specific profile of the current sample
meant that leaders and followers were not able to offer praise or sacrifices of status
within their organisations. Another possibility is that these types of self-sacrifice are
conceptually dissimilar from helping with workloads and represent a different
construct, which may or may not be associated with altruistic leadership. Further
empirical research is required to test this proposal.
Importantly, the two dimensions of altruistic leadership – ‘Empathic helping’ and
‘Expectation to bear the costs of self-sacrifice’ represent a new 9-item scale, validated
in the current study. The instrument showed good reliability and fit in the follower
sample and questionable reliability and fit in the manager sample. The measure can be
used by scholars in future studies of altruistic leadership, as well as in research on
related leadership constructs to distinguish altruistic leadership from other leadership
styles. In addition, practitioners can apply the new scale to assess the prevalence and
effects of altruistic leadership in organisational settings, comparing leaders’ own
ratings with followers’ perceptions of their leaders for a more accurate account of this
leadership style.
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The second finding of the study concerns the effects of altruistic leadership. The study
used the new measure of altruistic leadership to test the association of this leadership
style with a range of leadership outcomes, including perceived leader effectiveness,
job satisfaction, organisational climate and support for creativity. Altruistic leadership
was positively associated with followers’ perceptions of leadership outcomes across
all these areas. Furthermore, hierarchical regression analysis showed that altruistic
leadership explains an additional proportion of variance in perceived leader
effectiveness, organisational climate and support for creativity, above each of the
measures of transformational or servant leadership, and an additional proportion of
variance in perceived leader effectiveness over the two measures of transformational
and servant leadership applied together. By offering a small but significant
improvement on the already existing measures of leadership, altruistic leadership can
provide a new and useful perspective on helping intentions and behaviours of leaders,
with potential to explain a range of follower outcomes better than it is currently
possible with existing measures of leadership styles. Specifically, the positive
association between altruistic leadership and support for creativity is encouraging, as
recent studies have pointed to the potential link between sacrifice and innovation,
requiring further, more accurate instruments for understanding the relationship
between these two constructs (Grant & Berry 2011).
Finally, by combining leaders’ own ratings with the scores submitted by followers,
this study explored the perceived effectiveness of leaders who significantly over- or
underestimated how altruistic they were, compared to the ratings they received from
their followers. As suggested in previous research (Yammarino & Atwater 1997),
overestimating leaders received the lowest scores across a range of outcomes, reported
by followers. Low effectiveness of these leaders has been previously linked with their
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overconfidence and focus on selves rather than on others and/or their organisations
(Sosik 2001; Moshavi, Brown & Dodd 2003), which may make overestimating
managers provide less support to their teams. Conversely, followers of
underestimating leaders reported the highest levels of leadership outcomes. In contrast
to overestimators, these leaders may be inclined to compensate for their perceived lack
of altruism, demonstrating acts of self-sacrifice to benefit others. These findings
suggest that the effects of altruistic leadership may depend on the relative differences
in the ways it is perceived by leaders and their followers. Both individual leaders and
organisations could benefit by becoming aware of these differences.
6.10 Study limitations
The main limitation of this study is that it was based on self-reported data. The
responses of leaders and followers describing altruistic leadership could have been
affected by social desirability bias, or the tendency of respondents to provide such
accounts of events and phenomena that would be viewed favourably by others (Fisher
& Katz 2008). Considering that altruism is likely to be viewed as a desirable attribute,
leaders’ assessments of how altruistic they were might have been somewhat
overestimated. The current study attempted to address that limitation by combining
self- and observer-ratings for a better understanding of differences between the ways
leaders see themselves and are seen by others.
Self-report method of data collection was likely to impact the findings on the effects
of altruistic leadership. In the current study leader effectiveness was measured only
through outcomes reported by followers. As these measures are subjective, they might
be impacted by followers’ positive or negative impressions of the leader and the
organisation (Stang 1973). Similarly, common method bias, associated with gathering
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altruistic leadership and leadership outcomes data in the same survey, could account
for some of the links between altruistic leadership and perceived effectiveness of
leaders (Podsakoff et al. 2003). To improve the quality of measurement, future studies
could collect data on altruistic leadership and its outcomes in several stages,
triangulating data reported by followers with objective performance data.
Secondly, the instrument only limited capacity of the instrument to reflect leaders’
self-ratings. Although the instrument showed good reliability and consistency in the
follower sample, the model fit and reliability were questionable when applied to the
sample of leaders. It is possible that the poorer psychometric properties of the
instrument in this instance were associated with the relatively smaller size of the
manager sample. At the same time, it is also likely that individuals’ self-ratings are
more nuanced than ratings of observers, particularly in relation to traits and beliefs,
which are less visible to others than are individuals’ behaviours (Connolly, Kavanagh
& Viswesvaran 2007; Vazire & Carlson 2011). For example, where followers
associated leaders’ self-sacrificing behaviours with concern for others, leaders
themselves could be linking the same behaviours with a range of other types of
motives. Future studies could attempt to enhance the capacity of the instrument to
accurately reflect leaders’ own views of their style by incorporating additional items
measuring leaders’ values and aspects of moral character to understand whether
additional subscales could improve the reliability of the altruistic leadership
instrument for self-ratings.
Finally, the implications that can be drawn from the study findings are limited by the
sampling approach. This study was conducted on a relatively small sample of
managers and employees in four organisations in the financial sector in the UK.
Furthermore, it adopted the role-centric definition of leaders and followers,
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represented by line managers and their direct reports respectively. There is scope for
expanding the sample population to different industries and/or countries to test the
validity of the altruistic leadership instrument in different industries, and appreciate
the prevalence and effectiveness of this leadership styles across a range of
organisational settings.
6.11 Summary
This study has drawn on a matched sample of leaders and their followers to test
hypotheses about the nature and effectiveness of altruistic leadership in a quantitative
survey. The research explored the structure of the altruistic leadership model to arrive
at a new instrument measuring altruistic leadership. It also demonstrated the predictive
power of the instrument to explain a range of leadership outcomes, with a small but
significant improvement on the predictive power of previously developed measures of
transformational and servant leadership styles. Finally, the analysis provided a
perspective on the differences between self- and observer-ratings of altruistic
leadership.
The next chapter integrates the findings of all three studies within the current research,
commenting on the theoretical and practical implications of the thesis as a whole.
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Chapter 7. Discussion and conclusions
There is growing interest in leaders who act in the interests of other members of the
organisation or the wider society (Kanungo & Conger 1993; Avolio & Locke 2002;
Trevino & Brown 2005; Brown & Trevino 2006; Dinh et al. 2014), stimulated in part
by concerns about self-interested charismatic leaders derailing international and
national corporations through their unethical behaviours. Given the inconsistencies in
current conceptualisations of leaders’ behaviours and intentions associated with
altruistic sacrifice, this thesis sought to detail the construct of altruistic leadership and
examine the effectiveness of this leadership style. Three research questions were posed
at the beginning of this endeavour:


RQ1a. What is altruistic leadership? How is it similar to or different from
related constructs among leadership styles?



RQ1b. How do followers’ perceptions of altruistic leadership effectiveness
compare

with

followers’

perceptions

of

non-altruistic

leadership

effectiveness?


RQ2. Are congruent leader–follower ratings of altruistic leadership associated
with more positive follower outcomes than incongruent leader–follower
ratings?

The thesis presented a theoretical framework of altruistic leadership, based on
leadership and social science literatures, and employed a series of empirical studies to
develop and test a measure of altruistic leadership on samples of leaders and followers
in organisational settings in the UK. Three studies were conducted:
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Study 1 (reported in Chapter 4) identified attributes and behaviours that
leaders and followers associate with altruistic leadership and collected
free-text examples of this leadership style in an exploratory survey of 806
managers and 1,049 employees working in UK organisations of different
sectors and sizes.



Study 2 (reported in Chapter 5) elicited 35 critical incidents of altruistic
leadership through qualitative interviews with leaders and their followers,
in order to identify the descriptors of altruistic leadership and develop a
scale of the construct.



Study 3 (reported in Chapter 6) validated the altruistic leadership scale and
tested the relationship between altruistic leadership and follower outcomes
on a matched sample of 184 leaders and 532 followers working in four
organisations in the financial services sector in the UK.

This chapter opens with a summary of the main findings across all of the studies
conducted in the research process. The following two sections outline and discuss the
contribution of the findings to leadership theory and practice. Finally, a commentary
on the research limitations and recommendations for future studies in the area of
altruistic leadership are provided.
7.1 Main findings
This section discusses the most significant findings that are relevant to the research
questions posed. In response to the first research question (RQ1a), the thesis revealed
the distinct nature of altruistic leadership, by examining current leadership theories
and enhancing the understanding of the construct with concepts borrowed from social
science literature. Building on the theoretical propositions identified during that
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review, the research showed that altruistic leadership does not simply equate to acts
of self-sacrifice, revealing two dimensions of the construct: 1) leaders’ expectation to
bear the costs of sacrifice, and 2) empathic concern underpinning the desire to selfsacrifice. Both of these dimensions set altruistic leadership apart from other related
constructs among leadership styles associated with the concept of altruism.
First, not only do altruistic leaders put the interests of others before their own, as
currently described by the leadership literature, but they also do so selflessly, without
an expectation of benefit to themselves. At the same time, Study 2 indicated that
leaders and followers participating in the qualitative interviews were able to
distinguish between two types of self-sacrificing leaders. Calculating leaders accepted
personal costs only to achieve benefits for themselves in return; for example, they
helped their followers in order to reach performance targets, or to encourage extra
effort at work. In contrast, when discussing the intentions of selfless leaders,
respondents explained that even though some of those individuals experienced
benefits as a result of their self-sacrifice, their gains were likely to be intangible and
long-term (such as personal development, satisfaction with the progress of others), but
most importantly – unintended. Only such selfless leaders were considered by
interview participants to be truly altruistic. Following on from the propositions
formulated through the qualitative study, a survey of leaders and their followers in
Study 3 later confirmed ‘expectation to bear the costs of sacrifice’ as one of the
subscales of the altruistic leadership measure. This dimension of altruistic selfsacrifice has not been included in operationalisations of related leadership constructs,
such as servant and spiritual leadership, and appears to be a distinct attribute of
altruistic leadership.
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Secondly, the research showed that leaders’ desire to self-sacrifice is underpinned by
empathic concern, or individuals’ emotional response to perceiving someone in need
(Batson & Shaw 1991; Batson 2011; Batson 2014). Although empathy has previously
been discussed as a characteristic of servant leadership style, existing theories did not
link it to altruism as a reason for leaders to self-sacrifice, attributing leaders’ desire to
act altruistically to their moral values (Spears 1998; Patterson 2003; Trevino, Brown
& Hartman 2003; Liden et al. 2008). However, the sequence of empirical studies
within the current thesis linked leaders’ self-sacrificial behaviours to their concern for
others. For instance, the presence of emotional discomfort was the reason that leaders
participating in Studies 1 and 2 gave to explain why they chose to benefit others
despite costs to themselves. Furthermore, Study 2 respondents described genuine
altruism as a ‘hardship’, suggesting that altruistic leadership requires leaders to accept
personal emotional costs, in addition to other types of resources they sacrifice in the
act of helping others. In the final part of the research (Study 3), empathic concern was
revealed as the second subscale of altruistic leadership.
The next major finding concerns the effects of altruistic leadership, suggesting that
followers perceive altruistic leadership as more effective than non-altruistic leadership
(RQ1b). Positive outcomes of altruistic leadership, including job satisfaction,
followers’ commitment to the leader and the organisation, individual development and
increased performance, were highlighted across all three empirical studies. Predictive
validity of the new altruistic leadership instruments was demonstrated by Study 3,
where altruistic leadership was positively associated with perceived leader
effectiveness, job satisfaction, organisational climate, and support for creativity.
Furthermore, followers perceived altruistic leadership as more effective than
transformational and servant leadership. Hierarchical regression analysis was used to
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examine the ability of the altruistic leadership scale to predict a range of follower
outcomes above and beyond each of the measures of transformational and servant
leadership, included as independent control variables in Study 3. It indicated that
altruistic leadership predicted between 0.7% and 3.8% of additional variance in
perceived leader effectiveness, organisational climate and support for creativity, when
controlled for transformational leadership, and between 1.8% and 4.5% of additional
variance in the same outcomes, when controlled for servant leadership. When
measures of transformational and servant leadership were applied together, altruistic
leadership predicted 1.7% of additional variance in perceived leader effectiveness.
This incremental gain in predictive power – albeit small – is meaningful, given the
already large proportion of variance in follower outcomes typically explained by
established leadership theories (van Dierendonck 2011; Wang et al. 2011). It appears
that the operationalisation of the altruistic leadership construct included a more
comprehensive description of intentions and behaviours of self-sacrificing leaders,
which enabled greater predictive power in relation to follower-perceived outcomes.
In order to answer the final research question (RQ2), the thesis gathered and compared
leaders’ own descriptions of altruistic leadership and followers’ accounts of altruistic
leaders. Both the exploratory and the main empirical research studies highlighted the
differences between the way altruistic leaders described themselves and the ways they
were described by followers. In Study 1, 58% of managers agreed or strongly agreed
that they tend to put the needs of their team members above their own, but only 28%
of followers said the same about their managers. Similarly, in Study 3 average scores
on the altruistic leadership scale were higher for leaders’ self-ratings (M = 4.10, SD =
0.39), compared with followers’ ratings of their leaders (M = 3.54, SD = 0.71). This
difference in ratings points to possible leaders’ bias in rating their own motivation and
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behaviours, signifying that leaders are likely to overestimate how altruistic they are.
However, it may also indicate that altruistic leadership is not always visible to
followers. In some of the cases reported in Study 2, leaders explained that they were
performing acts of self-sacrifice to benefit their followers without making them aware
of the support they provide ‘behind the scenes’, which may have resulted in these
leaders being perceived as non-altruistic.
Comparison of ratings within leader–follower pairs in Study 3 indicated further
differences in the effects of altruistic leadership, depending on whether the scores
submitted by leaders and their followers were congruent or not. Followers reported
the least positive leadership outcomes if their leaders considerably overestimated how
altruistic they were, compared with the ratings given to them by their direct reports.
In contrast, underestimating leaders (scored highest by their followers) appeared to
elicit the most positive leadership outcomes. Congruent leader–follower ratings were
associated with outcomes more positive than those of overestimating leaders, but less
positive than those of underestimating leaders. In response to the second research
question (RQ2), this finding suggests that in order to become effective, leaders must
be perceived by followers to be altruistic. Furthermore, the effects of altruistic
leadership are associated not only with followers’ impressions of this leadership style,
but also with the relative differences in the way altruistic leadership is described by
leaders and their followers.
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7.2 Theoretical contribution
The current research makes two key contributions to leadership theory. First, the thesis
explicated the construct of altruistic leadership by examining the intentions of
altruistic leaders alongside their self-sacrificial behaviours. This included exploring
the reasons why leaders may feel the desire to benefit others (such as empathic
concern), as well as their expectations regarding the costs and benefits of self-sacrifice,
which have not been detailed by existing leadership theories to date. Both of these
dimensions of altruistic leadership illustrate the likely antecedents of self-sacrifice,
providing a fuller understanding of the nature of altruistic leadership.
The research began by bringing together the leadership literature on altruism,
identifying links with a number of leadership theories, such as self-sacrificial, servant,
spiritual, and ethical leadership styles. It highlighted the gap between theoretical issues
identified in the leadership literature on the moral character of leaders and the
relatively narrow operationalisation of altruism, based on existing leadership theories.
On the one hand, scholars described altruism as a leadership virtue (Kanungo 2001)
and offered a conceptual differentiation between personalised (or self-interested) and
socialised (or other-oriented) leadership (House & Howell 1992), illustrating the
potential complexity of leaders’ intentions. They also debated whether personalised
and socialised leadership can co-exist, suggesting that not all self-interested leaders
behave selfishly, but some might engage in acts of self-sacrifice with an underlying
expectation of benefiting themselves (Avolio & Locke 2002; Maner & Mead 2010).
On the other hand, the majority of operationalisations of altruism in leadership theories
assumed congruence between leaders’ intentions and behaviours, using self-sacrificial
behaviours as indicators of altruism in leadership. For instance, Choi and Mai-Dalton
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(1999) described the types of personal costs borne by charismatic leaders, without
explaining the likely benefits that leaders may receive when their charisma increases
as a result of demonstrating self-sacrificial behaviours. Similarly, Barbuto and
Wheeler’s (2006) model of servant leadership included putting the interests of others
ahead of one’s own and sacrificing own interests to meet others’ needs, but did not
specify the intentions of a servant leader.
By drawing on the social science literature, which explored altruism in more detail,
this work enhanced the theoretical framework underpinning altruistic leadership and
developed a more nuanced articulation of the construct. Specifically, it identified two
types of intentions of self-sacrificing leaders, providing a number of indicators for
distinguishing between leaders who benefit others with an expectation of return
benefits to self, and selfless leaders who act in the interest of others despite having to
bear the personal costs of their behaviours. Although the attributes of self-interested
and truly altruistic leaders attracted sufficient theoretical debate in the leadership
literature (House & Howell 1992; Avolio & Locke 2002; Maner & Mead 2010), the
distinction between these types of leaders’ intentions has not been demonstrated
empirically. This study clearly shows that leaders and followers are sensitive to the
nature of leaders’ intentions and behaviours, and can account for the differences in
those when describing altruistic leadership. While this new construct does not fully
account for the differences between personalised and socialised leadership, it may act
as one of the indicators for distinguishing between self-interested leaders and those
who prioritise the goals of others.
In addition, clarification of the construct of altruistic leadership helped to develop the
current understanding of why altruistic leaders may engage in acts of self-sacrifice.
Existing leadership theories associate altruism with a leader’s moral and religious
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values, virtues, stages of moral development, or the personal meaning they attach to
leadership (Greenleaf 1977; Sosik 2000; Fry 2003; Barbuto & Wheeler 2006; Brown
& Trevino 2006). Apart from ethical leadership theory, which explains that leaders
might self-sacrifice if such behaviour represents the most ethical course of action,
these approaches do not detail the mechanisms linking leaders’ moral character with
the helping behaviours of leaders. At the same time, identification of empathic concern
as a dimension of altruistic leadership suggests an emotional basis for acting in the
interests of others. It is possible that empathic concern is experienced as a consequence
of particular moral values of leaders who internalised care and concern for others as
part of their character virtues (Kohlberg 1984; Peterson & Seligman 2004; Kochanska
et al. 2010). Alternatively, it could represent a distinct type of motivation for altruistic
leadership, similar to the way social science literature on altruism distinguishes
between moral duty-based and empathy-based altruism. By linking empathic concern
with other-oriented intentions and self-sacrificial behaviours of altruistic leaders into
a single construct, this thesis offers a direction for bridging the gap between
conceptualisation of altruism as one of the leadership virtues and altruistic leadership
practice.
The second contribution of this work is in improving understanding of the differences
in how altruistic leadership is intended by leaders and perceived by followers.
Consistency between leaders’ self-ratings and followers’ ratings of leadership has
been explored to some extent as part of leader–member exchange theory (Yammarino
& Atwater 1997), but not in relation to altruistic leadership. The existing leadership
theories relied primarily on followers’ ratings of leaders, gathering data on selfsacrificial behaviours and observable attributes of these leaders (Brown, Treviño &
Harrison 2005; Barbuto & Wheeler 2006; Liden et al. 2008). To develop the
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understanding of the less visible aspects of altruistic leadership, this thesis gathered
both leaders’ and followers’ perspectives, asking leaders directly about their intentions
and comparing those reports with followers’ interpretations of leaders’ attitudes and
behaviours. In addition to leaders and followers who gave similar accounts of altruistic
leadership, the research identified two groups of leaders who described themselves as
less or more altruistic, compared with how they were rated by their followers. The
followers of underestimating leaders reported the most positive leadership outcomes
of the group, while the outcomes reported by the followers of overestimating leaders
were the least positive.
While the effectiveness of leaders’ self-sacrifice has previously been explained by its
association with followers’ perceptions of charisma (Choi & Mai-Dalton 1998;
Conger 1998a), the importance of both self- and observer-ratings in understanding the
effects of altruistic leadership lays the foundation for revealing additional mechanisms
of how altruistic leaders become effective. Specifically, the findings of the current
research provide some evidence to suggest that leaders might modify their behaviours,
in order to make their altruistic leadership more or less visible. For instance, some of
the leaders participating in the qualitative interviews in Study 2 suggested they were
aware of the possible positive effects of their action being perceived as altruistic, and
ensured that those were acknowledged by followers. Others were more reluctant to
make their self-sacrifice known to others, possibly as they were concerned that their
actions would be perceived as an attempt to improve their own image and, therefore,
would undermine the possible benefits of altruistic leadership. These findings suggest
that one of the mechanisms by which altruistic leadership becomes effective could be
associated with the ways in which leaders choose to express altruistic intentions.
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This more detailed understanding of the nature of altruistic leadership and its effects
also provides an opportunity to rethink the way in which altruism is conceptualised
within leadership theory more generally. Altruistic leadership is associated with a
number of positive follower outcomes, including perceived leader effectiveness,
organisational climate and support for creativity. Furthermore, the predictive power
offered by the altruistic leadership construct, above and beyond other leadership styles,
suggests that it is an important – and potentially a more precise – conceptualisation of
a leadership style that is characterised by a dominant empathic concern, associated
with serving the needs of others at the expense of personal interest. Where acting in
the interests of others may previously have been included as a sub-dimension within
existing leadership theories, the current thesis suggests that altruistic leadership is a
distinct construct, which articulates a fundamental characteristic of leadership that
should be considered in our conceptions of effective leadership.
The method of collecting self- and follower-ratings of altruistic leadership also
provides a model for examining the effectiveness of other leadership styles, where
understanding self-reported accounts of leaders’ intentions may be important,
alongside followers’ perceptions of leadership. Within the leadership theory there is a
growing interest in leaders’ legacy, purpose, virtues, and morality (McAdams & de St
Aubin 1992; Parry & Proctor-Thomson 2002; Stone, Russell & Patterson 2004;
Hannah & Avolio 2011). These concepts describe attributes of leaders that might be
invisible to their followers, but could be acknowledged and reported by the leaders
themselves. As some commentators have drawn attention to the accuracy of methods
of identifying and measuring aspects of leaders’ character (Wright & Quick 2011), the
approach chosen in the current research illustrates one way of incorporating multiple
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accounts of leaders’ intentions, attitudes and behaviours, by combining and comparing
leaders and followers’ perspectives.
7.3 Contribution to practice
The findings of this research have three practical implications for those wishing to
identify and develop altruistic leaders. First, the thesis can encourage organisations
and individual practitioners to open up the debate about altruism in business
environments. By explaining the concept of altruistic leadership, the research
challenges the ongoing scepticism around compatibility of altruistic behaviours with
some of the values currently prevalent in the world of business (Kanungo & Conger
1993; Joseph 2015). For instance, while the first of the empirical studies in the thesis
showed that the prevalence of attributes associated with altruistic leadership was the
lowest among private sector leaders, the last study revealed that a proportion of leaders
working in four financial services organisations acted altruistically and impacted on a
number of positive follower outcomes. As positive follower outcomes have been
previously linked to improved team and organisational performance, the findings
suggest that altruistic leadership style is relevant to business practice through its
potential contribution to organisational outcomes.
Secondly, the instrument developed in the current thesis provides practitioners with a
measure of altruistic leadership validated in organisational settings. The scale of
altruistic leadership allows organisations to distinguish between altruistic and nonaltruistic leaders and examine the relationship between altruistic leadership and
follower outcomes, specifying some of the possible effects of this leadership style.
The instrument can be applied to collect and compare both leader self-ratings and
follower ratings of their leaders for a more accurate description of the prevalence of
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altruistic leadership and its effects. As a one-off measure it can assist firms in
identifying altruistic leaders, for example, during recruitment and progression
decisions. Furthermore, as a repeated measure it could help track the progress of
leaders developing their altruistic attitudes and behaviours, for example, measuring
altruistic leadership before and after participation in a training programme. Similarly,
the instrument could assist in evaluating the change in followers’ perceptions of
altruistic leadership in response to certain organisational campaigns or events that
make altruistic leadership more visible, such as communications about the
involvement of organisational leaders in corporate social responsibility (CSR)
initiatives.
Thirdly, the differences identified between leader and follower perceptions of
altruistic leadership could be used in leader development by organisational
practitioners and by the leaders themselves. In addition to leaders who score
themselves similarly to the way they are perceived by their followers, the study
highlighted groups of leaders who significantly underestimate or overestimate how
altruistic they are, compared with followers’ ratings. This difference in perceptions
may impact on the way leaders and followers interact, as well as the organisational
outcomes that altruistic leaders are able to achieve. For instance, it is possible that
underestimating leaders engage in costly behaviours without being able to reflect
accurately on the fact that they do so. If these leaders continue to experience the
personal costs of their self-sacrificial behaviours without a clear reason for such
leadership choices, they may become discouraged from acting in the interests of others
over extended periods of time, undermining the positive follower outcomes they could
bring about. At the same time, overestimators are likely to be overly confident about
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their leadership skills and put less effort into working with their followers, which could
in turn decrease the effects of their leadership.
Inaccurate perceptions of their own style could mean that leaders need to become
aware of their leadership style to appreciate the full range of effects they have on
followers and the wider organisation. Negative effects of so-called ‘unenlightened
altruism’ are currently being explored in the social science literature. Conceptually,
D’Souza and Adams (2014) suggested that some of the actions of individuals who
behave altruistically without fully recognising the consequences of helping may
actually be harmful to others and the wider society. Examples of this effect include
charitable donations to deprived communities that can undermine their independent
functioning, making the pace of development unsustainable. The same could be
applied to altruistic leaders, potentially disempowering their followers by stepping in
to help. These observations point to the significance of leaders’ awareness of the
impact of their actions. In practice, both underestimators and overestimators could
benefit from feedback on their performance to understand how their attitudes and
behaviours are perceived. The new measure of altruistic leadership, validated on both
follower and leader samples, could be used as a coaching tool, making the difference
between follower ratings and self-ratings of altruistic leadership visible to leaders.
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7.4 Study limitations
One of the key limitations of the current thesis is that it relies on self-reported accounts
of altruistic leadership and its effects, from both leaders and their followers. Although
methods based on self-reported data are commonly used in leadership and wider social
science research as a cost- and time-effective way of collecting responses from large
samples, there are a number of problems associated with the accuracy of individuals’
responses. For instance, honesty of responses is a significant issue, when studying
topics that may raise individuals’ concerns with the image they are projecting when
describing their attitudes and behaviours, or the potential consequences of truthful
responses. Questions about altruistic motivation and behaviours are particularly likely
to elicit such socially desirable responses, given the positive social value associated
with altruism. As discussed above, it is possible that, depending on considerations of
self-image and modesty, some leaders portrayed their attitudes and behaviours to be
more or less altruistic than they actually were. Similarly, followers in the current
research could have been concerned that their responses would become known to their
leaders, and consequently avoided negative descriptions of their leaders.
Another important consideration is respondents’ understanding of the issue and their
ability to reflect on their beliefs and experiences to contribute accurate information to
the research. Once again, this limitation of self-reported data is relevant to the current
investigation of altruistic leadership. For example, the way individuals interpret the
word ‘altruism’ in day-to-day life is likely to refer primarily to helping and selfsacrificial behaviours, rather than the intentions and expectations of altruistic leaders.
In addition, as shown in this thesis, leaders and followers may find it difficult to
identify their own leadership style and the leadership of others as altruistic, being
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unsure of the true motives and intentions behind self-sacrificial behaviours. Both of
these factors can impact on the accuracy of the self-reported accounts of altruistic
leadership that underpin the findings of this research.
Additionally, self-report studies are often biased to the respondents’ opinions and
feelings at the time of survey completion, rather than being a considered reflection on
leaders’ performance over the course of time. The collection of opinions on altruistic
leadership and follower outcomes data in the same questionnaire meant that both types
of data could be affected by the followers’ overall positive or negative impression of
their leaders and their organisation on that day. The sequence of studies within this
research aimed to triangulate various sources of data on altruistic leadership and assure
participants of the confidentiality of their responses, so as to reduce the impact of bias
associated with self-reported motivation and behaviours. This was partially achieved
through combining qualitative and quantitative data, as well as leader and follower
ratings.
The second limitation concerns the validity of the altruistic leadership instrument
developed in the current thesis. Comparison of the altruistic leadership model, applied
to leaders’ self-ratings and followers’ ratings of leaders, indicated good reliability in
the followers’ sample (α = 0.82), but questionable reliability in the leader group (α =
0.65) (George & Mallery 2003). This did not affect examination of the relationship
between altruistic leadership and follower outcomes, nor the analysis of
distinctiveness of altruistic leadership from servant and transformational leadership
styles, as those were conducted on the follower sample. However, lower reliability of
the model in the leader sample suggests that measurement of leaders’ self-ratings with
the current instrument could be imprecise. Further testing of the altruistic leadership
scale on larger samples of leaders is required to understand whether the instrument is
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reliable enough to capture the nuances of self-reported motivation and behaviours.
Inclusion of a longer list of items as part of the scale may assist in the development of
a more robust leader-centric model of altruistic leadership, possibly including
additional dimensions beyond empathic concern and expectation to bear the net costs
of sacrifice. Unfortunately, the current study was constrained in terms of the number
of questionnaire items that could be included in the survey of leaders and followers
without compromising the quality of responses.
7.5 Future research directions
Detailing the altruistic leadership construct opens up a number of avenues for further
research. First, a more in-depth understanding of altruistic leadership should be
pursued through further experimental studies testing the dimensions of altruistic
leadership, similar to the way in which altruism is examined in social science research.
For instance, these could be designed to control for participants’ empathy orientation
and availability of rewards as a precursor to helping (Cialdini et al. 1987). Another
type of experiment which could be useful to understand the prevalence of selfinterested and other-oriented motives is distribution games, where participants are
typically asked to distribute sums of money between themselves and other players,
similar to the prisoner’s dilemma (Poundstone 1992).
Secondly, the new altruistic leadership instrument requires further testing and
validation across a range of organisational contexts. One of the studies in this research
was conducted on a sample representative of the UK working population, but the
qualitative interviews covered a small number of leader–follower pairs, and the final
study gathered quantitative data from a select – although relatively large – group of
leaders and their followers in four organisations in the financial services sector in the
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UK. This sampling approach limits the extent to which the findings can be
extrapolated, so testing of the measure on different samples of leaders and followers
in other economic sectors is recommended.
The quality of the instrument could also be improved by testing its ability to predict
organisational outcomes beyond those reported by followers. Follower-level outcomes
are an important indicator of the quality of leadership; however, they represent
subjective judgements of leadership effectiveness at the individual level. Future
studies could identify other sources of leadership effectiveness measures (such as
individual and business unit performance data) to investigate the links between
altruistic leadership and organisational outcomes more robustly.
Thirdly, improved understanding of the nature of altruistic leadership raises further
questions about its origins and ways of developing altruistic leaders. For instance,
researchers could examine why leaders act selflessly, distinguishing between the focus
of leaders’ self-sacrifice on the organisation, followers, or the wider society (Hu &
Bentler 1999; Conger, Kanungo & Menon 2000; Fry et al. 2011; Walumbwa,
Morrison & Christensen 2012). It is possible that the different foci of leaders’ altruism
arise from different types of leader values, and become more or less important at
different stages in life. Future studies could also compare the role of moral values and
empathy in the development of altruistic leaders, to understand whether teaching
leaders to recognise the feelings of others and take responsibility for addressing those
feelings would develop altruistic leadership.
Finally, the findings on the nature of altruistic leadership could also be compared with
the evolving body of literature on love and compassion. This is another area of
leadership literature which is becoming important in the context of an increased focus
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on interdependence between economies and communities, and a need for leaders that
can relate to the needs of others (Fry 2003; Rynes et al. 2012). The concept of
compassion draws on recognising the suffering of others, as well as bearing emotional
costs associated with sharing the suffering of others (White 2008; Gallagher 2009).
Both of these ideas are potentially related to the concept of altruistic self-sacrifice. For
example, compassion may represent one of the values of altruistic leaders, acting as
an antecedent of empathic concern driving the desire to help others in need.
Alternatively, sharing of suffering may be an outcome of the experience of empathic
concern, with compassion representing one of the forms of (emotional) self-sacrifice.
It appears that the development of altruistic leadership theory could benefit from its
comparison and integration with literature on compassion.
7.6 Conclusions
As more corporate scandals are exposed, there is a growing condemnation of the ‘dark’
side of leadership, in particular where individuals in positions of power appear to have
pursued personal interest above public needs. With western capitalist economic
systems blamed for rewarding competition and vigorous self-enrichment with no
concern for others, there is a renewed emphasis on responsible business that creates
positive outcomes for a range of stakeholders, beyond short-term financial value.
Many commentators have called for the development of leaders who are not selfish,
but who appreciate, support, enable and develop their followers, and want to give to
others and to society.
Critically, it is not enough for leaders to benefit others for instrumental reasons, as a
means of gaining advantages for themselves. The wider debate on transparency and
authenticity points to the growing lack of trust that people, consumers and society are
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prepared to invest in individuals and institutions that appear to act in the interests of
others only to achieve better outcomes for themselves. Instead, leaders and
organisations are expected to pursue the advancement of society and mankind as
ultimate values, as success of business is dependent on the health of the communities
in which it operates.
Altruism is possibly just one way of describing leaders who would otherwise be
known as ethical, compassionate, or kind. Nevertheless, in the absence of a more
accurate and comprehensive description of leaders who forgo personal interests to
serve the needs of others, the concept of altruistic leadership provides an important
perspective on how the values of these leaders may be expressed through empathic
concern and acts of selfless sacrifice. More importantly, it shows that a proportion of
leaders in today’s workplaces are driven by a desire to help others around them, even
if that means sacrificing their own interests on the way – and that this way of leading
is highly effective.
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Appendix 1. Online information and consent form used in Study 1

Welcome to the CIPD survey on people management and development, which has
been designed to give individuals the opportunity to have their say on what matters to
them at work.
Easy to complete
The survey is easy to complete and will take approximately 15 minutes. The survey
will close on 26th July 2013. Each survey will be analysed independently and we'll
not see individual responses, so please answer all questions openly and freely.
If you have any questions about the survey, please contact Liz Dalton on 020 8612
6384 or l.dalton@cipd.co.uk. If you need technical support please email
public@yougov.com
For your security and peace of mind, CIPD and its subsidiaries will not supply your
details to any organisation for marketing purposes. By submitting this response you
confirm that you agree to the use of your information as set out in our privacy policy
and agree to our website terms and conditions of use.
Thank you in advance for your contribution.
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Appendix 2. Questionnaire used in Study 1
Part 1. Screening questions
1. Which of the following best describes your working status?









Employed full time (30 or more hours a week)
Employed part time
Self-employed
Full time student
Retired
Unemployed
Not working
Other

2. What level of management responsibility do you hold in your current position?














Owner/ Proprietor
Partner
Chairman
Chief Executive
Managing Director
Non Executive Director
Other board level manager/ director
Other senior manager or director below board level
Middle manager
Junior manager/ team leader/ supervisor
Executive/ clerical/ other worker with no managerial responsibility
Other
None of these

3. And how many, if any, people do you have directly reporting into you?







More than 10
Between 6 and 10
4 or 5
2 or 3
1
Not applicable – I don’t have anyone reporting into me
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4. How long have you had responsibilities for managing people directly in your
CURRENT ORGANISATION?







Up to 6 months
More than 6 months up to a year
More than a year up to 2 years
More than 2 years up to 5 years
More than 5 years up to 10 years
More than 10 years

5. Do you have a manager, supervisor, boss or someone you report to as part of your
job?




Yes
Sometimes
No

Part 2. Background questions
1. In which of the following industries do you currently work?





















Agriculture and hunting (including forestry and fishing)
Animals
Mining and quarrying
Manufacturing
Recycling
Electricity gas and water supply /oil and gas
Construction and associated trades
Wholesale trade (including repair of motor vehicles, personal & household
goods)
Retail
Hospitality (including accommodation restaurants and fast-food)
Post
Telecommunications
Transport (including logistics and distribution)
Travel and Tourism
Banking
Finance
Insurance
Estate Agencies/ Real Estate and renting (including personal & household
goods)
Computers/ IT/ and related activities
Research and development (scientific services)
267


















PR/ Advertising/ Marketing
Creative art and design
Media
Publishing printing and journalism
Legal
Pharmaceutical
Local Government/ Civil Service
Public administration/ services and defence
Education
Health and Social Work
Sewage and refuse disposal
Charity/ voluntary and activities of membership organisation
Recreational cultural and sporting activities
Other service industry
Business services
Other

2. Which if any of the following sectors do you work in/ does the company or
organisation that you work for operate in?






Private sector firm or company (e.g. limited companies and PLCs)
Nationalised industry or public corporation (e.g. post office, BBC)
Other public sector employer (e.g. central government, civil service, NHS,
police, armed forces)
Charity/ voluntary sector (e.g. charitable companies, churches, trade unions)
Other

3. Including yourself approximately how many full-time employees are employed by
your organisation in total in the UK?












1 person (just me)
2 to 4
5 to 9
10 to 19
20 to 49
50 to 99
100 to199
200 to 249
250 to 499
500 or more
Don’t know
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4. Including yourself approximately how many full-time employees are employed by
your organisation in total in the UK? (Open ended)

Part 3. Questions about managing others (Leaders only)
1. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
I can describe accurately the way others in the team are feeling.







Strongly agree
Agree
No strong feelings either way
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Don’t know

2. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
I tend to put the needs of my team members above my own.







Strongly agree
Agree
No strong feelings either way
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Don’t know

3. You said that you tend to put the needs of your team above your own. Why is this?
Please select the top three reasons from the list below.







That way my team members are likely to respond with extra effort.
My team will think better of me.
It’s part of my job.
It’s part of organisational culture.
I am the kind of person who is likely to put others first.
Other

4. You said that you don’t tend to put the needs of your team above your own. Why is
this? Please select the top three reasons from the list below.





It’s not part of organisational culture.
It’s not part of my job
There are no incentives to put my team’s needs above my own.
That’s simply not effective.
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I have to look out for myself first
Other

5. How often do you face situations where you have to put the interests of the
organisation (e.g. achieving an objective) above the interests and/or wellbeing of your
team members?






Every day
Often
Sometimes
Rarely
Never

6. Imagine a situation where you have to make a team member work extra hours to
meet a deadline, but you are facing resistance and lack of motivation. What are you
most likely to do? Please select three options from the following that most closely fit
how you would respond.













Make it clear to the employee that failure to meet objectives will result in
penalties
Promise the employee a reward/bonus
Show the employee that they are letting you down
Promise the employee informal rewards (time off etc)
Use the fact that you are the boss, and tell them to get on with the job
Show that you will be working hard yourself to meet the objectives
Remind them of the times you supported them, hoping that they will help you
in return
Tell your staff how much you depend on them
Hope that they will stay because they admire and respect you
Hope that they will stay because they know you wouldn’t ask if you absolutely
didn’t have to
Try to understand what the reasons for resistance are
Other

7. Can you provide an example of when you placed your staff needs above your own?
Please be as detailed as possible. (Open ended)
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Part 4. Questions about being managed
1. How would you rate your line manager against the following characteristics?
(FOLLOWERS only)
My line manager is…
Strongly
agree

Agree

No strong Disagree
feelings
either way

Strongly
disagree

Don’t
know

Hardworking
Responsible
Intelligent
Knowledgeable
Independent
Honest
Caring
Considerate
Selfish
Trustworthy

2. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
manager’s behaviours? (leaders and followers)

Strongly Agree
agree

No strong Disagree Strongly Don’t
feelings
disagree know
either
way

Provides
emotional
support when I need it
Frequently uses their
authority to get their
own way
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Puts the needs of the
team above his/her
own.
Balances the needs of
the organisation with
the needs of individual
employees.
Is genuinely concerned
about my wellbeing
Recognises
that
providing emotional
support to the team is
part of their job.

3. Imagine a situation, where your manager is asking you work extra hours to meet a
deadline. Of the following, what are the top three reasons that would make you more
willing to stay? (followers only)
















My line manager made it clear that failure to meet objectives will result in
penalties
There will be a reward/bonus
I wouldn’t want to let my line manager down.
I don’t want to compromise future opportunities for reward/promotion
I know he/she will appreciate my effort
I have no choice, he/she is the boss
He/she is working hard too, and I should help
He/she supported me before, and I should help now
He/she depend on me to get this done
I admire and respect him/her
I know he/she wouldn’t ask if he/she absolutely didn’t have to
He/she said that’s the only way to get the job done.
I would stay because of my work ethic.
Other
I wouldn’t stay no matter what

4. Can you provide an example of when your manager placed their needs above your
own? (Open-ended) (followers only)
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Part 5. Leadership outcomes (followers only)
1. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement?
I am motivated by my organisation’s core purpose
 Strongly agree
 Agree
 No strong feelings either way
 Disagree
 Strongly disagree
 Don’t know
2. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied would you say you are with your current job?







Very satisfied
Satisfied
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
Don’t know
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Appendix 3. Study 1 detailed findings
Table A3.1. I can describe accurately the way others in the team are feeling. To what
extent do you agree or disagree with the statement? (% of leaders agreeing/strongly
agreeing vs disagreeing/strongly disagreeing)
N

Net: Agree

Net: Disagree

All

805

73%

3%

Male

495

72%

3%

Female

310

76%

3%

18-24

28

85%

0%

25-34

109

74%

3%

35-44

178

74%

5%

45-54

229

67%

4%

55+

260

76%

3%

Private

564

72%

4%

Public

171

77%

2%

Voluntary

63

74%

5%

Micro

122

71%

4%

Small

110

72%

4%

Medium

117

81%

4%

Large

442

73%

3%

Junior manager

206

69%

1%

Middle manager

276

75%

4%

Senior manager

292

76%

4%

274

Table A3.2. I tend put the needs of my team members above my own. To what
extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? (% of leaders
agreeing/strongly agreeing vs disagreeing/strongly disagreeing)
N

Net: Agree

Net: Disagree

All

805

58%

8%

Male

495

56%

9%

Female

310

63%

8%

18-24

28

55%

0%

25-34

109

53%

12%

35-44

178

61%

6%

45-54

229

60%

7%

55+

260

58%

11%

Private

564

56%

9%

Public

171

59%

10%

Voluntary

63

84%

2%

Micro

122

55%

8%

Small

110

52%

9%

Medium

117

54%

5%

Large

442

62%

9%

Junior
manager

206

61%

7%

Middle
manager

276

68%

7%

Senior
manager

292

50%

8%
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Table A3.3. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
(% of leaders agreeing/strongly agreeing), by number of years spent managing
people in the current organization
I can describe accurately I tend put the needs of my
N

Up to 6 months

the way others in the team members above my
team are feeling

own

54

55%

65%

66

68%

76%

106 55%

75%

182 66%

78%

182 60%

71%

215 50%

72%

More than 6 months up
to a year
More than a year up to
2 years
More than 2 years up
to 5 years
More than 5 years up
to 10 years
More than 10 years
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Table A3.4. You said that you tend to put the needs of your team above your own.
Why is this? Please select the top three reasons from the list below. (% of leaders
selecting the option), by organisation size and management level
Organisation size
Micro

N

Medium

Large

Junior

Middle

Senior

manager

manager

manager

57

63

278

126

190

146

50%

51%

54%

61%

48%

53%

20%

23%

22%

26%

20%

18%

38%

46%

42%

40%

38%

43%

of 23%

23%

25%

21%

15%

19%

29%

I am the kind of 70%

62%

50%

58%

62%

56%

63%

3%

5%

6%

4%

5%

6%

That

67

Small

Management level

way

team
are

my 51%

members
likely

respond

to
with

extra effort.
My team will 12%
think better of
me.
It’s part of my 35%
job.
It’s

part

organisational
culture.

person who is
likely

to

put

others first.
Other

6%
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Table A3.5. You said that you tend to put the needs of your team above your own.
Why is this? Please select the top three reasons from the list below. (% of leaders
selecting the option), by gender and age
All

Gender
Male

N

473

Age
Female

18-

25-

35-

45-

24

34

44

54

55+

275

198

18

58

108

137

151

51%

55%

52%

50%

54%

50%

56%

25%

15%

23%

29%

22%

23%

14%

41%

42%

39%

26%

38%

44%

36%

46%

of 21%

25%

17%

40%

17%

19%

20%

24%

I am the kind of 59%

60%

58%

51%

53%

58%

61%

62%

4%

8%

0%

2%

8%

7%

3%

That way my team 53%
members are likely to
respond with extra
effort.
My team will think 21%
better of me.
It’s part of my job.
It’s

part

organisational
culture.

person who is likely
to put others first.
Other

5%
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Table A3.6. You said that you tend to put the needs of your team above your own.
Why is this? Please select the top three reasons from the list below. (% of leaders
selecting the option), by industry sector
Industry sector

N

Private

Public

Voluntary

317

101

53

48%

53%

That way my team members are likely to 54%
respond with extra effort.
My team will think better of me.

24%

15%

12%

It’s part of my job.

42%

46%

26%

It’s part of organisational culture.

21%

18%

33%

I am the kind of person who is likely to put 60%

55%

61%

5%

7%

others first.
Other

5%
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Table A3.7. You said that you tend to put the needs of your team above your own.
Why is this? Please select the top three reasons from the list below. (% of leaders
selecting the option), by number of years spent managing people in the current
organisation.
Up to 6

More

More

More

More

More

months

than 6

than a

than 2

than 5

than 10

months

year up

years up

years up

years

up to a

to 2

to 5

to 10

year

years

years

years

N

30

45

58

123

109

107

That way my team

37%

57%

50%

52%

51%

60%

16%

23%

24%

21%

22%

17%

It’s part of my job.

44%

28%

55%

38%

34%

47%

It’s part of

16%

29%

12%

17%

20%

31%

53%

55%

48%

66%

62%

58%

10%

3%

6%

5%

4%

6%

members are likely
to respond with
extra effort.
My team will think
better of me.

organisational
culture.
I am the kind of
person who is
likely to put others
first.
Other
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Table A3.8. You said that you don’t tend to put the needs of your team above your
own. Why is this? Please select the top three reasons from the list below. (% of
leaders selecting the option), by gender and industry sector
All

Gender

Industry sector

Male

Female

Private

Public

Voluntary

43

24

48

17

1

of 19% 23%

12%

23%

9%

-

It’s not part of my 18% 21%

12%

21%

9%

-

6%

23%

27%

-

58%

38%

46%

-

22%

39%

18%

-

N
It’s

67
not

part

organisational
culture.

job
There

are

no 23% 33%

incentives to put my
team’s needs above
my own.
That’s simply not 40% 29%
effective.
I have to look out for 32% 38%
myself first
Other

14% 16%

10%

11%

18%

-

Don’t know

6%

8%

4%

9%

-

4%
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Table A3.9. How often do you face situations where you have to put the interests of
the organisation (e.g. achieving an objective) above the interests and/or wellbeing of
your team members? (% of leaders selecting the option), by gender

All

Male

Female

N

805

495

310

Every day

7%

8%

6%

Often

21%

19%

25%

Sometimes

42%

43%

39%

Rarely

24%

24%

24%

Never

6%

6%

6%
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Table A3.10. How often do you face situations where you have to put the interests of
the organisation (e.g. achieving an objective) above the interests and/or wellbeing of
your team members? (% of leaders selecting the option), by organisation size and
industry sector

Organisation size

Industry sector

Micro

Small

Medium Large

Private

Public

Voluntary

N

122

110

117

442

564

171

63

Every day

4%

4%

8%

8%

8%

7%

1%

Often

12%

16%

22%

25%

20%

21%

29%

Sometimes

38%

46%

44%

41%

40%

49%

37%

Rarely

33%

31%

25%

20%

26%

16%

32%

Never

12%

3%

1%

6%

6%

7%

2%
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Table A3.11. How often do you face situations where you have to put the interests of
the organisation (e.g. achieving an objective) above the interests and/or wellbeing of
your team members? (% of leaders selecting the option), by management level
Senior manager

Middle manager

Junior
manager/supervisor

N

292

276

206

Every day

5%

12%

4%

Often

21%

27%

16%

Sometimes

42%

39%

45%

Rarely

25%

19%

29%

Never

6%

4%

6%

284

Table A3.12. How would you rate your line manager against the following
characteristics? (% of followers agreeing/strongly agreeing vs disagreeing/strongly
disagreeing), by industry sector
All

Industry sector

Net:

Net:

Agree

N

Private

Public

Voluntary

Disagree (Net: Agree)

(Net: Agree)

(Net: Agree)

1015

1015

735

217

45

Caring

55%

20%

53%

63%

63%

Considerate

55%

21%

52%

67%

58%

Selfish

23%

55%

25%

14%

25%

Hardworking

66%

13%

65%

66%

79%

Responsible

72%

10%

72%

76%

74%

Intelligent

65%

11%

64%

70%

72%

Knowledgeable 70%

9%

69%

74%

75%

Independent

57%

17%

61%

46%

52%

Honest

66%

14%

66%

69%

72%

Trustworthy

61%

15%

61%

65%

66%
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Table A3.13. How would you rate your line manager against the following
characteristics? (% of followers agreeing/strongly agreeing), by gender and age
Gender

Age

Male

Female

18-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55+

N

494

521

52

144

213

267

339

Caring

50%

60%

65%

55%

56%

54%

54%

Considerate

52%

58%

59%

55%

56%

58%

52%

Selfish

23%

22%

24%

32%

19%

20%

23%

Hardworking

62%

69%

81%

56%

73%

65%

63%

Responsible

71%

73%

82%

67%

77%

75%

67%

Intelligent

65%

65%

76%

66%

67%

69%

58%

Knowledgeable

66%

73%

85%

70%

73%

70%

66%

Independent

49%

64%

84%

63%

60%

56%

50%

Honest

62%

70%

76%

64%

67%

67%

65%

Trustworthy

58%

64%

76%

60%

65%

58%

59%
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Table A3.14. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements
about your manager’s behaviours? (% of FOLLOWERS agreeing/strongly agreeing
vs disagreeing/strongly disagreeing), by industry sector
All

Industry sector

Net:

Net:

Agree

Disagree (Net: Agree) (Net: Agree) (Net: Agree)

1015

1015

735

217

45

Provides emotional support 36%

26%

34%

42%

48%

45%

29%

21%

34%

31%

26%

33%

36%

25%

41%

52%

48%

23%

44%

57%

63%

27%

36%

47%

49%

N

Private

Public

Voluntary

when I need it
Frequently uses their authority 28%
to get their own way
Puts the needs of the team 28%
above his/her own.
Balances the needs of the 43%
organisation with the needs of
individual employees.
Is genuinely concerned about 47%
my wellbeing
Recognises

that

providing 39%

emotional support to the team
is part of their job.
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Table A3.15. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements
about your manager’s behaviours? (% of LEADERS agreeing/strongly agreeing vs
disagreeing/strongly disagreeing), by industry sector
All

N

Industry sector

Net:

Net:

Private

Agree

Disagree

(Net: Agree) (Net: Agree) (Net: Agree)

600

600

403

144

49

30%

34%

45%

54%

38%

44%

28%

39%

37%

28%

42%

19%

29%

37%

47%

44%

23%

41%

59%

50%

31%

38%

52%

62%

Provides emotional support 38%

Public

Voluntary

when I need it
Frequently uses their authority 39%
to get their own way
Puts the needs of the team 30%
above his/her own.
Balances the needs of the 39%
organisation with the needs of
individual employees.
Is genuinely concerned about 46%
my wellbeing
Recognises

that

providing 43%

emotional support to the team
is part of their job.
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Table A3.16. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements
about your manager’s behaviours? (% of followers agreeing/strongly agreeing), by
gender and age
Gender

N

Age

Male

Female

18-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55+

494

521

52

144

213

267

339

43%

33%

43%

39%

34%

34%

24%

16%

25%

33%

27%

28%

27%

48%

22%

32%

26%

25%

44%

55%

43%

48%

39%

42%

49%

57%

53%

47%

45%

44%

45%

34%

38%

45%

41%

34%

Provides emotional support 29%
when I need it
Frequently uses their authority 32%
to get their own way
Puts the needs of the team 28%
above his/her own.
Balances the needs of the 42%
organisation with the needs of
individual employees.
Is genuinely concerned about 45%
my wellbeing
Recognises

that

providing 32%

emotional support to the team
is part of their job.
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Table A3.17. Imagine a situation where you have to make a team member work extra hours to meet a deadline, but you are facing
resistance and lack of motivation. What are you most likely to do? Please select three options from the following that most closely fit
how you would respond. (% of leaders selecting the option), by gender and industry sector
All

Gender

Industry sector

Male

Female

Private

Public

Voluntary

N

805

495

310

564

171

63

Show that you will be working hard yourself to meet the objectives

60%

56%

68%

57%

65%

78%

Try to understand what the reasons for resistance are

54%

51%

58%

51%

59%

72%

Hope that they will stay because they know you wouldn’t ask if you absolutely didn’t 28%
have to

27%

30%

29%

21%

40%

Tell your staff how much you depend on them

26%

25%

27%

24%

28%

33%

Promise the employee informal rewards (time off etc)

25%

24%

26%

24%

28%

26%

Remind them of the times you supported them, hoping that they will help you in return 14%

16%

11%

15%

12%

7%

Hope that they will stay because they admire and respect you

12%

13%

10%

12%

10%

14%

Use the fact that you are the boss, and tell them to get on with the job

6%

8%

4%

6%

8%

1%
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Show the employee that they are letting you down

6%

8%

3%

7%

4%

2%

Promise the employee a reward/bonus

6%

7%

4%

8%

3%

0%

Make it clear to the employee that failure to meet objectives will result in penalties

6%

5%

7%

7%

3%

1%

Other

3%

3%

3%

3%

2%

11%

N/A – I wouldn’t try to convince them to work late

6%

6%

6%

5%

9%

3%

291

Table A3.18. Imagine a situation where you have to make a team member work extra hours to meet a deadline, but you are facing
resistance and lack of motivation. What are you most likely to do? Please select three options from the following that most closely fit
how you would respond. (% of leaders selecting the option), by number of years spent managing people in the current organisation
Up to 6 More
months than 6
months
up to a
year

More
More
More
More
than a than 2 than 5 than 10
year up years up years up years
to
2 to
5 to
10
years
years
years

N

54

66

106

182

182

215

Show that you will be working hard yourself to meet the objectives

55%

55%

57%

61%

63%

62%

Try to understand what the reasons for resistance are

65%

53%

53%

54%

53%

52%

Hope that they will stay because they know you wouldn’t ask if you absolutely 35%
didn’t have to

14%

27%

29%

25%

34%

Tell your staff how much you depend on them

26%

34%

25%

21%

22%

30%

Promise the employee informal rewards (time off etc)

15%

19%

23%

28%

29%

24%

5%

15%

17%

16%

14%

Remind them of the times you supported them, hoping that they will help you 7%
in return
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Hope that they will stay because they admire and respect you

15%

20%

9%

15%

7%

11%

Use the fact that you are the boss, and tell them to get on with the job

3%

6%

4%

8%

7%

7%

Show the employee that they are letting you down

3%

4%

13%

3%

8%

6%

Promise the employee a reward/bonus

9%

7%

7%

2%

11%

4%

Make it clear to the employee that failure to meet objectives will result in penalties

6%

10%

4%

6%

7%

Other

-

3%

3%

3%

4%

3%

N/A - I wouldn’t try to convince them to work late

3%

8%

2%

8%

6%

6%
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Table A3.19. Imagine a situation, where your manager is asking you work extra hours to meet a deadline. Of the following, what are the
top three reasons that would make you more willing to stay? (% of followers selection the option), by gender and industry sector
All

Gender

Industry sector

Male

Female

Private

Public

Voluntary

N

1015

494

521

735

217

45

I would stay because of my work ethic.

49%

47%

51%

48%

52%

62%

I know he/she wouldn’t ask if he/she absolutely didn’t have to

35%

31%

38%

34%

38%

44%

I know he/she will appreciate my effort

27%

25%

30%

28%

27%

34%

There will be a reward/bonus

23%

25%

21%

25%

17%

18%

He/she depends on me to get this done

20%

18%

22%

23%

14%

10%

I wouldn’t want to let my line manager down.

15%

16%

14%

15%

16%

12%

He/she is working hard too, and I should help

13%

10%

16%

13%

10%

37%

He/she supported me before, and I should help now

13%

14%

11%

11%

17%

21%

I don’t want to compromise future opportunities for reward/promotion

11%

8%

13%

11%

9%

8%

I admire and respect him/her

9%

10%

8%

10%

9%

8%
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I have no choice, he/she is the boss

8%

7%

9%

9%

5%

9%

He/she said that’s the only way to get the job done.

7%

9%

6%

7%

8%

7%

My line manager made it clear that failure to meet objectives will result in 4%
penalties

4%

4%

4%

2%

8%

Other

4%

6%

3%

4%

4%

8%

I wouldn’t stay no matter what

4%

7%

2%

4%

7%

0%
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Table A3.20. Motivation and job satisfaction scores, by leadership attributes and
behaviours (% agreeing/strongly agreeing, or satisfied/very satisfied)
I am motivated by myOverall, how satisfied or
organisation’s
core dissatisfied would you say
purpose
you are with your current
(N= 404)
job?
(N=506)
Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondents
agreeing/stron disagreeing/str agreeing/stron disagreeing/str
gly agreeingongly
gly agreeing ongly
that
leaderdisagreeing
that
leader disagreeing
demonstrates that
leader demonstrates that
leader
behaviour
demonstrates behaviour
demonstrates
behaviour
behaviour

Caring

76%

7%

78%

4%

Considerate

74%

10%

77%

6%

Selfish

11%

72%

9%

77%

Provides
emotional 50%
support when I need it

13%

51%

9%

Frequently uses their 18%
authority to get their own
way

59%

15%

60%

Puts the needs of the team 42%
above his/her own.

18%

39%

13%

Balances the needs of the 66%
organisation with the
needs
of
individual
employees.

11%

64%

7%

Is genuinely concerned 66%
about my wellbeing

10%

67%

6%

Recognises that providing 54%
emotional support to the
team is part of their job.

14%

56%

10%
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Table A3.21. Pearson r for correlations between follower-reported leaders’ attributes
and behaviours and followers outcomes
To what extent do you Overall, how satisfied or
agree or disagree with the dissatisfied would you
following statement? I say you are with your
am motivated by my current job?
organisation’s

core

purpose
Caring (N=999)

.46**

.53**

Considerate (N=1004)

.43**

.50**

Selfish (N=993)

-.36**

-.44**

Provides

support .40**

emotional

.51**

when I need it (N=949)
Frequently uses their authority -.34**

-.41**

to get their own way (N=984)
Puts the needs of the team above .42**

.44**

his/her own (N=966)
Balances the needs of the .48**

.53**

organisation with the needs of
individual employees (N=992)
Is genuinely concerned about .44**

.51**

my wellbeing (N=991)
Recognises

that

providing .41**

.50**

emotional support to the team is
part of their job (N=977)
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Table A3.22. Results of thematic analysis of examples of leaders putting the interests
of their teams above their own
Category

Frequency

Giving priority to staff interests and giving up personal time/private 190
arrangements (e.g. allowing staff to go on a break, holiday,
emergency leave/ covering to enable them to attend to personal
commitments etc)
Taking on team member’s workload to achieve a target (e.g. doing 139
work that they could not cope with/covering workload)
Spending time with staff to develop and support them, sacrificing 23
own priorities
Sacrificing pay, using own money to pay for staff needs

16

Foregoing promotion, training opportunities in favour of staff

13

Taking on criticism from superiors, responsibility for mistakes

9

Negotiating with senior managers on behalf of staff

5

Respecting interests of others, even if in disagreement

4

Other

1
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Table A3.23. Results of thematic analysis of examples of leaders putting their own
interests above those of the team
Category

Frequency

Failing to support (e.g. being unavailable when help is required, not 54
pulling their weight)
Failing to take into account individuals’ needs (e.g. not allowing 50
time off for personal circumstances)
Abusing power to serve personal interests (e.g. selecting time for 43
holidays)
Prioritising the business need

24

Taking credit for work of others

23

Going back on promises

13

Blaming others to protect own status

11

Avoiding difficult conversations

10
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Appendix 4. Advert inviting to participate in Study 2
People Management Magazine
June 2013

Where have all the effective leaders gone?
The CIPD is starting an exciting new research programme to help organisations bridge
the gap between knowing about leadership and actually seeing it transform
organisational cultures in practice.
Development of leadership capability presents a continuous challenge for HR.
Existing research answers a lot of questions on what good leadership looks like, but
does not give us sufficient practical guidance on how to break the barriers to better
leadership at all management levels. Over the next year we will be cracking the
leadership capability code, investigating where individuals draw resources for their
leadership capability, how leaders emerge in teams, and whether effective leadership
is in the eye of the beholder.
In the first instance the CIPD is keen to collect real-life examples of leaders who give
up their time or resources to help someone else at work. If you are a great leader – or
work with one – please get in touch.
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Appendix 5. Information sheet used in Study 2

Information Form
What is altruistic leadership?
Name of Researcher: Ksenia Zheltoukhova

Dear Participant
My name is Ksenia Zheltoukhova and I am currently a student at Lancaster University
studying for PhD in Management. As part of this award I am collecting interview data
to specify elements of altruistic leadership, as experienced by the leaders and their
followers.
Information about the Project
For the purpose of this study we will analyse recollections of incidents where leaders
helped others without expecting a tangible or intangible reward.
I will ask you to recollect recent examples where you sacrificed personal resources in
order to achieve a group goal, or where you experienced such behaviour on the part of
their leader.
In the interview we will ask you to describe the situation where a leader sacrificed
their resources to help others, and will ask you what happened in that episode.
Participation and Confidentiality
Everything said here remains confidential. Nothing that will be said here today will be
attributed to an individual. The findings will be fed into my PhD research programme
as a whole.
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You have a right to withdraw from participation at any time.
Any information collected from this project will be destroyed after the project has
been assessed and the marks confirmed.
Further Questions and Contact Details
If you have any questions or would like further details regarding the project please
contact me:
Ksenia Zheltoukhova
k.zheltoukhova@lancaster.ac.uk
079 04044987

If you have further questions or would prefer to contact a member of staff at the
University please contact my Project Supervisor:
Name: Prof Michael West
Charles Carter Building
Lancaster University
Bailrigg
Lancaster
LA14YX
Email: m.a.west@lancaster.ac.uk
Telephone: +44 1524 510907
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Appendix 6. Consent form used in Study 2

Consent Form
What is altruistic leadership?
Name of Researcher: Ksenia Zheltoukhova

Please initial box
1.

I confirm that I have read and understand the information sheet dated 14 May

2013 for the above study. I have had the opportunity to consider the information, ask
questions and have had these answered satisfactorily.
2.

I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw

at any time, without giving any reason.
3. I understand that any information given by me may be used in future reports, articles
or presentations by the research team.
4. I understand that my name will not appear in any reports, articles or presentations.
5.

I agree to take part in the above study.

________________________

________________

________________

Name of Participant

Date

Signature

_________________________

________________

________________

Researcher

Date

Signature

When completed, please return in the envelope provided (if applicable). One copy will
be given to the participant and the original to be kept in the file of the researcher at:
CIPD, 151 The Broadway, London SW19 1JQ
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Appendix 7. Study 2 respondent profile
Initiated by

Leader’s gender and role

Follower’s gender and
role

Leader’s relationship to
the follower

Organisation size and
sector

Number
of
incidents
submitted

1.

Follower

Female, head of a business
function

Male, team leader

Line manager (maternity
cover)

Large, international, health
and safety consultancy

4

2.

Leader

Female, distributor

Female, distributor

Sponsor and mentor

Large, UK-based, network
marketing

3

3.

Leader

Female, head of a business
function

Female, team leader

Line manager

Large, UK-based, charity

3

4.

Leader

Male, self-employed consultant

Female, recruiter

Former line manager

Large, international, youth
education and development

3

5.

Follower

Male, police officer

Male, police officer

Line manager

Large, UK-based, police

3

Female, police
community support
officer

Senior manager

Male, police officer

Senior manager

Large, UK-based, police

2

Male, police officer

Line manager

Large, UK-based, police

Pair

6.

Leader

Male, police officer
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7.

Follower

Male, Head of a business
function

Female, Head of
department

Line manager

Large, UK-based,
communications

3

8.

Leader

Male, head of a local office

Male, service delivery
manager

Line manager

Large, UK-based, charity

1

Female, service delivery
manager

Line manager

9.

Leader

Female, team leader

Female, team member

Former line manager

Large, UK-based, charity

2

10.

Follower

Male, head of a business
function

Male, service delivery
manager

Senior manager

Large, UK-based, transport

3

11.

Follower

Male, consultant

Male, service delivery
manager

Line manager

Large, UK-based, transport

2

12.

Leader

Male, director

Female, team leader

Senior manager

Large, international, expat
relocation services

2

13.

Leader

Male, CEO

Male, head of a business
function

Line manager

Medium, manufacturing

2

14.

Follower

Male, CEO

Female, team member

Line manager

Micro (start-up), social
enterprise

1

15.

Leader

Male, head of department

Female, team leader

Line manager

Small, educational software

1
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Appendix 8. Leader interview protocol used in Study 2

As part of this research we would like to collect examples of altruistic leaders - those
at all levels of organisations who sometimes give up their time and resources to help
others at work.
This is an opportunity for you to share with us your views and experience of working
in your organisation. Everything said here remains confidential. Nothing that will be
said here today will be attributed to an individual. The findings will be fed into my
PhD research programme as a whole.
If you have no objections, I would like to record the session to ensure the accuracy of
my notes, but I won’t be able to attribute anything that you say during the following
60 minutes.
1. Please describe what you do, how long you have been in your role. How many
direct reports do you have? What is the team like?
2. As part of the interview I would like to discuss 2-3 examples when you gave
up your time and resources to help others at work. For example, when you are
leading a project or something went wrong.
3. Please describe the event briefly. What preceded the event? What was the
situation leading up to it?
a) How did you find out about this situation?
b) What were you doing? What were others doing? Why this situation
emerged?
c) When did the act of giving up occurred? How did you come up with
that decision? Was it made explicit?
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4. What did you do?
a) Why? What was your motivation? Looking back, was there another
way to act?
b) What did you have to give up? Time? Resources? Emotionally?
c) Did you know it would cost you some?
d) Did you tell your follower about the cost? Why or why not?
e) Why is it a leadership behaviour? Would you want to see it in people
that you consider leaders?
f) How did you feel about it? Before the event? After the event?
5. What was the outcome of your actions?
a) What was effective/ ineffective about your actions? What impact did it
have?
b) What were the costs/ benefits for others? Who else was impacted? Who
else?
c) What has changed as a result of this episode?
d) What were the outcomes for the team/ org goals?

Thank you for your participation.
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Appendix 9. Follower interview protocol used in Study 2

As part of this research we would like to collect examples of altruistic leaders - those
at all levels of organisations who sometimes give up their time and resources to help
others at work.
This is an opportunity for you to share with us your views and experience of working
in your organisation. Everything said here remains confidential. Nothing that will be
said here today will be attributed to an individual. The findings will be fed into my
PhD research programme as a whole.
If you have no objections, I would like to record the session to ensure the accuracy of
my notes, but I won’t be able to attribute anything that you say during the following
60 minutes.
1. Please describe what you do, how long you have been in your role. How many
direct reports do you have? What is the team like?
2. As part of the interview I would like to discuss 2-3 examples when your leader
gave up their time and resources to help others at work. Please describe the
event. What was your involvement?
3. What preceded the event? What was the situation leading up to it?
a) How did you find out about this situation?
b) What were you doing? What were others doing? Why this situation
emerged?
c) When did the act of giving up occurred? Was it made explicit?
d) What were your feelings/thoughts?
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4. What did the leader do?
a) Why do you think they behaved like that?
b) How do you know they empathised with you?
c) Do you know if there was a cost involved?
d) Why is it a leadership behaviour?
e) How did you feel about it? Before the event? After the event?
5. What was the outcome of the leader's actions?
a) What was effective/ineffective about their actions?
b) What were the costs/ benefits for others? Was there any emotional cost
involved? Who else was impacted? Who else?
c) What has changed as a result of this episode?
d) What were the outcomes for the team/ org goals? You identified this
behaviour as one of a leader, why?

Thank you for your participation.
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Appendix 10. E-mail invitation to Study 3 (leaders)
Dear <Name>
Your organisation is participating in a research project looking at management of
mental health and wellbeing in the banking sector.
This is your chance to complete a short survey, looking to establish how mental health
and wellbeing is managed in the area of your work.
There are no right or wrong answers, as we would like to find out what’s really going
on in your organisation. By completing the survey you will help us provide
recommendations on how mental health and wellbeing should be managed and
supported by your employer and in the wider banking sector in the UK.
This survey is administered by Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development
(CIPD), professional body for HR and people development, on behalf of Bank
Workers Charity, the only charity supporting all bank workers and their families, and
MIND, the mental health charity.
All the responses that you submit in the survey today will remain confidential, and
will only be accessed by the researchers at CIPD. We will not feed individual
responses back to your employer in any circumstances. We are hoping that the answers
you submit are as honest and open as possible.
You have the right to withdraw from participation at any time without any
consequences to your employment.
The survey will take 7-10 minutes to complete. To access the survey you will need
your unique access code. When you click through the link please enter <code>.
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Access the survey here: <survey link>
Thank you in advance for your participation. Please note that your direct reports will
also be receiving a similar survey. Please allow them time to complete it.
Best
Ksenia
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Appendix 11. E-mail invitation to Study 3 (followers)
Dear <Name>
Your organisation is participating in a research project looking at management of
mental health and wellbeing in the banking sector.
This is your chance to complete a short survey, looking to establish how mental health
and wellbeing is managed in the area of your work.
There are no right or wrong answers, as we would like to find out what’s really going
on in your organisation. By completing the survey you will help us provide
recommendations on how mental health and wellbeing should be managed and
supported by your employer and in the wider banking sector in the UK.
Some of the questions in the survey ask about your ‘manager’. When completing those
sections please think about your immediate manager/supervisor/team leader –
someone who you report to at work. Our records indicate that this person is <name>.
This survey is administered by Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development
(CIPD), professional body for HR and people development, on behalf of Bank
Workers Charity, the only charity supporting all bank workers and their families, and
MIND, the mental health charity.
All the responses that you submit in the survey today will remain confidential, and
will only be accessed by the researchers at CIPD. We will not feed individual
responses back to your employer in any circumstances. We are hoping that the answers
you submit are as honest and open as possible.
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You have the right to withdraw from participation at any time without any
consequences to your employment.
The survey will take 10-15 minutes to complete. To access the survey you will need
your unique access code. When you click through the link please enter <code>.
Access the survey here: <survey link>
Thank you in advance for your participation.
Best
Ksenia
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Appendix 12. Information sheet and online consent used for Study 3

Welcome to the CIPD survey on managing mental health and wellbeing in the
workplace.
This is an opportunity for you to share your views and help us inform the findings
of our wider action to improve mental health and wellbeing in the financial sector.
We are hoping that the answers you submit are as honest and open as possible.
Please be reminded that all the responses that you submit in the survey today will
remain anonymous and confidential, and will only be accessed by the researchers
at CIPD. At no point in time we will collect data that will enable us to identify you
as individual.
Your decision to participate or decline participation in this study is completely
voluntary and you have the right to terminate your participation at any time
without penalty. You may skip any questions you do not wish to answer. If you
want do not wish to complete this survey just close your browser. Additionally, if
after you completed the survey you decide that you would like your data
withdrawn from the study, you will have 2 weeks to let us know about it. In such
case the data you submitted will be destroyed and not used. If you contact us after
this point the data will remain in the study.
Please note that some of the questions on leadership and management (page 7 of
the current survey) will be used for a research leading towards a PhD in
Management at Lancaster University. The aggregate (anonymous) results of the
study may be presented in educational settings and at professional conferences,
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and the results might be published in a professional journal in the field of
psychology.
If you have any concerns about your mental well-being, or if you feel distressed
by any questions or issues raised in this survey, please contact Bank Workers
Charity confidential helpline: 0800 0234 834.
If you have any questions or concerns about this study, please contact Paul
Sparrow

on

p.sparrow@lancs.ac.uk,

or

Vanessa

Robinson

on

v.robinson@cipd.co.uk
By clicking the submit button to enter the survey you confirm that you have read
and understand the above information and indicate your willingness voluntarily to
take part in the study.
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Appendix 13. Leader questionnaire used in Study 3

Part 1. About you

1. What was your age on your last birthday?

2. What is your gender?
 Male
 Female
 Rather not say
3. What is your ethnicity?
 White British
 Any other white background
 Mixed – White and Black Caribbean
 Mixed – White and Black African
 Mixed – White and Asian
 Any other mixed background
 Asian or Asian British
 Black or Black British
 Other
 Prefer not to say
 Don’t know
4. How many people report directly to you?

5. Is contact with your direct reports limited due to the nature of work,
for example physical distance or shift working?
 Yes
 No
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6. How many years have you ...
...worked in your ...worked
in ...been
current
your
current managing
organisation?
role?
people in your
career?
Up to 6 months
More than 6
months up to a
year
More than a
year up to 2
years
More than 2
years up to 5
years
More than 5
years up to 10
years
More than 10
years

Part 2. Your leadership style
1. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following
statements?
Please mark only one answer per line.

Strongly
agree

I let my direct reports do
their jobs the way they
want.
I expect my direct reports
to get on with work on
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Agree

Neither
agree
nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

their own and approach me
only if there is an issue.
I pitch in to support extra
workload.
I accept personal costs
beyond my role to help my
team members (e.g. stay
behind to help, pitch in
with workloads).
I would not compromise
my status to support a team
member.
I share the praise I receive
with the team.
I would only help a team
member if there was value
in it for me.
I would help a team
member as long as it
doesn’t interfere with my
personal interests.
I make sure to ask my
direct reports how they
feel.
I am more likely to go
beyond the call of duty for
the colleagues I like.
I am the kind of person
who looks after my team,
even if that means
foregoing
my
own
interests.
I tend to agree to help
others before I consider the
implications it would have
on me.
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Appendix 14. Follower questionnaire used in Study 3
Part 1. About you

1. What was your age on your last birthday?

2. What is your gender?
 Male
 Female
 Rather not say
3. What is your ethnicity?
 White British
 Any other white background
 Mixed – White and Black Caribbean
 Mixed – White and Black African
 Mixed – White and Asian
 Any other mixed background
 Asian or Asian British
 Black or Black British
 Other
 Prefer not to say
 Don’t know
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Part 2. Your manager
By ‘line manager’ we mean your team leader or supervisor, who formally
manages you at work, and conducts your performance appraisals.
1.

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements
about your manager? Please mark only one answer per line.

My manager...

Strongl
y agree

…makes sure to ask me how I
feel
...lets me do my job the way I
want.
...expects me to get on with
work on my own and approach
him/her only if there is an issue.
...pitches in to support extra
workload.
...accepts personal costs beyond
his/her role to help me (e.g. stay
behind to help, pitch in with
workloads).
...would
not
compromise
his/her status to support me.
...would share the praise they
receive with me and my team.
...only helps me if there is value
in it for him/her.
...helps me as long as it doesn’t
interfere with his/her personal
interests.
...is likely to go beyond the call
of duty only for the colleagues
he/she likes.
...tends to agree to help others
before
considering
the
implications it would have on
him/her.
...is the kind of person who
looks after the team, even if that
means foregoing his/her own
interests.
...can't bear a team member
being treated unfairly or taken
advantage of.
Part 3. Your manager (continued)
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Agree

Neither
agree
nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

1. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements
about your manager?
Please mark only one answer per line.

My manager...

Neither
Strongly
Strongly
Agree agree nor Disagree
agree
disagree
disagree

...does everything he/she
can to serve me.
...puts my best interests
ahead of his/her own.
...is one I would turn to if I
had a personal trauma.
...is good at anticipating the
consequences of decisions.
...has great awareness of
what is going on.
...offers compelling reasons
to get me to do things.
...encourages me to dream
“big dreams” about the
organisation.
...believes
that
the
organization needs to play a
moral role in society.
...encourages me to have a
community spirit in the
workplace.
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2. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements
about your manager?
Please mark only one answer per line.

My manager...

Neither
Strongly
Strongly
Agree agree nor Disagree
agree
disagree
disagree

...communicates clear and
positive vision of the
future.
...treats
staff
as
individuals, supports and
encourages
their
development.
...gives
encouragement
and recognition to staff.
...fosters
trust,
involvement
and
cooperation among team
members.
...encourages
thinking
about problems in new
ways
and
questions
assumptions.
...is clear about his/her
values and practices what
he/she preaches.
...instils pride and respect
in others and inspires me
by being highly competent.
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Part 4. Your manager as a leader
1. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements
about your manager?
Please mark only one answer per line.
Strongly
Agree
agree
My manager is an
effective leader.
I am satisfied with the
quality of relationship
with my manager.
I feel committed to my
manager because of what
he/she does for me.
My manager and I see the
things in similar ways.
My manager and I think
alike when analysing
and/or solving a problem.
I get along well with my
manager.
I feel understood and
appreciated
by
my
manager.
My manager inspires me.
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Neither
Strongly
agree nor Disagree
disagree
disagree

Part 5. Your job
1. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following
statements?
Please mark only one answer per line.

Strongly
Agree
agree
I look forward to going to
work
on
Monday
morning.
I am overall satisfied
with this organisation.
I am overall satisfied
with my job.
I feel positive most of the
time I am at work.
I feel positive most of the
time I’m not at work.
I feel used up at the end
of the workday.
I just want to be left to do
my job.
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Neither
Strongly
agree nor Disagree
disagree
disagree

Part 6. Your organisation
1. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following
statements?
Please mark only one answer per line.
Strongly
Agree
agree
The nature of the work
requires working at an
unreasonably high pace.
This
organisation
supports
individuals’
work-life balance.
The senior leaders of this
organisation are visible
and accessible.
The leaders of this
organisation show clearly
how individual work
contributes
to
the
organisational vision.
Performance
management in this
organisation is impartial
and supportive.
Organisational changes
are carried out without
consulting with staff.
Communication in this
organisation is open and
transparent.
This workplace is a
mutually
supportive
environment,
encouraging
collaboration.
I feel isolated due to the
nature of my work.
I feel isolated because of
my views and values.
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Neither
Strongly
agree nor Disagree
disagree
disagree

Appendix 15. Study 3 detailed findings
Table A15.1. Number of missing data points
Leaders

Followers

Frequency %

Frequency %

.00

175

95.1

433

81.4

1.00

7

3.8

70

13.2

2.00

13

2.4

3.00

4

.8

4.00

3

.6

5.00

2

.4

3

.6

6.00
7.00
8.00

1

.5

1

.2

9.00

1

.5

2

.4

1

.2

532

100.0

10.00
11.00
Total

184

100.0
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Table A15.2. Tests of sample homogeneity between the four banks

LEADERS
Sum

of df

Mean Square F

Sig.

Squares
(between
groups)
AL

.06

3

.02

.240

.868

AL

11.57

3

3.86

12.46

.000

TL

24.53

3

8.18

13.14

.000

SL

13.06

3

4.35

8.07

.000

LE

27.59

3

9.20

11.68

.000

JS

1.57

3

0.52

1.09

.354

OC

7.82

3

2.61

5.35

.001

SC

5.56

3

1.85

3.38

.018

FOLLOWERS
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Table A15.3. Post-hoc tests (followers), by organisation

Mean
Dependent
Differen
Variable
(I) Bank (J) Bank ce (I-J)
AL
1
2
0.01
3
.34*
4
-0.02
2
1
-0.01
3
.34*
4
-0.02
3
1
-.34*
2
-.34*
4
-.34*
4
1
0.02
2
0.02
3
.34*
TL
1
2
0.10
3
.48*
4
-0.07
2
1
-0.10
3
.39*
4
-0.17
3
1
-.48*
2
-.39*
4
-.56*
4
1
0.07
2
0.17
3
.56*
SL
1
2
0.20
3
.34*
4
-0.05
2
1
-0.20
3
0.14
4
-.25*
3
1
-.34*
2
-0.14
4
-.39*
4
1
0.05
2
.25*
3
.39*
(continued on the next page)
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Std. Error
0.07
0.08
0.07
0.07
0.07
0.06
0.08
0.07
0.07
0.07
0.06
0.07
0.09
0.11
0.09
0.09
0.11
0.08
0.11
0.11
0.11
0.09
0.08
0.11
0.09
0.10
0.09
0.09
0.09
0.08
0.10
0.09
0.09
0.09
0.08
0.09

Sig.
1.00
0.00
0.99
1.00
0.00
0.98
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.99
0.98
0.00
0.70
0.00
0.83
0.70
0.00
0.19
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.83
0.19
0.00
0.09
0.00
0.95
0.09
0.43
0.01
0.00
0.43
0.00
0.95
0.01
0.00

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-0.16
0.18
0.15
0.54
-0.19
0.15
-0.18
0.16
0.15
0.52
-0.18
0.14
-0.54
-0.15
-0.52
-0.15
-0.54
-0.18
-0.15
0.19
-0.14
0.18
0.18
0.54
-0.13
0.32
0.20
0.77
-0.30
0.15
-0.32
0.13
0.11
0.67
-0.39
0.05
-0.77
-0.20
-0.67
-0.11
-0.83
-0.28
-0.15
0.30
-0.05
0.39
0.28
0.83
-0.02
0.42
0.08
0.60
-0.28
0.18
-0.42
0.02
-0.10
0.38
-0.45
-0.04
-0.60
-0.08
-0.38
0.10
-0.63
-0.14
-0.18
0.28
0.04
0.45
0.14
0.63

LE

1

2

3

4

JS

1

2

3

4

OC

1

2

3

4

SC

1

2

3

4

2
3
4
1
3
4
1
2
4
1
2
3
2
3
4
1
3
4
1
2
4
1
2
3
2
3
4
1
3
4
1
2
4
1
2
3
2
3
4
1
3
4
1
2
4
1
2
3

0.15
.47*
-0.13
-0.15
.32*
-.28*
-.47*
-.32*
-.60*
0.13
.28*
.60*
-0.14
-0.02
-0.09
0.14
0.12
0.05
0.02
-0.12
-0.07
0.09
-0.05
0.07
-0.12
0.24
0.03
0.12
.36*
0.15
-0.24
-.36*
-0.22
-0.03
-0.15
0.22
-0.12
0.19
0.03
0.12
.31*
0.16
-0.19
-.31*
-0.16
-0.03
-0.16
0.16
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0.10
0.13
0.10
0.10
0.12
0.09
0.13
0.12
0.12
0.10
0.09
0.12
0.09
0.09
0.08
0.09
0.09
0.08
0.09
0.09
0.08
0.08
0.08
0.08
0.08
0.09
0.08
0.08
0.09
0.08
0.09
0.09
0.09
0.08
0.08
0.09
0.09
0.10
0.09
0.09
0.10
0.09
0.10
0.10
0.09
0.09
0.09
0.09

0.42
0.00
0.57
0.42
0.04
0.01
0.00
0.04
0.00
0.57
0.01
0.00
0.36
1.00
0.69
0.36
0.52
0.93
1.00
0.52
0.84
0.69
0.93
0.84
0.47
0.05
0.99
0.47
0.00
0.25
0.05
0.00
0.08
0.99
0.25
0.08
0.51
0.22
0.98
0.51
0.01
0.29
0.22
0.01
0.36
0.98
0.29
0.36

-0.11
0.14
-0.40
-0.41
0.01
-0.52
-0.80
-0.62
-0.91
-0.13
0.05
0.29
-0.36
-0.26
-0.31
-0.08
-0.10
-0.15
-0.22
-0.34
-0.29
-0.13
-0.25
-0.15
-0.33
0.00
-0.19
-0.10
0.13
-0.06
-0.48
-0.59
-0.45
-0.24
-0.35
-0.02
-0.36
-0.06
-0.19
-0.11
0.06
-0.07
-0.44
-0.56
-0.40
-0.26
-0.38
-0.09

0.41
0.80
0.13
0.11
0.62
-0.05
-0.14
-0.01
-0.29
0.40
0.52
0.91
0.08
0.22
0.13
0.36
0.34
0.25
0.26
0.10
0.15
0.31
0.15
0.29
0.10
0.48
0.24
0.33
0.59
0.35
0.00
-0.13
0.02
0.19
0.06
0.45
0.11
0.44
0.26
0.36
0.56
0.38
0.06
-0.06
0.09
0.19
0.07
0.40

Table A15.4. Tests of normality

LEADERS

AL

N

Mean SD

α

Skewness Kurtosis K-S Z

182

3.82

.579

-.121

.29

-.267

1.059

(all items)
FOLLOWERS
AL

.838
529

3.46

.57

TL

531

3.81

.82

SL

530

3.51

LE

528

JS

1.62**
-.565

.826

.947

-.859

1.029

2.55***

.75

.914

-.358

.263

0.99

3.80

.91

.965

-.810

.477

2.45***

531

3.18

.69

.804

-.349

.028

1.89**

OC

511

3.05

.71

.809

-.382

.032

1.87*

SC

512

3.42

.75

.871

-.578

.524

2.51***

(all items)

Table A15.5. Tests of normality (followers), by organisation
AL

TL

SL

LE

JS

OC

SC

Bank 1 (K-S Z)

.52

1.06

.59

1.14

1.10

.89

1.33

Bank 2 (K-S Z)

1.21

2.06*** 1.15

1.70**

1.56* 1.35

1.40*

Bank 3 (K-S Z)

.93

1.61*

1.26

1.36*

1.10

1.13

Bank 4 (K-S Z)

1.22

1.59*

1.07

1.64**

1.37* 1.43* 1.54*

331

1.18

Figure A15.1. Histograms of data distribution

a) AL (leaders)

b) AL (followers)
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c) TL (followers)

d) SL (followers)
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e) LE (followers)

f) JS (followers)
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g) OC (followers)

h) SC (followers)
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Table A15.6. Principal component analysis: eigenvalues

Component Initial Eigenvalues

Extraction

Sums

of

Squared

Loadings
Total % of

Cumulative

Total

Variance %

% of

Cumulative

Variance

%

1

5.03

38.68

38.68

5.03

38.68

38.68

2

1.44

11.10

49.78

1.44

11.10

49.78

3

1.18

9.08

58.86

1.18

9.08

58.86

4

1.01

7.80

66.66

1.01

7.80

66.66

5

0.68

5.21

71.87

6

0.62

4.78

76.65

7

0.55

4.26

80.91

8

0.52

3.97

84.89

9

0.49

3.79

88.67

10

0.44

3.39

92.07

11

0.42

3.23

95.30

12

0.36

2.73

98.03

13

0.26

1.97

100.00
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Table A15.7. Principal component analysis: communalities

Initial

Extraction

My manager makes sure to ask me how I feel.

1.00

0.61

My manager lets me do my job the way I want.

1.00

0.74

1.00

0.75

1.00

0.62

1.00

0.63

My manager would not compromise his/her status to support me. 1.00

0.82

My manager expects me to get on with work on my own and
approach him/her only if there is an issue.
My manager pitches in to support extra workload.
My manager accepts personal costs beyond his/her role to help
me (e.g. stay behind to help, pitch in with workloads).

My manager would share the praise they receive with me and my
1.00

0.50

1.00

0.73

1.00

0.72

1.00

0.69

1.00

0.69

1.00

0.56

1.00

0.61

team.
My manager only helps me if there is value in it for him/her.
My manager helps me as long as it doesn’t interfere with his/her
personal interests.
My manager is likely to go beyond the call of duty only for the
colleagues he/she likes.
My manager tends to agree to help others before considering the
implications it would have on him/her.
My manager is the kind of person who looks after the team, even
if that means foregoing his/her own interests.
My manager can't bear a team member being treated unfairly or
taken advantage of.
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Table A15.8. Principal component analysis: component matrix before rotation

My manager makes sure to ask me how I feel.
My manager lets me do my job the way I want.
My manager expects me to get on with work on my own and approach him/her only if there is an
issue.
My manager pitches in to support extra workload.
My manager accepts personal costs beyond his/her role to help me (e.g. stay behind to help, pitch
in with workloads).
My manager would not compromise his/her status to support me.
My manager would share the praise they receive with me and my team.
My manager only helps me if there is value in it for him/her.
My manager helps me as long as it doesn’t interfere with his/her personal interests.
My manager is likely to go beyond the call of duty only for the colleagues he/she likes.
My manager is the kind of person who looks after the team, even if that means foregoing his/her
own interests.
My manager tends to agree to help others before considering the implications it would have on
him/her.
My manager can't bear a team member being treated unfairly or taken advantage of.

338

Component
1
2
0.71
0.02
0.34
0.73

3
0.11
-0.04

4
-0.32
0.31

-0.10

0.85

0.08

0.13

0.72

-0.02

0.29

-0.11

0.68

-0.08

0.39

-0.08

0.35
0.67
0.77
0.76
0.52

-0.31
0.18
-0.06
-0.04
-0.01

-0.12
-0.04
-0.35
-0.37
-0.61

0.77
-0.14
0.13
0.09
-0.21

0.78

0.09

0.27

-0.02

0.47

-0.21

0.46

0.30

0.77

-0.01

-0.03

-0.13

Table A15.9. Principal component analysis: component matrix after Varimax rotation

Note: loadings less than .4 are supressed
Component
1
2
My manager accepts personal costs beyond his/her role to help me (e.g. stay behind to help, pitch in
with workloads).
My manager is the kind of person who looks after the team, even if that means foregoing his/her
own interests.
My manager pitches in to support extra workload.
My manager tends to agree to help others before considering the implications it would have on
him/her.
My manager makes sure to ask me how I feel.
My manager can't bear a team member being treated unfairly or taken advantage of.
My manager is likely to go beyond the call of duty only for the colleagues he/she likes.
My manager helps me as long as it doesn’t interfere with his/her personal interests.
My manager only helps me if there is value in it for him/her.
My manager would share the praise they receive with me and my team.
My manager would not compromise his/her status to support me.
My manager expects me to get on with work on my own and approach him/her only if there is an
issue.
My manager lets me do my job the way I want.
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3

0.77
0.75
0.74
0.67
0.59
0.56

0.46

0.53
0.80
0.78
0.77
0.47
0.84
0.75

Table A15.10. Principal component analysis: pattern matrix after Direct oblimin rotation

Note: loadings less than .4 are supressed
Component
1
2
My manager accepts personal costs beyond his/her role to help me (e.g. stay behind to help, pitch in
with workloads).
My manager is the kind of person who looks after the team, even if that means foregoing his/her
own interests.
My manager pitches in to support extra workload.
My manager tends to agree to help others before considering the implications it would have on
him/her.
My manager makes sure to ask me how I feel.
My manager can't bear a team member being treated unfairly or taken advantage of.
My manager would share the praise they receive with me and my team.
My manager expects me to get on with work on my own and approach him/her only if there is an
issue.
My manager lets me do my job the way I want.
My manager is likely to go beyond the call of duty only for the colleagues he/she likes.
My manager helps me as long as it doesn’t interfere with his/her personal interests.
My manager only helps me if there is value in it for him/her.
My manager would not compromise his/her status to support me.
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3

0.80
0.75
0.74
0.73
0.55
0.48

-0.42

0.84
0.75
-0.87
-0.76
-0.75

Table A15.11. Principal component analysis: structure matrix after Direct oblimin rotation

Note: loadings less than .4 are supressed.

My manager is the kind of person who looks after the team, even if that means foregoing his/her
own interests.
My manager accepts personal costs beyond his/her role to help me (e.g. stay behind to help, pitch in
with workloads).
My manager pitches in to support extra workload.
My manager makes sure to ask me how I feel.
My manager can't bear a team member being treated unfairly or taken advantage of.
My manager tends to agree to help others before considering the implications it would have on
him/her.
My manager expects me to get on with work on my own and approach him/her only if there is an
issue.
My manager lets me do my job the way I want.
My manager only helps me if there is value in it for him/her.
My manager is likely to go beyond the call of duty only for the colleagues he/she likes.
My manager would not compromise his/her status to support me.
My manager would share the praise they receive with me and my team.
My manager helps me as long as it doesn’t interfere with his/her personal interests.
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Component
1
2

3

0.81

-0.47

0.79
0.78
0.67
0.67

-0.42
-0.51
-0.64

0.64
0.83
0.76
0.52
0.50
0.55

-0.83
-0.83
-0.78
-0.56

Table A15.12. Principal component analysis: component correlation matrix after
Direct oblimin rotation
Component 1

2

3

1

1.00

.01

-.45

2

.01

1.00

-.06

3

-.45

-.06

1.00

Table A15.13. Confirmatory factor analysis: goodness-of-fit indices

Note: group-level chi-squared are not reported because of constraints between
groups

Managers

Employees

N

87

257

SRMR

0.17

0.06

CD

0.90

0.97

Table A15.14. Confirmatory factor analysis: goodness-of-fit indices, by group

Managers

Employees

X2 (df) SB

83.37***(26)

80.86***(26)

RMSEA SB

0.16

0.09

CFI SB

0.58

0.94

TLI SB

0.42

0.92

CD

0.94

0.97
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Table A15.15. Confirmatory factor analysis: standardized coefficients
Group
Managers
Employees

Coef.

Std. Err.

z

P>|z|

[95% Conf. Interval]

0.48

0.06

8.12

0.00

0.37

0.60

0.76

0.03

25.09

0.00

0.70

0.82

Managers
Employees

0.50

0.06

9.10

0.00

0.39

0.61

0.82

0.03

30.58

0.00

0.77

0.87

Managers
Employees
My manager tends to agree to help others before Managers
considering the implications it would have on Employees
him/her.
My manager makes sure to ask me how I feel.
Managers
Employees
My manager can't bear a team member being treated Managers
unfairly or taken advantage of.
Employees
Expectation My manager only helps me if there is value in it for Managers
to bear the him/her.
Employees
costs of self- My manager helps me as long as it doesn’t interfere Managers
sacrifice
with his/her personal interests.
Employees
My manager is likely to go beyond the call of duty Managers
only for the colleagues he/she likes.
Employees
Cov ‘Empathic helping’ and ‘Expectation to bear the costs of self- Managers
sacrifice’
Employees

0.49
0.75
0.15

0.06
0.03
0.04

8.54
23.33
4.13

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.38
0.69
0.08

0.60
0.81
0.22

0.31

0.06

5.58

0.00

0.20

0.42

0.62
0.75
0.55
0.72
0.76
0.83
0.73
0.86
0.48
0.76
0.47

0.07
0.03
0.07
0.03
0.06
0.03
0.06
0.03
0.06
0.03
0.13

8.58
24.25
7.91
21.33
12.75
27.75
11.32
29.16
8.12
25.09
3.52

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.48
0.69
0.41
0.65
0.64
0.77
0.60
0.81
0.37
0.70
0.21

0.76
0.81
0.68
0.78
0.87
0.89
0.86
0.92
0.60
0.82
0.73

0.67

0.05

14.81

0.00

0.59

0.76

Empathic
helping

Standardized
My manager accepts personal costs beyond his/her
role to help me (e.g. stay behind to help, pitch in
with workloads).
My manager is the kind of person who looks after
the team, even if that means foregoing his/her own
interests.
My manager pitches in to support extra workload.
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Table A15.16. Subscale means, standard deviations and Cronbach’s alpha, ICC
(1), ICC (2), and interrater reliability index (rWG(J)) for the final two factors,
and the Altruistic leadership scale
Scale

Leaders (N=184)
Mean (SD) α

Followers (N=532)
ICC (1)

Mean

α

ICC (2)

(SD)
Expectation to bear 4.17(.66)

rWG
(J)

.64

.22***

3.69(.88)

.80

.80***

.68

the costs of selfsacrifice
Empathic helping

4.07(.42)

.61

.15***

3.47(.76)

.83

.83***

.78

Altruistic

4.10(.39)

.65

.13***

3.54(.71)

.86

.86***

.82

leadership

Table A15.17. % of leaders with different levels of interrater reliability index
(rWG(J))

rWG(J) value

Expectation to bear Empathic helping

Altruistic

the costs of self-

leadership

sacrifice
0.9 and above

25.9%

42.9%

43.8%

0.7-0.89

69.7%

78.6%

80.4%

0.5-0.69

80.4%

92.0%

92.9%

% of single rater scores

47.9%

47.9%

47.9%
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Table A15.18. Mean ratings of leaders, by follower age group

age bands

Empathic helping

Altruistic leadership

3.78

3.77

65

65

Std. Deviation

.69

.64

Mean

3.43

3.51

189

189

Std. Deviation

.72

.70

Mean

3.51

3.60

139

139

Std. Deviation

.70

.65

Mean

3.51

3.57

95

95

Std. Deviation

.84

.75

Mean

3.08

3.24

N

27

27

Std. Deviation

.78

.78

Mean
18-24 N

25-34 N

35-44 N

45-54 N

55+

345

Table A15.19. Post-hoc tests for differences in means on ‘Empathic helping’ and
Altruistic leadership, by follower age group

Key:
1 – 18-24 year-olds
2 – 25-34 year-olds
3 – 35-44 year-olds
4 – 45-54 year-olds
5 – 55+ year-olds

Dependen (I)
age (J) age Mean
Std. Error Sig.
t Variable bands
bands
Differen
ce (I-J)

1

2

Empathic
3
helping

4

5

2
3
4
5
1
3
4
5
1
2
4
5
1
2
3
5
1
2
3
4

.34*
0.27
0.27
.70*
-.34*
-0.08
-0.08
0.35
-0.27
0.08
0.00
0.43
-0.27
0.08
0.00
0.43
-.70*
-0.35
-0.43
-0.43
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0.10
0.10
0.12
0.17
0.10
0.08
0.10
0.16
0.10
0.08
0.10
0.16
0.12
0.10
0.10
0.17
0.17
0.16
0.16
0.17

0.01
0.08
0.19
0.00
0.01
0.88
0.94
0.20
0.08
0.88
1.00
0.08
0.19
0.94
1.00
0.11
0.00
0.20
0.08
0.11

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound Bound
0.07
0.62
-0.02
0.56
-0.07
0.60
0.21
1.19
-0.62
-0.07
-0.29
0.14
-0.36
0.20
-0.11
0.81
-0.56
0.02
-0.14
0.29
-0.29
0.29
-0.04
0.89
-0.60
0.07
-0.20
0.36
-0.29
0.29
-0.06
0.92
-1.19
-0.21
-0.81
0.11
-0.89
0.04
-0.92
0.06

1

2

Altruistic
3
leadership

4

5

.27*
0.18
0.21
.53*
-.27*
-0.09
-0.06
0.26
-0.18
0.09
0.03
0.35
-0.21
0.06
-0.03
0.32
-.53*
-0.26
-0.35
-0.32

2
3
4
5
1
3
4
5
1
2
4
5
1
2
3
5
1
2
3
4

0.09
0.10
0.11
0.17
0.09
0.08
0.09
0.16
0.10
0.08
0.10
0.16
0.11
0.09
0.10
0.17
0.17
0.16
0.16
0.17

0.04
0.36
0.33
0.02
0.04
0.75
0.97
0.47
0.36
0.75
1.00
0.20
0.33
0.97
1.00
0.32
0.02
0.47
0.20
0.32

0.01
-0.09
-0.10
0.05
-0.53
-0.30
-0.31
-0.19
-0.45
-0.12
-0.23
-0.11
-0.51
-0.20
-0.29
-0.16
-1.01
-0.72
-0.81
-0.80

Table A15.20. Correlation between components of altruistic leadership and
measures of transformational and servant leadership (followers’ sample)
TL

SL

Expectation to bear the costs Pearson Correlation

.64**

.56**

of self-sacrifice

Sig. (1-tailed)

.000

.000

N

529

528

Pearson Correlation

.82**

.83**

Sig. (1-tailed)

.000

.000

N

529

528

Pearson Correlation

.84**

.82**

Sig. (1-tailed)

.000

.000

N

529

528

Empathic helping

Altruistic leadership
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0.53
0.45
0.51
1.01
-0.01
0.12
0.20
0.72
0.09
0.30
0.29
0.81
0.10
0.31
0.23
0.80
-0.05
0.19
0.11
0.16

Table A15.21. Leader groups, based on leader/follower agreement
Group

% of sample

Mean Altruistic leadership score
Self-ratings

Follower-ratings

Underestimators

15.1

3.70

4.17

In-agreement/good

37.8

4.01

3.79

In-agreement/poor

31.9

4.26

3.43

Overestimators

15.1

4.34

2.55

Table A15.22. Post-hoc tests for Altruistic leadership means across the four
groups of leaders

Key:
Group 1 – Underestimators
Group 2 – In-agreement/good
Group 3 – In-agreement/poor
Group 4 – Overestimators
Dependent
Variable

(I)
(J)
Mean
groups groups Difference
(I-J)

2
1
3
4
1
2
3
4
Self-ratings
1
3
2
4
1
4
2
3
(continued on next page)

-.31*
-.56*
-.64*
.31*
-.25*
-.33*
.56*
.25*
-0.08
.64*
.33*
0.08

Std.
Error

0.08
0.08
0.12
0.08
0.07
0.12
0.08
0.07
0.12
0.12
0.12
0.12
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Sig.

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.05
0.00
0.01
0.92
0.00
0.05
0.92

95%
Interval
Lower
Bound
-0.52
-0.77
-0.97
0.10
-0.44
-0.65
0.35
0.06
-0.40
0.30
0.00
-0.25

Confidence
Upper
Bound
-0.10
-0.35
-0.30
0.52
-0.06
0.00
0.77
0.44
0.25
0.97
0.65
0.40

2
3
4
1
3
4
1
2
4
1
2
3

1

2
Follower
ratings
3

4

.37*
.74*
1.62*
-.37*
.36*
1.24*
-.74*
-.36*
.88*
-1.62*
-1.24*
-.88*

0.10
0.10
0.15
0.10
0.07
0.13
0.10
0.07
0.14
0.15
0.13
0.14

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.11
0.47
1.21
-0.64
0.17
0.87
-1.01
-0.56
0.50
-2.02
-1.61
-1.25

0.64
1.01
2.02
-0.11
0.56
1.61
-0.47
-0.17
1.25
-1.21
-0.87
-0.50

Table A15.23. Kruskal-Wallis test results for leadership outcomes, across four
groups of leaders
Group
Underestimators

TL

SL

LE

JS

OC

SC

Mean

4.29

3.89

4.29

3.53

3.55

4.03

N

18

18

18

18

15

15

SD

.41

.51

.51

.60

.70

.62

4.12

3.80

4.14

3.26

3.10

3.57

N

45

45

45

45

40

40

SD

.40

.40

.37

.47

.54

.49

3.73

3.39

3.72

3.18

3.09

3.49

N

38

38

38

38

36

36

SD

.45

.42

.49

.49

.48

.38

In-agreement/good Mean

In-agreement/poor Mean

(continued on next page)
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Overestimators

Mean

2.65

2.56

2.50

2.54

2.55

2.81

N

18

18

18

18

18

18

SD

.78

.65

.85

.50

.67

.72

Kruskal-Wallis test Chi-Square

54.90 52.70 53.55 26.45 16.49 27.63

df

3

3

3

3

3

3

Asymp. Sig.

.000

.000

.000

.000

.001

.000

Table A15.24. Post-hoc tests for leadership outcomes means across the four
groups of leaders
Key:
Group 1 – Underestimators
Group 2 – In-agreement/good
Group 3 – In-agreement/poor
Group 4 – Overestimators
(I)
(J)
Mean
groups groups Difference
(I-J)
2
1
3
4
1
2
3
4
TL
1
3
2
4
1
4
2
3
(continued on next page)

0.17
.56*
1.64*
-0.17
.39*
1.48*
-.56*
-.39*
1.09*
-1.64*
-1.48*
-1.01*

Std. Error Sig.

0.11
0.12
0.21
0.11
0.09
0.19
0.12
0.09
0.20
0.21
0.19
0.20
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0.48
0.00
0.00
0.48
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

95%
Interval
Lower
Bound
-0.14
0.23
1.08
-0.47
0.14
0.94
-0.89
-0.64
0.54
-2.21
-2.02
-1.63

Confidence
Upper
Bound
0.47
0.89
2.21
0.14
0.64
2.02
-0.23
-0.14
1.63
-1.08
-0.94
-0.54

1

2
SL
3

4

1

2
LE
3

4

1

2
JS
3

4

2
3
4
1
3
4
1
2
4
1
2
3
2
3
4
1
3
4
1
2
4
1
2
3
2
3
4
1
3
4
1
2
4
1
2
3

0.09
.50*
1.33*
-0.09
.41*
1.24*
-.50*
-.41*
.83*
-1.33*
-1.24*
-.83*
0.15
.57*
1.79*
-0.15
.42*
1.64*
-.57*
-.42*
1.22*
-1.79*
-1.64*
-1.22*
0.27
0.35
.99*
-0.27
0.08
.72*
-0.35
-0.08
.64*
-.99*
-.72*
-.64*

0.13
0.14
0.19
0.13
0.09
0.16
0.14
0.09
0.17
0.19
0.16
0.17
0.13
0.14
0.23
0.13
0.10
0.21
0.14
0.10
0.21
0.23
0.21
0.21
0.16
0.16
0.18
0.16
0.11
0.14
0.16
0.11
0.14
0.18
0.14
0.14
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0.92
0.01
0.00
0.92
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.66
0.00
0.00
0.66
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.33
0.16
0.00
0.33
0.89
0.00
0.16
0.89
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

-0.28
0.12
0.80
-0.45
0.17
0.79
-0.87
-0.65
0.37
-1.86
-1.70
-1.30
-0.21
0.18
1.15
-0.52
0.16
1.06
-0.96
-0.67
0.62
-2.42
-2.22
-1.81
-0.16
-0.09
0.50
-0.70
-0.20
0.35
-0.79
-0.36
0.26
-1.49
-1.09
-1.03

0.45
0.87
1.86
0.28
0.65
1.70
-0.12
-0.17
1.30
-0.80
-0.79
-0.37
0.52
0.96
2.42
0.21
0.67
2.22
-0.18
-0.16
1.81
-1.15
-1.06
-0.62
0.70
0.79
1.49
0.16
0.36
1.09
0.09
0.20
1.03
-0.50
-0.35
-0.26

1

2
OC
3

4

1

2
SC
3

4

2
3
4
1
3
4
1
2
4
1
2
3
2
3
4
1
3
4
1
2
4
1
2
3

0.45
0.46
1.00*
-0.45
0.01
.54*
-0.46
-0.01
.54*
-1.00*
-.54*
-.54*
0.46
.54*
1.22*
-0.46
0.08
.76*
-.54*
-0.08
.67*
-1.22*
-.76*
-.67*

0.20
0.20
0.24
0.20
0.12
0.18
0.20
0.12
0.18
0.24
0.18
0.18
0.18
0.17
0.23
0.18
0.10
0.19
0.17
0.10
0.18
0.23
0.19
0.18
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0.14
0.12
0.00
0.14
1.00
0.03
0.12
1.00
0.03
0.00
0.03
0.03
0.08
0.02
0.00
0.08
0.83
0.00
0.02
0.83
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.01

-0.10
-0.09
0.34
-1.01
-0.30
0.05
-1.02
-0.31
0.05
-1.65
-1.04
-1.02
-0.04
0.06
0.59
-0.95
-0.18
0.25
-1.03
-0.35
0.17
-1.85
-1.27
-1.18

1.01
1.02
1.65
0.10
0.31
1.04
0.09
0.30
1.02
-0.34
-0.05
-0.05
0.95
1.03
1.85
0.04
0.35
1.27
-0.06
0.18
1.18
-0.59
-0.25
-0.17

