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Two experiments investigated how leadership shapes individual contributions in small groups facing public goods dilemmas. We
predicted that the influence of leaders would be determined by their ability to fulfill both instrumental needs (solve the free-rider
problem) and relational needs (contribute to the identity) of group members. The relative importance of these two needs was expected
to vary with the salience of group membership (social vs personal identity). This hypothesis was supported in two experiments.
Experiment 1 revealed that leaders showing group commitment and fairness toward members were more effective at raising
contributions when social identity was salient. Furthermore, Experiment 2 showed that highly committed leaders were more influential
when social identity was salient, whereas leaders with intrinsic leadership skills were more influential when personal identity was
salient. This suggests that the effectiveness of leader solutions to social dilemmas depends upon the fit between leader characteristics
and member expectationse 2001 Elsevier Science (USA)

Many problems in contemporary society involve anized so as to guarantee the long-term existence of the
conflict between the self-interest of individuals and thegoods. A common organizational solution to the free-ride
broader interests of the collective. For example, peoplgroblem is to install a leader to manage the good (e.c
may be quite reluctant to donate money to maintain aMessick et al., 1983; Samuelson, 1991; Van Vugt & D¢
community center or volunteer to organize an event aCremer, 1999; Yamagishi, 1986). For various reason
work because once these services are provided, everyonghich we identify later, it is important to explore what
can benefit, regardless of their contributions. In SOCia|happens in groups once a leader has been installed. |
psychology, this type of problem is known as a socialexample, which leaders are successful in managing a puk
dilemma, or more specifically, public goods dilemma good, how much power should they have, and what lea
(Dawes, 1980; Messick & Brewer, 1983; Van Vugt, ership style should they adopt?

Snyder, Tyler, & Biel, 2000). We believe that the answers to these questions will d

In theory, public goods can be created through voluntaryyend on the fit between the leader’s attributes and the nee
contributions by individuals. Yet the possibility of free 544 expectations of group members. Based on recent grc
riding may force groups to change the way they are orgagng |eadership research (Hogg, Hains, & Mason, 199

Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Tyler & Lind, 1992), we assume tha

These studies were part of the first author's Ph.D. at the University ofeaders in social dilemmas are more effective to the exte
Southampton. The first author is now a fellow of the Netherlands Organithat they can fulfill both instrumental needs (solve thi
“ pdiress contespondence and reprint requests o David De Cremep co-11cer Problem) and relational needs (shape group ide
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Leadership in Social Dilemmas contribute, thus solving the free-rider problem (cf. Yama
. . . gishi, 1986).

Research on Ieaq§r solutions tg social dilemmas ha This instrumental perspective, however, tells only part ¢

focused on the conditions under which group members Athe story. In addition to purely instrumental concerns, pe

willing to give up their freedom to a leader who makes o oy 4150 cooperate with leaders because leaders fos
decisions on behalf of the group (see Messick, 1984; Wilkeqjiive affective ties among group members, thus makir
1991). This line of research shows that a group is morg,eqnje feel good about their group as well as themselve
likely to tolerate a leader with autocratic power if the group s relational perspective suggests that the effectiveness
has been repeatedly unsuccessful in managing the good iy, qers is also shaped by their ability to shape the relatior
itself (MeSS|_ck et al_.,_ 1983; Rutte & Wilke, 1984) or there ,oe(s of group members (cf. Baumeister & Leary, 1995).
have been mt_equalmes in group members’ outcomes (Dgsaders are capable of strengthening people’s affective ti
Cremer, 2000; Samuelson & Messick, 1986). “with their group, then that may influence the willingness o
Relatively few studies have examined what happens ifhempers to forego their self-interest and cooperate.
groups once a leader has been installed (for an exception, consistent with a social identity model of leadershif
see De Cremer, in press; Van Vugt & De Cremer, 1999; WiHogg, 2001), we suspect that these relational concerns :
& Wilke, 1988). Do group members actually start to coop-not equally important to each group member. Only whe
erate with leaders in providing goods? This is an importanitnhembers identify strongly with their group will they be
area of investigation for both practical and theoretical reasensitive to relational information from leaders. Whel
sons. Although most pubIIC gOOdS in real life are hierarChi-members perceive themselves more as unique individua
caIIy organized, leaders and authorities are usually not giveﬂowever, they will be more concerned about the leader

complete control over group members’ contributions.potential success in solving the free-rider problem, whic
Hence, leaders cannot totally rely on coercion to solveguarantees positive material rewards.

public good conflicts. Instead, they need to be tactful and
persuasive in order to raise and sustain high levels ofntergroup and Intragroup Evaluations of Leadership

cooperation (Tyler & DeGoey, 1995). . . Relational information about leaders can be derived frol
A more fundamental reason for studying cooperation

with leaders is that the determinants of such behavior mabOth intergroup and intragroup aspects of leadership beh:

be quite different from cooperation in unstructured, Ieader-}/or' Particularly inintergroup settings, leaders must show

less social dilemmas, where cooperation is primarily sha eH“"“ they are good representatives of their group, and
' P P y PeCchieve this, they need to be prototypical (Hogg, 2001

by individual factors, such as personal rewards, trust, effi-Furthermore they must demonstrate strong group comm
cacy, and so forth (Van Lange, Liebrand, Messick, & Wilke, ent—a deéire t0 strengthen the group’s identity and pe
1992). Whether group members engage in cooperation Wit%rmance vissavis other groups (Ellemers, de Gilder, &
leaders, however, is shaped primarily by impressions abo an den Heuvel, 1998). Impressions abo,ut their corhmi
who leads and what leadership style they adopt. Our be"g}ient stem mainI,y from the extent to which leaders then
is that in order to be effective, leaders must not only beselves seem to identify with the group (e.g., high leadel
capable of solving the free-rider problem, thus providingmember similarity, liking for the group). Showing
positive individual outcomes, but they must also fulfill the commitment, however, is not the same as possessing sk
relational needs of group members. Furthermore, which Oﬂeeded for group success. For example, a highly committ

these leadership functions is more important depends on thg 1, manager may not necessarily be good at monitori
extent to which individuals identify with their group. and coordinating team members’ efforts.

Whether group commitment is an important quality o

Motives for Cooperation with Leaders: Instrumental and leadership depends on members’ expectations about th
Relational Needs group. If members identify weakly with their group and
perceive themselves as individuals rather than as gro

Two basic perspectives on the emergence of cooperatiomembers, they will focus primarily on the material out:
with leaders in public goods can be identified, instrumentatomes that leaders can provide. Hence, they will evalua
and relational perspectives (Tyler & Dawes, 1993; Vanleaders mostly in terms of whether they possess the nec
Vugt & De Cremer, 1999). According to anstrumental  sary skills to solve the free-rider problem rather than i
perspective, group members cooperate with leaders primaterms of their group commitment. In contrast, when mern
ily because it is in their self-interest to do so. For examplepers identify strongly with their group, they will be less
if group members expect to be punished or excluded frontoncerned about the leader’s role in providing materi
their group if they do not contribute, then they will be more outcomes because there will be sufficient trust in othe
tempted to contribute. They will also cooperate if theygroup members’ voluntary efforts (Kramer & Goldman
expect leaders to be successful in motivating others td995). Attention will shift away from instrumental concerns



128 DE CREMER AND VAN VUGT

toward concerns about the leader’s role in fostering a posresult of the leader's commitment to the group. We pre
itive social identity. Because they have a special desire tdlicted that a high (vs low) committed leader would be mor
belong to their group, committed leaders better fulfill theinfluential in raising members’ contributions and that thi:
need for a positive identity—they are expected to protect theffect would be more pronounced in the social (vs person:e
in-group identity better (Bornstein, 1992). Hence, theyidentity condition Hypothesis 2
should be particularly influential when members’ identity is  Third, we predicted that a procedurally fair leader woult
derived from their group membership. be more successful in raising contributions than a procedt

A second source of relational information involves judg- ally unfair leader and that this effect would be more pro
ments about the fairness of a leader’s treatment of groupounced in the social (vs personal) identity conditibty{
members. People may be concerned about the fairness of tpethesis 3
leader’s decision-making procedures (e.g., “Does he or she Finally, we wanted to explore how the intragroup an
keep a promise? Does he or she allow input in the decisionintergroup components of leadership behavior might inflt
making?”), regardless of whether these procedures affe@nce group members’ self-evaluations. If identity concerr
material outcomes (Tyler & DeGoey, 1995). This is becauséndeed affect evaluations of and cooperation with leader
the fairness of procedures enacted by the leader also corthen there should also be differences in members’ se
municates information about the quality of life in the group. esteem as a result of leadership style. Following soci
A fair procedure signifies to people that the leader respectslentity models of leadership (Hogg, 2001; Tyler & Lind,
them and values their group membership (cf. Lind & Tyler,1992), self-esteem should be higher when group membe
1988; Tyler & Lind, 1992; Tyler & Smith, 1999). A leader's are supervised by committed and fair leaders. But a rel
fairness thus influences the way members think about theiional perspective suggests that this effect should be strc
group, as well as themselves, which affects the willingnesger for members who derive self-esteem from their grou
of members to cooperate. membership.

The importance of procedural information, however, de-
pends on group members’ sense of identity. Based on the
group-value model (Tyler & Lind, 1992), we expect an EXPERIMENT 1
unfair procedure (e.g., breaking a promise) to have a stron-
ger impact on people who identify strongly with their group. We tested these hypotheses in an experimental task w
If people perceive themselves primarily as individualsthe properties of a linear public goods dilemma (Komorit,
rather than group members, then they will be less concerne® Parks, 1994). Linear public goods are continuous in th
about the treatment they receive from group leaders, as longehse that their size depends on the total amount contr
as it does not affect their material outcomes. Their primangted. That amount is then split equally among group men
motive is instrumental rather than relational, so they are lesBers, regardless of how much each person contribute
influenced by leadership actions that affect intragroup relalhus, although there is a desire to increase collective ol
tionships. In contrast, because they care about group mengomes, there is also a temptation to free-ride on other
bership, people with salient social identities expect leadergontributions. In this dilemma, we reinforced identities by
to treat everyone in the group with respect and dignity, scither stressing an intergroup (social identity) or an inte
that they can take pride in their group. If leaders breakPersonal (personal identity) comparison. Each group wi
promises, then that could be perceived as a threat to grouponitored by a leader whose commitment to the grou
identity and members’ self-esteem. This, in turn, shouldseemed either high or low. Finally, that leader either kef

make people less eager to cooperate with the leader iffair) or withdrew (unfair) a promise made to group mem
solving the public good. bers. Our primary dependent variable was the amount

money people contributed to their group.
Summary of Hypotheses

This analysis led us to test the following research hypoth- Method
eses about the roIe_of pelrsonal and _social iQentity in _grouE’articipants and Design
members’ cooperation with leaders in public good dilem-
mas. Ninety-four British undergraduate students (56 wome

First, extending the results from research on social idenand 38 men), between ages 18 and 21, participated in tl
tity effects in leaderless dilemmas (De Cremer & Van Vugt,experiment to fulfill course requirements. Participants wel
1999; Kramer & Brewer, 1984), we predicted that when arandomly assigned to one of eight experimental condition
social identity is salient among group members, they wouldusing a 2 (Identity: personal vs social 2 (Leader com-
cooperate more with leaders than when a personal identity isiitment: high vs low)X 2 (Leader fairness: fair vs un-
salient Hypothesis 1 fair) X 2 (Contributions: Block 1 vs Block 2) factorial

Second, we expected differences in contributions as design. The last factor was a within-participant factor
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whereas the others were between-participants factors. Ceibn number (all 29) and told that the computer had chose

sizes varied from 10 to 13 participants. number 33 to be the group leader.
Manipulation of leader commitment.Next, we provided
Procedure some information to group members about their leade

Participants believed that this information was based c

Upon arrival in the laboratory, each participant was’ < : ) ;
seated in a separate cubicle that contained a computer, (A€ir anSwers to questions we asked earlier regarding gro

table, and a chair. All instructions were given via the Com_membership. In half of the conditions, participants were tol

puter. Each participant was assigned an identification numinat the assigned leader was someone who was higt

ber. Although the participants (six of them) at each sessioff®mmitted to the grouphigh committed leadgr A 7-point

believed they were assigned different numbers, they alfC@/€ appeared on the computer screen with a mark show
were given the number 29. that the leader had an average commitment score of 6. In 1

Introduction to public goods dilemmaThe task was other conditions, participants were told that the leader w:
introduced as an investment task in which people could earfi®™eone who was only weakly committed to the grdop/(
money for themselves and for their group. The dilemmatommitted leadgr Here, the mark showed an average corr

structure of the task was explained using an example (ddhitment score of just 2. _
nating to a group dinner). The [egder, we e>.<pla.|ned, would receive a summary
At the start of each group session (eight in total), eac{he individual contributions made in each session. Tt
participant received an endowment of 300 pence (approx€ader could thus identify which member contributed th
imately $5). He or she was then free to contribute any€ast. That person would receive a fine of 200 pence fro
amount from 0 to 300 pence. We explained that the totafhe leader. If several people contributed the same amou
amount contributed by the group would be multiplied by and that was the least amount, then the fine would |
2 and then divided equally among the group members. Iflivided equally among thern.
each member of the group contributed a |arge amount, Fina”y, participants were told that after the final contri-
then everyone would receive more at the end, yet everybution session ended, they would receive an overview of ¢
one would get an equal payoff, regardless of their contheir earnings and penalties. We also explained that if sorr
tribution. one did not agree with a penalty, the leader would give hi
Manipulation of identity. Identity was manipulated by ©Or her an opportunity to discuss this matter. The lead
stressing either an intergroup or interpersonal comparisowould contact each group member by e-mail about this.
among students (Kramer & Brewer, 1984; Van Vugt & De  Sessions 1-4.The first four contribution sessions then
Cremer, 1999). All participants were told that the experi-began, and each time, participants were asked how much
ment was being conducted at several Universities in souttiheir endowment (between 0 and 300 pence) they wanted
ern England. In thesocial identitycondition, participants contribute. At the end of each session, the leader contact
were then told that we would compare the contributionall members via e-mail and identified the person who (su|
decisions of students at Southampton University with thosg@osedly) contributed the least for that session. This pers
of students at other universities. We noted that all six groupvas fined 200 pence.
members were Southampton University students. In the Manipulation of leader fairness. After the fourth con-
personal identitycondition, participants were told that we tribution session, the fairness manipulation was carried ot
would compare the individual contribution decisions of all In the fair condition, the leader told group members: “The
the students participating in their experimental session. Wexperimenter has informed me that at the end of all tr
said nothing here about other universities. Participants wersessions, people would have an opportunity to discuss wi
then asked several questions regarding the strength of theine any penalties they received. This is indeed what | ple
group identification. to do, and so | will contact each of you after you have bee
Introduction of leader. After the group identification given an overview of your total earnings and penalties
manipulation, participants were told that groups are someBut, in the unfair condition, the leader said: “The experi-
times supervised by leaders who coordinate individual conmenter has informed me that at the end of all the sessiol
tributions. Therefore, someone would be appointed to leageople would have an opportunity to discuss with me ar
their groups as well. The computer would randomly selecpenalties they have received. However, | have decide
one group member to act as the leader. We told participantsgainst this. Thus, | will not contact you after you have bee
that the leader would not participate in the following con- given an overview of your total earnings and penalties.”
tribution sessions, but rather monitor group contributions.
The leader would also have some power to enforce contri- | _ . _
butions from group members by punishing the person Wh% This penalty may seem high, but t_he expected value Qf_the_penaltyw
. ; . . . nly 33 pence because peopledre 1 in 6chance of receiving it. Thus,
contributed the least in each contribution session. GroUghey could risk contributing little in the hope that someone else woul
members were then reminded again of their own identificaeontribute even less.



130 DE CREMER AND VAN VUGT

Sessions 5-8. A second block of four sessions was then TABLE 1
carried out. Again, participants could contribute any amount Main and Interaction Effects (Experiment 1)
between 0 and 300 pence per session. After the fifth sessiom,
all participants themselves were punished in order to avoid PP

A value value
suspicion about the feedback.

Dependent measuresAll questions were answered on Identity 7.15 .009
7-point scales (= not at allto 7 = very much. First, to '-eagef fairness -gg -‘;(2)2
measure group identification, participants were asked t@le:cker commitment 212'9 026
|_nd_|cate how much they identified ywth the group, felt they |gentity x Leader faimess 204 157
fit into the group, and were committed to the group (takendentity x Leader commitment 456 .036
from Hains, Hogg, & Duck, 1997). Each person’s responsegdentity X Block 113 .344
were averaged into one group identification score (CronJrea;jer ?Qmm'tme”l“ E"’Ck 8-32 -gg;
bach’s « = .84). Second, to see whether participants-e2de" faimessc Bloc . A9

. . Leader fairness< Leader commitment .01 .934
thotht their !eader Was fair, we asked them Whet.her thﬁientity X Leader fairness< Leader commitment .60 .440
leader kept his promise to allow posttask discussion. Fitdentity x Leader faimess< Block 6.38 .025
nally, we administered a measure of self-esteem, adaptedentity X Leader commitmenx Block 44 877
from Rosenberg’s (1979) scale. Participants were asked, &gader commitmenk Leader faimess< Block 73650

this moment and with this leader, whether they felt “sure 0fldentlty X Leader fairness< Leader commitmenk Block .60 .755

themselves,” “like a person of worth,” and “useless.” Re- Note.The df for all effects is (1, 86).

sponses on these three questions were averaged into a single

self-esteem score (Cronbachis= .75,M = 4.48,SD =

1.17). Finally, participants were also asked to report the con
Debriefing. After participants answered these ques-mitment score for their group leader. All participants re

tions, the experiment was interrupted. The experimentegalled this information correctly.

took people away from their cubicles and led them to These results indicate that all three of our manipulatior

another room where the experiment was explained in detai(identification, leader commitment, and fairness) were su

Participants were then informed about the nature of ang¢essful.

justification for the various manipulations, and they were

also asked several questions about the task. There were feRontribution Decisions

suspicions among participants about the information they

were given during the experiment. Finally, participants were 1 n€ first four contribution sessions (before the fairnes
thanked for their help and dismissed. manipulation) were grouped into one block and then con

pared with a second block containing the other four sessio
(after the fairness manipulatioh)Participants’ contribu-

Results tions were then analyzedia 2 (Identity) X 2 (Leader
Manipulation Checks commitment)X 2 (Leader fairnessX 2 (Block) ANOVA
) ] with repeated measures on the fourth factor (see Table
A 2 (Identity) X 2 (Leader faimessx 2 (Leader com- First, a significant main effect emerged for blodk(]L,
mitment) ANOVA on the average group identification SCOI'686) = 2.29,p < .05], indicating that contributions in-
revealed the expected main effect for identi(1, 86) = creased from the first to the second blodks(= 177.48 vs

9.43,p < .005]. Participants in the social identity condi- 186.73,SDs = 65.91 and 64.56, respectively).
tion identified more strongly with their group than did  gecond, and consistent withypothesis 1a significant
participants in the personal |dent|t¥ conditidig = 4.29Vs 1 ain effect was found for identity(1, 86) = 7.15,p <
3.63,SDs = 1.03 and 1.06, respectively). The average scoreg1] indicating that people contributed more when thei
in the latter condition was significantly below the midpoint ¢4cial rather than personal identities were salivis (=
(4.00) of the rating scalest(f#8) = —2.46, p < .05]. 190,83 vs 156.895Ds = 59.01 and 60.40, respectively).
There were no other significant effects for this measure. Third, there was no significant main effect for leade
A 2 (Identity) X 2 (Leader commitmgnt) 2 (Leader fair- -ommitment F(1, 86) = 1.62,p < .21], but themeans
ness) ANOVA on answers to the question about whether thguggested that members contributed more when their lez
leader kept his/her promise revealed the expected effect for
fairness F(1, 86) = 201.82,p < .001. In thefair

condition M = 5.46. SD = 1 61) there was more % A preliminary analysis that included the eight contribution sessions ¢
7 ’ ’ .an additional within-subject variable revealed the same results as when

agregment that the promise was kept than in the unfal£essions were grouped into two blocks of four. There were no notewortl
cpn@_tlon M = 1.43, SP = 1.02). There were no other trends within those blocks. Therefore, we report only the results of tt
significant effects for this measure. block analysis here.
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TABLE 2 Exploratory Analyses
Contributions as a Result of Block, Leader Fairness, ” . .
and Identity Were the positive effects of leader commitment and fail

ness on members’ contributions reflected in more positi\
Identity Leader fairness Block 1 Block 2 self-esteem ratings? To examine this 2 (Identity) X 2
(Leader fairnessX 2 (Leader commitment) ANOVA on the

Social Fair leader 186.7873.61) 225.86 (64.92) f-est f d. Th
Unfair leader 185.62(64.04) 163.6% (60.61) average self-esteem score was performed. There was
M 186.20 (68.82) 194.75 (62.76)  effect of leader commitment on self-esteeR(1, 86) <
Personal Fair leader 1463650.46) 159.53 (70.70) 1], but there was a significant effect for leader fairnes
Unfair leader 156.25(64.04)  165.77 (69.24)  [F(1, 86) = 33.10,p < .001]. Group members reported
M 151.32 (57.25) 162.65(69.97)  higher self-esteem with a fair leader than with an unfa
OverallM 168.76 (63.00) 178.70 (66.35)

leader Ms = 5.06 vs 3.88SDs = 1.00 and 1.04, respec-
Note.Means with a different superscript differ significantlyptc .05;  tively). However, this effect was not the same in botl
standard deviations are given in parentheses. identity conditions F(1, 86) = 8.64,p < .005]. Only the
self-esteem of people whose social identities were salie
was affected by a procedurally fair (vs unfair) leaddis|=
er's commitment was high rather than loM¢ = 181.12vs 5.29 vs 3.47,SDs = 1.22 and 3.47, respectivel\E(1,
165.67,SDs = 73.63 and 60.70, respectively). Our second43) = 25.84, p < .001]. Leader fairness also had a
hypothesis concerned the combined effect of member idersignificant effect on the self-esteem of people whose pe
tities and leader commitment on contributions. The mainsonal identities were salienMs = 4.84 vs 4.26,SDs =
effect of member identity was indeed qualified by a signif-0.70 and 0.76; respectivel§(1, 47) = 7.60,p < .01],
icant interaction with leader commitmenE(l, 86) =  but this effect was much weaker.
4.56,p < .05]. As wepredicted, contributions were higher ~ Could greater self-esteem account for the increase in t
under a leader whose commitment was high rather than lowontributions from people whose social identities were s;
when social identity was salienMs = 212.58 vs 168.10, lient under a fair leader? To explore this issae2 (Iden-
SDs = 60.74 and 48.70, respectivelff(1, 43) = 7.30, tity) X 2 (Leader fairness)< 2 (Leader commitment)
p = 01] However, when persona| |dent|ty was Sa”ent' ANCOVA, with self-esteem scores as a Covariate, W¢
there was no significant difference in contributions as aPerformed on the second block of contributions. This ana
function of leader s = 151.98 vs 162.47SDs = 63.04  YSis revealed a significant main effect for the covarfate
and 58.17F(1, 47) < 1]. .26,F(1, 85)= 8.13,p = .005], indicating a positive link

Fifth, a significant two-way interaction emerged betweenP®tween self-esteem and contributions. Furthermore, t
block and leader faimes$ (1, 86) = 8.19,p < .005] significant interaction between identity and leader fairne:
(remember that leader fairness was manipulated only aftef/as weaker (1, 85) = 3.27, p < .07; versusF(1,
the first block of sessions). Contributions rose if leader£®) = 5:30, p < .05 in the original analysis], when
acted fairly by keeping their promise to the group (Block 1corrected for the covariate.
vs 2: Ms = 165.74 vs 191.31SDs = 65.21 and 75.15,
respectively) F(1, 47) = 6.99,p < .01]. If leaders acted Summary of Results
unfairly, however, there was no change in contributions
(Block 1 vs 2:Ms = 170.30 vs 164.705Ds = 65.04 and
64.54) [F(1, 45) < 1].

These results provided support for all of our hypothese
As we expected, people cooperated more with leaders

Thi . . lified b ianifi solving public goods when their social rather than person
Is two-way Interaction was qualified by a significant ;4o ytities were salient. And when social identities wer

three-way interaction W'th, |dent|ty:[(1,. 86)2, 6.38,p < salient, people were more sensitive to a leader's comm
.05]. We expected the fairness manipulation to have &yent and fairness. The mediational analysis showed that |
stronger impact in the social identity condition. The gftect of leader's fairess could be explained, at least

relevant means are summarized in Table 2. To test 0Usart by the beneficial influence of leader fairess on sel
prediction a 2 (Identity) X 2 (Leader fairness) ANOVA  ogteem.

was performed on the second block of sessions. The
expected interaction between identity and fairness wa
found [F(1, 86) = 5.30,p < .05]. Whensocial identities

were salient, people contributed more when they were Experiment 1 was the first empirical demonstration ¢
monitored by a fair rather than an unfair lead&(l,  how relational concerns can affect cooperation with leade
43) = 11.01,p < .005]. But wherpersonal identities were in public goods. When social identity was salient, membel
salient, no such differences in contributions were foundwvere more sensitive to the leader's commitment and fai
[F(, 47)< 1]. ness. The latter effect is an extension of research on t

%xperiment 2
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group-value model (Tyler & Lind, 1992), but the first effect Procedure
is new and therefore warranted replication. This was the first

objective of our second experiment. The second objective Upon arrive}l in the Iaboratory_, participgnts were seated
was to test the other half of our theoretical model. prersonal cubicles, each of which contained a computer,

personal rather than social identity is activated, we Woulatable’ and a chair. Each participant was assigned a perso

i ; . code letter. Although participants believed that everyon
expect |nstrumental aspects of Ieaqlershlp to_ be more IanLFad a different letter, all of the participants were assigne
ential. Following the logic from the first experiment, people the same letter (C).

should be more cooperative with leaders they expect to Introduction to public goods dilemma.Participants re-

affect their material outcomes when personal rather tha'aeived detailed instructions about the public goods dilemn

social identity is salient. To investigate this, we pitted atask, essentially the same as the instructions used in Exp

leader high on group commitment against a leader high Okftent 1

traditional leadership skills (e.g., planning, communication, Manipulation of identity. The identity manipulation

and organization), who presumably would be more SUCCessj g exactly the same as in Experiment 1. In the soci

ful in providing material rewards. _identity condition, an intergroup comparison between un
A few other minor differences between the experi-yqrsities was stressed, whereas in the personal identity c

ments are also worth noting. First, in Experiment 1iion individual comparisons among students wer
information about the leader’'s commitment was based ORtressed.

how strongly members identified with their small group  |rformation about leader. Participants were told that a
rather than with their university (the dominant intergroup jeader would be chosen from within their group. To facili
category). In Experiment 2, we provided leader informa-tate that process, they were asked several questions ak
tion that was based on commitment to both group angneijr leadership skills and about the extent to which the
university. Second, we failed to find an effect of leaderigentified with Southampton University (SU).
commitment on members’ self-esteem in Experiment 1, The leadership skill questions were taken from Ritchi
so we did not include self-esteem in Experiment 2. Third,and Moses’s (1983) list of predictors of managerial succes
for exploratory reasons, we decided to manipulate how1) “How well do you communicate verbally?”, (2) “How
the leader was installed in the group. Group membergware are you of your social environment?”, (3) “How higt
could either elect a leader or the leader would be assignegke the personal standards you set yourself?”, (4) “Ho
to the group (as in Experiment 1). The role of leaderresistant are you to stress?”, (5) “How good are your org
selection has not, to our knowledge, been investigategizational and planning skills?”, (6) “How objective are you
before in social dilemma research. about your own performance?”, (7) “How broad ranging ar
Two specific predictions were made. Once again, weyour interests?”, and (8) “How intolerant are you of uncer
expected higher contributions when a social rather than &inty?” All ratings were made on 7-point scales rangin
personal identity was salienHypothesis L Second, we fromnot at all (1) tovery much(7). Ratings were combined
predicted an interaction between members’ identity and théto a single scaled = 0.56).
type of leader lypothesis P Because of their relational Participants also answered eight group commitment que
needs, people whose social identities are salient shoultions: (1) “How committed do you feel to SU?”", (2) “How
contribute more under a committed leader than under anuch do you like SU?”, (3) “To what extent do you identify
leader with traditional leadership skills. Because of theirwith SU?", (4) “How important is SU to you?”, (5) “How
instrumental needs, however, people whose personal idesommitted do you feel to this group?”, (6) “To what exten
tities are salient should contribute more under a skilleddo you identify with this group?”, (7) “How much do you
rather than a committed leader. like the members of this group?”, and (8) “How much dc
you fit into this group?” Again, all ratings were made or
7-point scales, ranging fromot at all (1) to very much(7).
Method Ratings were again combined into a single scale=(0.89).
Participants and Design Pgr_ticipant_s were told that th_e s_elected Ifeader would n
participate directly in the contribution sessions, but woul
Seventy-two British undergraduates, between ages 1fhonitor the group instead. The leader could punish grot
and 21 years, participated in groups of six. They were paignembers with a fine of 30 pence per session if they did n
£3 (approximately $5) for their participation. Each partici- contribute sufficiently. The average scores of group men
pant was randomly allocated to one of eight experimentabers on the leadership skills and commitment questio
conditions i a 2 (ldentity: personal vs social) 2 (Leader were then shown on the screen (using the personal let
selection: elected vs appointed)2 (Leader type: skilled vs codes). Participants in half of the experimental condition
committed) between-participant factorial design. were asked to indicate the personal letter of the grot
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member they wanted to lead the grogettion conditioh TABLE 3
They were told that the leader would be the person who was Main and Interaction Effects (Experiment 2)
chosen by the majority of group members. In the other half
of the conditions, participants were told that the experi- F value p value
menter would decide which group member would be thedentity 28 591
leader @ppointment condition Selection 14.43 .000

Type of leader. Depending on the experimental condi- Leader type 4.75 033
- . entity X Selection .02 .881
tion, either Person A or Person B was named as leader of tﬂ .

. . ... |dentity X Leader type 22.10 .000

group. Person B was ranked f|rst on the ]eadershlp skillggiectionx Leader type 57 600
scale and fourth on the commitment scadkilled leadey, Identity x Selectionx Leader type .38 541

whereas Person A was ranked first on the group commit=
ment score and fourth on the skills scaterfimitted leadgr
Thus, Person A was someone with strong group commit-
ment but average leadership skills, whereas Person B wagfe expected main effect for identityF(1, 64) = 9.19,
someone with good skills but moderate commitment to thg, < .005]. Participants in the social identity condition
group. Participants were asked to write down the scores fxhibited significantly stronger group identification thar
the group leader on both the skills and commitment scalesyarticipants in the personal identity conditidi§ = 4.08 vs
Leaders subsequently introduced themselves via an & .44 andSDs = 0.92 vs 0.83, respectively). The averags
mail message. The message read: “The first contributiogcore in the latter conditions was significantly below th
session will soon start with me as your group leader. Eaclmidpoint (4.00) of the rating scale§(B5) = —3.95,p <
session, you will be asked how much you wish to contrib- 001]. No other significant effects were found for this
ute. Remember that if you do not contribute sufficiently, | measure.
may have to penalize you. You will then have to pay 30 A 2 (identity) X 2 (Leader Type)x 2 (Leader selection)
pence, and this amount will be subtracted from the totaAnNOVA was performed on the selection procedure, revea
earnings that you have thalned at the end of the sess!onsr’{g a significant main effect for leader selectioR(L,
Sessions 1-6. After this message appeared, the contribu-64) = 4.51,p < .05]. Participants in the election condi-
tion sessions started. After the third session, the leader cofipn thought that their group had more impact on the sele
tacted the group to say that one person (F) failed to contributgon of the leader than did participants in the appointmer
sufficiently and was thus fined. After this message, participantgondition (Ms = 4.36 vs 3.82 andDs = 2.04 vs 2.15,

played another set of contribution sessions. Throughout thgsspectively). No other significant effects were found fo
task, participants themselves were not fined. this measure.

Dependent measgresSeveraI questions were a_sked 10 Finally, all the participants correctly recalled the code o
check our manipulations. To check the identity manipulationiheir leader as well as his or her ranking on the commitme
we asked participants how much they identified with the groupang skills scales. The results of these checks showed that

fitinto the group, and liked the members of the group. All theseyf our experimental manipulations were again successful
ratings were made on 7-point scales ranging fravhat all (1)

to very much(7). Ratings were combined into a single identi- contribution Decisions

fication score ¢ = 0.87). To check the success of the leader

selection manipulation, we asked how much impact the group A 2 (Identity) X 2 (Leader type)x 2 (Leader selection)

had on the selection of a leader. Finally, participants werdANOVA on the average score across the six contributio

asked to recall the letter code of the leader, as well as thgessions was performed (see Tablé 3).

|eader’s Commitment and Sk|||s scores. FiI’St, a Signiﬁcant main effeCt was found fOI’ the Ieade
Debriefing. After participants answered these ques-Selection methodH(1, 64) = 14.21,p < .001]. People

tions, the task was interrupted. They were led to anothegontributed more overall under an elected rather than :

room where the experiment was explained in detail. Car@ppointed leadeis = 221.29 vs 175.78 anfiDs = 46.01

was taken that all participants understood the reasons b¥S 75.33, respectively).

hind our manipulations. Finally, participants were thanked Second, a significant effect for leader type emerded [
for their help and dismissed. 64) = 5.10,p < .05]. Participants contributed more under

a skilled leader than under a committed leadbts(=
215.39 vs 185.48 anfiDs = 54.61 vs 71.42, respectively).
Third, there was no significant main effect for identity in

Note. The df for all effects is (1, 64).

Results

Manipulation Checks

. . ® A preliminary analysis that included the six contribution session
A 2 (Identity) x 2 (Lea(_jer type)>< 2 (Leader selection) yielded essentially the same results as when the sessions were grou
ANOVA on the average identification score revealed onlytogether.
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TABLE 4 these leader attributes were more influential for membe
Contributions as a Result of Identity and Leader Type who identified strongly with their groups.
The first major contribution of this research is that leac

Identity Leader type Sessions 1-6 o5 effectiveness in managing social dilemmas appears

Social Skilled 181.61(41.93) be contingent upon their commitment toward the group. |
Committed 210.07(64.87) both of our experiments, highly committed group leader
M 195.84 (53.40)  \yere able to raise contributions, but this was true only whe

Personal Skilled 242.1248.75) the social identities of group members were salient. |
Committed 154.7%(68.98) group 1 ; 1ent.
M 198.58 (58.87) contrast, when personal identities were salient, a leade
OverallM 197.21 (56.14) commitment made no difference at all. Members respond

then only to leaders who were expected to improve tf
group’s efficiency because of their intrinsic leadershi
skills. These results suggest that different criteria are used
evaluate “good” leadership, depending on members’ ide

this study F(1, 64) < 1]. Contrary to our predictions, tification W'th_ t_helr group. o

people contributed roughly equal sums of money whether More spec_|f|cally, Ieadgrs are p”maf"y expect_ed to de

their social identitiesNl = 191.73) orpersonal identities effectively with the free-rider problem in social dilemmas

(M = 198.57)were salient thereby ensuring positive outcomes for both the group at
Finally, there was a significant interaction between mem—t,h_e mdmdua}. This is why members Wh(_)se personal ider

bers’ identity and leader typeF[1, 64) = 21.96,p < tities are salient cooperate only with skillful leaders, whe

.001], just as we predicted. The relevant means are sur@'® €xpected to tackle free riding. In groups where soci
marized in Table 4. People contributed more under a comidentities are salient, however, there are fewer concer

mitted rather than a skilled leader when their social identj-2P0Ut material outcomes because people trust each othe

ties were salientf(1, 34) = 2.30,p < .07]. Conversely, cooperate voluntary (Kramer & Goldman, 1995). In sucl

people contributed more under a skilled than a committe@UPS; leaders are expected to fulfill needs that pertain
leader when their personal identities were salig¢l] € value of group membership. For example, in an inte
34) = 19.93,p < .001]. group context (like the one we manipulated), leaders shou

show a strong desire to belong to this group rather than
some other, and they must be able to protect the grouy
Summary of Results identity and goals vis-@is other groups. These needs are

The results of Experiment 2 provided partial support formore likely to be met by leaders who have a strong grot
our hypotheses. Unlike the results of Experiment 1, theréommitment.
was no evidence here that participants cooperated more with Our findings are consistent with a recently develope
leaders when social rather than personal identities wer&0cial identity model of leadership (Hogg, 2001). Researc
salient. This may be due to the fact that when social idenon this model shows that in salient intergroup contexts, tf

tities were salient, people only responded strongly to leader§€mber who is most prototypical of the group—the perso
who were committed rather than skilled. who best embodies the group’s main values and po:s

tions—is the most influential member and likely to be

chosen as its leader (Hains et al., 1997; Hogg et al., 199

GENERAL DISCUSSION Our findings show that influence also depends on motiv:

tional aspects of leadership, such as the strength of gro

In this research, we used an experimental public goodsommitment.

task to examine the role of identity processes in group A second major finding of our research is that cooper:
members’ cooperation with their leaders in securing comiion with leaders is influenced by intragroup aspects ¢
mon goods. Our claim was that the influence of leaderdeadership, in particular the fairness of procedures. A lea
would vary to the extent that they fulfilled both the instru- er's decision to keep (rather than withdraw) a promise f
mental (solve the free-rider problem) and relational (con-group members enhanced their contributions significantl
tribute to group identity/belonging) needs of group mem-but more so if members’ social identity was salient. Furthe
bers. But the relative importance of these needs wawhen social identities were salient, self-esteem we
expected to depend upon members’ identification with theistrengthened by a fair rather than unfair leader. The effect
group. In accordance with a relational perspective on coopleader fairness on self-esteem was weaker when perso
eration (Van Vugt & De Cremer, 1999), our findings identities were activated, and self-esteem mediated, in pe
showed that individual contributions rose when groups werehe effects of leader fairness on contributions. These fin
monitored by committed and fair group leaders. Howeverjngs provide direct experimental support for the group-valu

Note.Means with a different superscript differ significantlypat .05;
standard deviations are given in parentheses.
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model (Tyler & Lind, 1992). According to that model, the claim often made about groups is right, that “united the
quality of treatment by leaders and authorities communistand, and divided they fall,” then instrumental needs mze
cates social identity information to people, namely respecbecome important even for people whose social identitie
and pride in their group. An implication of the model is that are salient when leaders repeatedly fail to produce comm
relational information is more important for people who goods. Future research could thus examine how perfc
identify with their group, which is what we found in our mance feedback influences the effectiveness of differe
research. leaders in groups whose members have different needs.
Third, Experiment 1 showed that cooperation with lead- Another possible limitation involves the issue of whethe
ers was higher overall when social rather than personahe positive effects of fair and committed leaders wer
identities were salient. Yet we did not replicate this result intotally noninstrumental. For example, breaking a promis
Experiment 2. One explanation is that in the second expermay have affected members’ outcome expectations beca
iment we pitted an instrumental leader (skills) against ahere was no possibility for removing any penalties mer
relational leader (commitment) and found that people wergers received. And a committed leader may have increas
sensitive to a person with leadership skills when their perthe expectation of achieving good outcomes. If that wel
sonal identities were salient. This obscured a main effect fofrue, of course, then we would expect everyone to react
identity. It is also worth noting that previous research onleader fairness and commitment, even people whose p:
social dilemmas is not entirely conclusive about the impackonal identities were salient. Although there was a slig|
of group identity on cooperation (Bouas & Komorita, 1995; tendency for such persons to cooperate more with a fair a
Kerr, 1992). It is perhaps better to view social identity as aa committed leader, neither of these effects was strong.
factor that moderates the influence of structural factors, sucfye can assume that our manipulations of leader fairness z
as incentives, rules, and leadership on contributions. commitment were indeed largely relational rather than ir
Finally, in an exploratory way we found that the selectionstrymental.
procedure for leaders matters. People’s contributions were A third limitation concerns the manipulation of leader
higher with an elected leader than with an appointed |eadeﬁommitment versus skill in the second experiment_ W
This is the first empirical demonstration of this |eader5hipdecided to contrast leaders who were h|gh on one dimensi
effect in the context of public goods, and it may haveand moderate on the other. Ideally, we should have mani
important implications. Perhaps elected leaders are pefjated these dimensions orthogonally to check whether o
ceived as more legitimate, which makes them more influyesyits were not due to a specific combination of skills
ential at producing cooperation (Hollander & Julian, 1970).Because we were primarily interested in the relative weigl
The precise mechanisms behind this effect could be thghat members with different identities placed on instrumer
focus of further research. tal versus relational information about leaders, we chose
focus on these extremes. Future research could exam
how group members respond to leaders who possess ¢
A strength of this research is that we are among the firsguality or the other (or neither of them).
to examine the impact of leadership in a social dilemma We believe that more research is needed on the role
context (for exceptions, see De Cremer, in press; and Val¢adership in social dilemmas. For example, does leac
Vugt & De Cremer, 1999). Given that most social dilemmasprototypicality (Hogg, 2001) have a similar effect on coop
are hierarchically structured, it is important to know wheneration as leader commitment? Are people whose persol
people will give up their own self-interest and cooperateidentities are salient more likely to cooperate with a leade
with authorities and leaders. It is encouraging in this regardrom outside instead of inside their group (Van Vugt & De
that our experimental findings are consistent with the result€remer, 1999)? What happens to contributions in groups
of field research on social dilemmas. For example, Tyle@ relational or instrumental leader decides to step dow:
and DeGoey (1995) found that citizens’ willingness to co-When do group members wish to remove a leader? TI
operate with local authorities in alleviating a social dilemmapublic goods task provides an excellent laboratory to stuc
crisis (a water shortage) was influenced by the perceiveduch issues because it addresses the fundamental con
fairness of these authorities. Moreover, and consistent witithat groups and leaders so often face (the free-rider pro
our perspective, these fairness judgments were most impotem) while at the same time fosters a positive climate amor
tant for people who identified strongly with their local group members.
community. This “dilemma” is best illustrated with a practical exam-
Some limitations of our research are also worth discussple. Organizational welfare depends, in part, on the willing
ing. One is the fact that we provided no feedback to partichess of employees to go beyond their formal task roles (e.
ipants about how well their groups performed during thetake up an administrative role). To encourage such orga
sessions. Evaluations of leaders may depend on whetheation citizenship behaviors (OCB; Organ, 1988), variou
they are successful in producing good group outcomes. I§trategies could be employed by managers. If employee

Potential Limitations, Strengths, and Future Directions
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