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“Just as the self is foundational to our personal understanding of how we con-

nect to the world, so The Self at Work will become foundational to our scholarly
understanding of what it means to ‘be’ in the workplace.”

Blake Ashforth, Horace Steele Arizona Heritage Chair and

Professor of Managemerit, Arizoria State University, USA

“The editors have assembled 2 dynamite volume that will be the definitive
source for understanding the human self in the workplace. Packed with infor-
mation and rich with diverse perspectives, the book covers many vital aspects
of workplace behaviour, including task performance, decision-meking, unethi-
cal behaviour, striving for improvement, personnel evaluation, identification
witdi die company, colleague relationships, leadership, blame time, workplace
aggression, crganizational culture, aicohol and drug abuse, and impression man-
agement. Anyone interested in the neychalogical dymemics of organizations and
work will find this book an invaluable addition to his or her library.”
" Roy F. Baumeister, Francis Eppes Eminent Scholar and
Professor of Psychology, Florida State University, USA;

author of New York Times bestseller Willpower

“The Self at Work presents a broad and inclusive view of self research and self

theory as applied to the workplace. Topics from self-esteem and self-efficacy

to narcissism and even cultural models of the self are included. The theory and

rescarch brought together in this volume have the potential to drive a full decade
of research.”

W. Keith Campbell, Professor of Psychology,

University of Georgia, USA

“The Self at Work is an impressive and timely volume on an important topic,
Understanding identity processes in work contexts has emerged as a cutting-
edge area of study across a number of perspectives (e.g., employee, supervisor,
organization). This volume brings together the writings of eminent scholars
who have studied various aspects of the self at work. It is sure to be a valuable
resource for anyone interested in state-of-the-science reviews on essential topics
in this field.”
David V. Day, Pny’usur of Psychalagy and Academic Director of
the Kravis Leadership I McKenna College, USA
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slop Orgaﬁizational Frontiers Series

The Organizational Frontiers Series is sponsored by the Society for Industrial and
Organizational Psychology (SIOP). Launched in 1983 to make scientific con-
tributions accessible to the field, the series publishes books addressing emerging
theoretical developments, fundamental and translational research, and theory-
driven practice in the field of Industrial-Organizational Psychology and related
organizational science disciplines including organizational behavior, buman
resource management, and labor and industrial relations

Books in this series aim to inform readers of significant advances in research;
challenge the research and practice community to develop and adapt new ideas;
and promoic the use of scientific knowledge 1 the solution of public policy
issnes and increased organizational effectiveness.

The Series originated in the hope that it would facilitate continuous learning
and spur research curiosity about organizational phenomena on the part of both
scientists and practitioners.

The Saciety for Industrial and Organizational Psychology is an international
professional association with an annual membership of more than 8,000 industrial-
organizational (I-O) psychologists who study and apply scientific principles to
the workplace. I-O psychologists serve as trusted partners to business, offering
strategically focused and scientifically rigorous solutions for a number of work-
place issues. SIOP’s mission is to enhance human well-being and performance in
organizational and work settings by promoting the science, practice, and teaching’
of 1-O psychology. For more information about SIOP, please visit www.siop.org.
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THE SELF AT WORK

The Self at Work brings researchers in industrial and organizational psychology
and organizational behavior together with researchers in social and personality
psychology to explore how the self impacts the workplace. Covering topics
such as self~efficacy, self-esteem, self-control, power, and identification, each
chapter examines how research on the self informs and furthers understanding
of organizational topics such as employée engagement, feedback-seeking, and
leadership. With their combined expertise, the chapter authors consider how
research on the self has influenced management research and practice (and vice-
versa), limitations of applying social psychology research in the organizational
realm, and furore directions for organizational research on the self. This book
is 2 valuable resource for rescarchers, graduate stadents, and professionals who
are interested in bow research on the self can inform industrial/organizational

psychology.

D. Lance Ferris is Associate Professor of Management in the Broad College of
Business at Michigan State University, USA.

Russell E, Jobnson is Associate Professor of Management in the Broad College
of Business at Michigan State University, USA.

Constantine Sedikides is Professor and Director of the Centre for Research
on Self and Identity at the University of Southampton, UK.
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SERIES EDITOR'S FOREWORD

This volurmne is remarkable because it assembles a vast amount of research and
insight regarding what we know (and don’t know) about the nature of the !'seif”
construct. Moreover, it does so in @ way that makes it easy for the reader to
really see how the self at work “works.” And as it tums out, the self is indeed
implicated in helping to understand much of worker behavior. As developed in
the chapters of this book we learn, for example, how the nature of the self might
explain why employees come to join and identify with their company, when
and where they respond to leaders, or why they are or are not engaged at work.
‘The nature of the self is also portrayed as the foundation for a better understand-
ing of many of the problematics facing work organizations. These include such
things as when and how an organization might provide feedback in a way that
will make a positive impact on learning, behavior or performance, and when
and where the nature of the self can produce inauthentic relationships or even
help us to better “explain” and mitigate against worker substance abuse, With
regard to the latter, at the time that this Forward is being written, the United
States is experiencing what is being termed an “opiate overuse epidemic.” This
is thought to be exacerbated by a feeling of anomie on the part of so many indi-
viduals discouraged about the prospects of becoming re-employed. As you will
learn from this volume, the sense of self can be 2 powerful force for promoting
success in the workplace but it also plays 2 major role in undermining one’s
efforts to live up to the workplace-telated aspirations of most Americans.
Lance Ferris, Russ Johnson and Constantine Sedikides are extremely quali-
fied 25 editors. In fact, any one of them could have personally written a book
on the many important topics covered in this volume. But instead they have
brought their years of research and teaching experience relative to self-theory to
bear in scoping out 2 very fine volume. They have also done us a great service

Series Editor’s Foreword  xxi

by reaching out and engaging a set of chapter authors who are similaﬂ;'r well
qualified. In short, this is 2 book that should not only be read for the wisdom
that it imparts but also for its potential to motivate the reader to pursue f‘uturc
research relative to addressing the many yet to be answered questions lying at
the intersection of self-theory and workplace behavior as well.

Richard Klimaoski
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SELF-ENHANCEMENT IN
ORGANIZATIONS

d Constantine Sedikides

Th'e question of what motivates humans has been a central preoccupation of
phalos?phers and psychologists, with numerous explanations given over th
centuries (Sedikides & Gregg, 2008; Sedikides & Strube, 1997). Yet one o(;'
the most generative and intriguing explanations is also one of the simplest:
peopI-e are motivated to feel positively about themselves and to havepoth-.
ers view them positively. This is known as the self-enhancement motive
In both social and industrial-organizational/ organizational behavior (I0/ OB.
research, this motive has provided a basis for many studies on, for exam le>
why employees behave the way they do, rate others the way theiy do react}t’he’
Way.they do, and form attitudes the way they do. In fact, the self—enh;mcerne t
monvc., ar-1d its ranifestations or strategies, have been argued to be so dom?—
?;?Ctg :t;nliolr(l)gf 2(1)30;})1'3t they have been proffered as a paradigm for the field
I.n this chapter, we provide an overview of the self-enhancement motiv
noting some of the many phenomena to which it has been linked as well .
touching on the debate over whether self-enhancement is s
We next discuss how self-enhancement has been used (and
in IO/OB research, including how it has typically been aSS’CSSCd and we not
contributions of 10/OB research to the self-enhancement Iiteratu;e Finall e
consider future research directions for self-enhancement in 10/ OB. researz}’lwe

‘good” or “bad.”
at times, misused)

Self-Enhancement: An Overview

Self~enhancement is the principle that people desire to view the self, and to have

'Oth§~r5~ wew‘the self, in the most positive light possible. This principle manifests
self in a bifurcated motive: to increase the positivity with which the self is
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viewed and to protect the self from threat. These mgtives are ty'pl.cally ;eferrei
to as self-enhancement and self-protection, respec?,nvely, but uitimate’ ¥ tise;z
the broader goal of viewing the self (and being v1ewe§ byA others) émsx v yt
The “self” that is enhanced or protected by these motives 15 the se —con?eis ,
the “knowledge about personality traits, abilities, values, beliefs, exp.eccauo C,1
motives, life events, selationships with significant others, posse“stslllonts, : ;xlq
appearance” (Sedikides & Strube, 1997, p. 212), or, more 1?road1y | ; o ut;_r
of interrelated vet distinct psychological phenomena that elther.u'n erlie, caus:
ally interact wiéh., or depend upon reflexive consciousness” '(Sechkxdes & Gregg,
:)?;n;,ﬂn 1101, The elements of the self-concept that are pamc.ularly enhanc§d (;r
;;c;telclted aré central (important or defining) rather than peppheral tn? gleb indi-
vidual (James, 1907, see also: Ferris, Brown, Lian, & Keeping, 209;91, ;k 311;;
Wagner, Sedikides, & Neberich, 201h31; Rhosenberg, 1965). We will make
i irv” assumption throughout this chapter. . '
Ce;;lrzlgfuiatedpmotive is §erhaps best conceptualized as the mamfestat.lon
of hedonistic desires to approach pleasure (i.e'., self—enhanceme.nt rgouv.e)
and to avoid pain {l.e., self-protection motive).m the self—e.v:flv.lanon1 zorr'_}a;n
(Alicke & Sedikides, 2009; Gregg & Sedikides, in press; Sedikides, 20 ).h e
motive is used to inform other theories; indeed, it fO@s the bedrock folr theo~
fes such as tefror management theory (Pyszczynski, Greenberg, Spiom;n,
Arndt, & Schimel, 2004), self-affirmation theory (St.eele, 1988), cos‘.;mnv}e1 -
sonance theory (Stone & Cooper, 2001), symbolic self_—completlon tlegc:;z
(Wicklund & Gollwitzer, 1982), social identity theory (Tajfel & Tur.ner, 86;
see also Van Knippenberg & Hogg, this volume), the self—evaluan?n ma:ln—
tenance model (Tesser, 1988), self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1997; see ASD
Vancouver, Alicke, & Halper, this volume), self-discrepancy theory ((131g§;nst,
1987), and contingencies of self-worth model (Cr(_)cker & W.olfe, 120 ). Yet,
the motive does not constitute a theory per se. Thxs may be dxﬁ".xcu tto }rleco.n—
cile with 10/OB researchers’ preference for explicit and quantlf.iable theories
(Hambrick, 2007, Lian, Yam, Ferris, & Brown, 20‘17), as there is nota }flng};
boxes-and-arrows model illustrating what the motive 'predJch, althouglg suc
models can be derived for separate phenomena (and inductive models exist,
® V]V;e;?z lj}tx?sr ) lack of a formal theoretical fmework, self—enhancenzler;t
research has been broad and unfettered. As Sedikides and Strube (1997, p. 14)

put it:

Empirical tests of the self-enhancement perspective are \:1'xamctenzecci1 by
remarkable diversity in the choice of independent variables, dependent
variables, and experimental designs, This diversity st.ems from the 1ac1zhof
asingle guiding theoretical proposition or a single primary modera.tor hat
would dictate a common methodology. Instead, a gc?neral assumption that
humans are self-bolstering or self-protective undelies the research.
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A wide variety of phenomena, then, has been linked to the self-enhancement
and self-protection motives. This variety has been labeled as a “self-z00,”
with each phenomenon symbolizing a different specimen (Tesser, Crepaz,
Beach, Cornell, & Collins, 2000) but all representing examples of what is
known as the strategies that individuals implement to view or present the self
in the best possible light. These strategies are cognitive (e.g., remembering

only positive things about oneself) and behavioral (e.g., directly asking for
positive feedback).

4
Self-Enhancement

ment Strategies: Defensiveness, Posiuvity
Embracement, Favorable Construals, and Self-Affirming
Reflections

Research has suggested different taxonomies to provide some semblance of
order to self-enhancement strategies that comprise the “self~zoo” (Alicke,
Zell, & Guenther, 2013; Sedikides & Gregg, 2008; Taylor & Brown, 1988). In
this chapter, we follow the taxonomy developed by Hepper, Gramzow, and
Sedikides (2010; see also Hepper, Sedikides, & Cai, 2013, for cross-cultural
evidence). Their taxonomy was the first to use factor analysis to deduce
which strategies co-occur, and hence which strategies may be fruitfully
grouped together into superordinate self-enhancement strategy categories.
Specifically, their analysis suggests four strategy categories: defensiveness,
positivity embracement, favorable construals, and self-affirming reflec-
tions (Table 5.1). Although this taxonomy is not perfect {as indicated by
a reladvely poor fit for their confirmatory factor model), it provides some
empirical basis for distinguishing among the various self-enhancement and
self-protection strategies.

Defensiveness represents cognitive and behavioral strategies that protect the self
from threats (either real or anticipated), and thus primarily represents strategies
that serve the self-protection motive. For example, individuals engage in self-
handicapping whereby they set up obstacles to performing well (e.g., drinking
before an examy) so as to have something to blame in the case of failure (Jones
& Berglas, 1978) or engage in defensive pessimism whereby they try to lower
expectations of their performance (Norem & Cantor, 1986) so that they reduce
disappointment in the case of bad news. Individuals also choose their friends
with care, ensuring that their friends are competent — so that they can “bask in
the reflected glory” of their friends — but not so competent that the friends out-
perform the individual himself or hemself on domains central to the individual’s
self~concept (Tesser et al., 2000; see also Pemberton & Sedikides, 2001). Finally,
when confronted with failure, individuals engage in self-serving attributions such
that they blame failure on external factors or chance, and not on internal or
intrapersonal factors (Campbell & Sedikides, 1999; Zuckerman, 1979). Other
defensive reactions to failure include de-emphasizing the importance of the

/



94 D. Lance Ferris and Constantine Sedikides

TABLE 5.1 Self-Enhancement Strategies

Strategy

Example

Defensiverness

Self-handicapping
Defensive pessimism

Salective friendships, basking in

reflected glory .
Selfserving attributions for failure

Altering self-image

Discounting/Derogating negative
feedback
Derogating outgroups

Positivity Embracement

Seeking and remembering positive
feedback '

Favorable self-presentation

Self serving attributions for success

Favorable Construals

Unrealistic oprimism

Favorable interpretations of
ambiguous feedback

Overly positive self-perceptions;
betrer-than-average beliefs

Self-affirming Reflections

Favorable temporal comparisons

Downward counterfactual
thinking N
Focusing on unrelated positives

Avoiding getting feedback from'coworkers ona
presentation to be given to clients ’
Trying to convince others that you aren't very
so0d at a task vou are about to do
As;ociat'mg with those who flatter you;
associating with high-status people
Blaming others when you fail or considering 1t
just bad luck '
Reconsidering how important being 2
salesperson is to one’s jdentity if one
repeatedly performs poorly as a salesperson
Pointing out flaws in feedback/feedback.
providers or ignoring feedback
Insulting other groups (€-g., other departments,
companies, of minorities)

Asking for feedback from a supervisor following
a successful month of sales '

Emphasizing successful projects instead of failures

Taking sole credit when your team succeeds

Downplaying/ignoring risks associated w1th
one’s decisions; assuming one’s efforts will
always succeed A

Interpreting mixed feedback as a good sign

Believing one is superior than others

Thinking one has improved over time, Of 15
improving faster than others

Comparing oneself or one’s situation to others
that are worse off N

Viewing oneself as a loving spouse when failing
on a work project

domain in which one has failed (Hill, Smith, & Lewicki, 1989)‘, attackjng the
credibility of the failure feedback (Ditto & Lopez, 1992), portraying ones com-

petitor as a gend

us (Alicke, LoSchiavo, Zerbst, & Zhang, 1997), or derogating

outgroups (Crocker, Thompson, McGraw, & Ingerman, 1987).
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Positivity embracement represents a set of cognitive and béhavioral strate-
gies serving the self-enhancement motive that deal with the solicitation and
interpretation of positive feedback. For example, individuals expect positive
feedback in social interactions (Hepper, Hart, Gregg, & Sedikides, 2011),
directly solicit positive feedback (Sedikides, 1993) and surround themselves
with others who are likely to view them positively (Sanitioso & Wlodarski,
2004). Individuals are also more likely to remember positive than nega-
tive feedback, when it refers to their central oz
kindness) than their peripheral attributes (e.g., predictability, agreeableness;
Sedikides, Green, Saunders, Skawronski, & Zengel 201

& Lengly,

- . e
LS5 (T, tiusiw UTHLIESS,

G). Moreover, when
interacting with others, individuals engage in impression management tactics
to over-present their positive qualities for others to evaluate or comment on
(see also the Leary & Bolino chapter in this volume). Finally, as with attribu-
tions for failure, individuals (across cultures) engage in self-serving attributions
for their successes, such that they credit successes to their own enduring inter-
nal characteristics rather than to external or chance factors (Mezulis, Abramson,
Hyde, & Hankin, 2004). :

Favorable construals represent a set of cognitive strategies serving the self-

enhancement motive through which positive self-views are maintained via
flattering construals of the external world or the self. For example, individuals
are unrealistically optimistic about the likelihood of positive outcomes of their
actions (Regan, Snyder, & Kassin, 1995). Moreover, they interpret ambiguous
feedback advantageously, emphasizing positive elements over negative ones

(Audia & Brion, 2007). Furthermore, they manifest the “better than average”
effect (Alicke, 1985), whereby they evaluate their own skills, abilities, and pros-
pects as superior in comparison to peers (leading to statistical head-scratchers,
such as 25 percent of people believing they are among the top 1 percent of
leaders; Alicke & Govorun, 2005). More generally, individuals perceive them-
selves more positively than they are perceived by others (Judge, LePine, &
Rich, 2006), even when they not asked explicitly to compare themselves to
the average peer.

Finally, self-affirming reflections represent cognitive strategies primarily serving
the self-enhancement motive that typically involve invoking positive elements
of the self in reaction to threatening situations. For example, when confronted
with failure, individuals can selectively engage in favorable temporal compari-
sons that suggest they are at least improving over time or improving at a faster
rate than others, even when the evidence for such improvement is dubious
(Wilson & Ross, 2001, 2003). Individuals also engage in downward counter-
factual thinking where they imagine an even worse situation (i.e., thinking “it
could be worse”) so as to feel better about themselves currently (Roese, 1994),
or call to mind their positive qualities in the face of information that threatens
the self (i.e., they self-affirm; Sherman & Cohen, 2006). Finally, individu-~
als genuinely believe they are better than average, and they are willing to bet
money on it (Williams & Gilovich, 2008).
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Is Self-Enhancement Good or Bad?

Taken together, these four categories of self-enhancement strategies provide
a hint of the wide variety of phenomena to which self-enhancement has been
applied (for more comprehensive reviews, see: Brown, 2010; Pfeffer & Fong,
2005; Sedikides, Gaertner, & Cai, 2015). However, these strategies can also
be viewed as painting a picture of self-enhancing individuals as dangerously
remaved from reality, ignoring very real threats in order to feel good about

themselves

Indeed, a long-standing controversy in the social psychology literature (and
not only) is whether using self-enhancement strategies is beneficial or harm-
ful. It has been argued that “positive illusions,” such as thinking that one is
better than one truly is, can have beneficial intrapersonal consequences, such
ay promoting psychological well-being, fostering creativity, and facilitating
task performance (O’Mara & Gaertner, in press; O’Mara, Gaermer, Sedikides,
Zhou, & Liu, 2012; Taylor, Lerner, Sherman, Sage, & McDowell, 2003). Along
these lines, studies show that individuals self-enhance by devoting considerable
time and effort towards those domains that they view as central to who they are
(e.g., being an athlete, a hard worker, or sociable; Crocker, Karpinski, Quinn,
& Chase, 2003), and such effort may be fueled by the positive illusions (e.g.,
perceptions of competence; Bandura, 1991) that individuals harbor about them-
selves in these domains.

Yet even if self-enhancement has intrapersonal benefits, its interpersonal
consequences may be questionable. That is, believing that one is better than
one really is allows one to tackle challenging tasks, but may also make one
come across as conceited or arrogant (Sedikides, Hoorens, & Dufner, 2015). For
example, in a study where observers rated peer interactions, Colvin, Block, and
Funder (1995) reported that those individuals who self-enhanced were rated as
more likely to brag, interrupt, and behave aggressively and irritably.

A recent meta-analysis by Dufner, Gebauer, Sedikides, and Denissen (2017)
regarding the effects of self~enhancement strategies on intrapersonal adjustment
(e.g., life satisfaction, depression, and positive affect) and interpersonal adjust-
ment (e.g., other-rated social approval and status) can help inform the debate.
Across almost 300 samples and over 125,000 participants, these authors found
that self-enhancement was positively related to intrapersonal adjustment, and
typically was positively related to interpersonal adjustment as well (with the
exception of observer ratings of the focal participant’s communality). Notably,
over time such positive effects for interpersonal adjustment weakened; that is,

although self-enhancement tactics led to a positive initial impression, over time
they had neither a positive nor a negative influence on impressions. These find-
ings for intrapersonal adjustment mirror those seen by Kennedy, Anderson and
Moore (2013): overconfident individuals were perceived by observers as having
high status, and these perceptions lingered even after it was revealed that the
observed individuals were, in fact, incorrectly overconfident.
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T . .
. ak;nA together, the weight of the evidence suggests that s€lf~enhancement
1s beneficial intrapersonally and neytra] interpersonally. This ma 3

B beneh : d n y seem at odds
aforementioned possibility that self-enhancement strategies sever the

?ndividual from reality. However, the Dufner et al. (2017) meta-analytic find-

strategres only when appropriate or fensihla (Qrase Qi1 1 ~a
easible (Crepe, Sedikides o
2011). Indeed, numerons studs ave ewamin : o
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2nd do not engage in solf.

These findings have been summarized i i Aregies.
g ed in what is known as the SCEN
(Sedikides & Strube, 1997; see also Sedikides, Gaertner, & Caj 2015) i modl

The SCENT Model

3;1196 SeIf—Co.nc.ept Enhancing Tactician (or SCENT) model was developed i
7 by Sedikides and Strube as an inductive attempt to outline the ciljcumn

apd p}x;edxctablhty), self-assessment (i-e., the motive to obtain accurate inform,
tion about the self as 2 wa i i y
y of reducing uncertainty), and self-i i
i . - 4 -improvement (j.e.,
Ve toimprove the selfas 2 way of creating a sense of progress). The mf)del

valuation motives is adaptive and pragmatic

A i ty. ty
ccordmg to SCENT, the sense of control/predictabﬂi , Certain and
Pl()gtess fostered by engaging in self—veriﬁcation, self—assessment and’ self-
Improv 1v y ves ,
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guishes between candid self-enhancement ~ or the explicit, unrestrained
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attempts to view the self positively or defend it against negative feedback
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associated with self-enhancement strategies — and tactical self-enhancement —
or the indirect attempts to self-enhance via self-verification, self-assessment,
and self-improvement. This distinction also recognizes that individuals do not
self-enhance recklessly in disregard of possible risks or plausibility. Instead,
they scrutinize the situation and judge whether, in light of inherent risks,
candid self-enhancement efforts can be completed successfully; if not, candid
self-enhancement is curtailed and tactical self-enhancement emerges as More
lixely. Ladividualsmey alse chooge tn anpraise ohjectively those traits at which
nsider central to their self-definition, allowing

SO
9] 151GET

they may be deficient bu
shori~ienn (elf-)pain for long-term (self-)gain
What, then, determines when individuals do or do not engage in candid self-
enhancement? Drawing on past research, Sedikides and Strube (1997) argued
in favor of various classes of moderators. Individual differences represent one
such class, as people differ in the extent to which they seek self-enhancement.
For example, narcissism can be regarded as a strong disposition towards self-
enhancement (Chen et al., 2013); indeed, narcissists are likely what most people
picture when imagining the prototypical candid self-enhancer. On the other
hand, those with a strong epistemic motivation — that is, a desire for concrete
information — may prefer accurate information over enhancing information. A
second class of moderators represents the availability of resources. For example,
people are more likely to engage in self-enhancement in an automatic manner,
meaning factors that diminish cognitive resources increase self—enhancement
tendencies (Swann, Hixon, Stein-Seroussi, & Gilbert, 1990).
A third class of moderators addresses what people are actually self-enhancing.
As we have stated, people seek to self-enhance on aspects (e.g., traits, character-
istics, skills) that are relatively central to their self-definition (Ferris et al., 2009;
Ferris, Lian, Brown, & Morzison, 2015; Ferris, Lian, Brown, Pang, & Keeping,
2010). People are also more likely to self-enhance on aspects of the self that
are rélatively stable (vs. malleable), as being deficient on a stable aspect of the
self implies that one cannot ever become proficient (Dauenheimer, Stahlberg,
Spreeman, & Sedikides, 2002; Dunning, 1995). However, individuals do not
self-enhance on all stable, important aspects of the self. An adult male’s height is
stable (and, for many, important), but an objectively short male will still be an
objectively short male. This points to another key parameter of self-enhancement:
the extent to which ambiguity about an attribute exists influences the plausibility
of self_enhancement (Brown, 1986; Dunning, Meyerowitz, & Holzberg, 1989).
That s, it is easier to exaggerate one’s vaguely defined leadership abilities than
it is to exaggerate one’s objectively obvious height. Somewhat similarly, self-
enhancement is also likely to emerge when the temporal context of what is being
self-enhanced is long-term (and hence more ambiguous): it is easier to say one’s
sales performance will be excellent next month than it is to say one’s sales perfor-
mance was excellent this past month, if it objectively was not (Heller, Stephan,
Kifer, & Sedikides, 2011, Stephan, Sedikides, Heller, & Shidlovski, 2015).
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A fourth class of moderators is the social context within which self-
enhanc.ement takes place. When individuals are accountable for the respons ;
they.r give, they are less likely to self-enhance (Sedikides & Herbst pZOOZ'
Sedlkldes, Herbst, Harbin, & Dardis, 2002). Similarly, individuals ;re 1 :
hk?ly to self-enhance candidly with friends (Sedikides, éampbell Reeder, e;
Elliot, 1998; Tice, Butler, Muraven, & Stillwell, 1995), who m:; (as no; d
previously) already be selected on the basis of providi;g ositivi feedb ek
to the individual, thus reducing the need for mare kqm_im\a w:i.\: C.
self-enhancement. Alternately, close friends may w an individual w i
meaning they hold relatively unambignons percep
can call the individual on obvious exaggerati;ns of their abilities

T.he cultural context represents a last class of moderators tha;t influenc
manifestations of candid self-enhancement. Sedikides, Gaertner, and Cai (201;S
recently updated the SCENT model to address questions rega’rdin the cr :
f:ultural nature of self~enhancement in light of arguments that self—efhancer: SS;
is not prevalent, if it exists at all, in Eastern cultures (e.g., Heine Lehm(:ln
Markus, & Kitayama, 1999). Sedikides et al. (2015) argued t};at this r;la reﬂe:;
.cultural norms of modesty and the prevalence of cooperative-oriented siZuatio
in Eastern cultures (vs. competition-oriented situations in Western cultures) =
Eastem preferences for the use of other-mediated self-enhancement (e s,aor
ing that one is not good at something while expecting someone else t;)g .t’esti}f";/
to hoW good you actually are). Supporting this argument, self~enhancement
strategies do emerge when cultural norms of modesty are accounted for, whe
Easterners are placed in competitive situations, and when other-mediatv;d selfri
enhancement serves the same purpose as candid self-enhancement does fo

Westerrg:rs. Moreover, Easterners and Westerners both self-enhance, but on difr
ferent dimensions (depending on centrality to their self—deﬁnition)',Western s
self-enhance on independent self-attributes (e.g., unique fre.e ori 'n:lrs
v:llerelas ]:;lastemers self~enhance on interdependent self—attribl;tes (e’g cog;pez :
ative, loyal, patient) (Sedikides i s - Sedikides,
v 7 &pvevea), ; iy , Gaertner, & Toguchi, 2003; see also: Sedikides,

In sum, there are several moderators that limit when i =

occu.rs, consistent with the SCENT model’s post:ulateczlrllfzit1 ?rf;'lfrifir;};ln:zn rexnz
Poonsh braggadocios but rather careful tacticians. Individuals primarily en; ;

in self~enhancing strategies when plausible and when such strategies arcyun].iia %e
to lead to negative effects for them, which helps explain why the use of seelf}—l

enhancing strategies is typically associated with desi
g esirable (or null) consequences

How Self-Enhancement Has Been Used in 10/OB Research

We begin with a caveat: self-enhancement has not always been used cor:
rectly in IO/OB research. In particular, self-enhancement has occasionally

/
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been incorrectly defined or operationalized. An oft—referer%ced definition of
self-enhancement (Liu, Lee, Hui, Kwan, & Wu, 2013; P{erce & Gardn;r,
2004) is Korman’s (2001, p. 122): “the mot?vatégn to attain outcomes t z
signify personal growth on the part of the individual and/. ar the appro}\i
of others for attaining socially desirable goals.” Although it is correct that
self-enhancement involves seeking the approval of othe.rs, being mot1v;t1;d
by personal growth outcomes is better‘ viewed as self—1mproveme.nt.‘ $
motive may serve self~enhancing functions, as noted above, but it is not
self—enhnnc‘ement per se. Also, self-enhancement definitions should not be
limited to those that involve personal growth. —
“WI‘n addition, self-esteem is often used incorrectly as an operationalization
of self-enhancement, particularly in the feedback literature (Ashford, Blatt, &
VandeWalle, 2003). Self-esteem, however, does not e'qual the presence of self-
enhancement, but rather its purpose: People strive to view themselves pos@vely,
but not viewing themselves positively does not mean that t-hey have terminated
their efforts to self~enhance. Conflating self-esteem lével with self-enhancement
has led to erroneous statements that constructs which af_fect felf—esteem level
also affect one’s motive to self~enhance. For example, in discussing the effects o}f
being granted special treatment at work, Liu et al. (2013, p. 33) argued that zlg
treatment “would lead to the development of self-enhancement, represented by
[self-esteem level].” Although such constructs may affect self—c?steem level, they
are unlikely to influence the self~enhancement motive. Pfxt differently, r}elce}xlv—
ing or not receiving special treatment at Worl.c is not-g.om'g to affect w ét_ ;r
individuals ultimately want to view themselves in a pOS'lt_IVe light. Thus, individ-
uals with low self-esteem should not be viewed as laclgng the. self—e.nhan?ement
motive. Such individuals may go about satisfying this motive using different
strategies than their high self-esteem counterparts; for. example, low s.elfie§teearln
individuals favor self-protection strategies, whereas high self-esteem individuals
favor self-enhancement strategies (Tice, 1991).

Measurement of Self-Enhancement in 10/0B

How should self~enhancement be measured, in the ab§ence of self-esteem?
The assessment of the self~enhancement motive (bth in IO/OB and Othe;
literatures) can be complex: its existence is typically m'fcrred from patterns o

outcomes, and not measured itself. That is, its existence is ?,ssumed-based. on the
pattern of results across many studies, which are best explained b}r inferring that
humans have a desire to view themselves positively (and n.ot view thc-msel?/es
negatively). In this sense it is like gravity: it is not r.neasurcd directly, b1.1t its e}.ﬂst—
ence is inferred by examining a pattern of results (i.e., the speefi at Wth.h objects
fall to the ground in a vacuum) and invoking the construct (i.e., gravity) as an
explanation.! Along these lines, 10/OB studies often invoke selfe#hancemezt
without directly assessing the motive. This is not meant as a criticism. Indeed,
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this approach is fairly common in social psychological researcly; and reflects dif-
ficulties in measuring the motive itself versus manifestations of it (e.g., its effects
on cognition, affect, and behavior).

Otrganizational researchers have nevertheless operationalized self-enhancement
in creative ways. The aforementioned conflation of self-esteem level (i.e., high/
low self-esteem) with the existence of the self-enhancement motive is the
most common (albeit erroneous) method. Another attempt involves using the
residuals of a self-deception measure regressed on measures of narcissism and
self-esteem, in the belief that, once narcissism and self-esteem are accounted for,
whatever remains must represent self-enhancement (Mellor, 2009). However
given that narcissism represents tendencies to self-enhance and self-esteern rep-
resents the outcome of self-enhancement, this approach would inadvertently
remove a good deal of varance attributable to self~enhancement itself, and
hence we do not recommend it

Rather than directly assessing the presence of the self-enhancement motive,
2 more common (and more laudable) approach in 10/OB is to presume its
existence but measure individual differences in self-enhancement strategies. That
is, while self-enhancement is thought to be a universal motive, individuals can
differ in (a) the type of self-enhancement strategies they use, (b) the domains
in which they self-enhance, and (c} the strength of the motive itself. The types
of strategies used receive the most attention in the impression management
Licerature (Bolino & Turnley, 1999; see also Leary & Bolino, this volume), and
they are numerous (Table 5.1). The specific domains in which individuals self-
enhance can also be assessed. Mirroring the empirical fact that people are most
likely to enhance on aspects or domains that are central to their self-definition
(Gebauer et al., 2013; Ferris et al., 2009; Sedikides et al., 2016), measures of
contingencies of self-worth have been used. Such measures assess the extent

to which one bases their selfesteemn on success and failure, in particular life
domains (Crocker & Wolfe, 2001). The domain of interest has been the work-
place (Ferris et al., 2010, 2015; for a review, see Ferris, 2014).

With respect to individual differences in strength of the self-enhancement
motive, Yun, Takeuchi, and Liy (2007) developed a six-item measure, whereas
Audia and Brion (2007) used a 42-item measure proposed by Taylor and col-
leagues (2003). However, one of the more common ways of assessing the
self-enhancement motive is via scales of dispositional narcissism. Narcissists
seek exceedingly positive self-perceptions and desire to be perceived very
favorably by others (Judge, LePine, & Rich, 2006; Thomaes, Brummelman,
& Sedikides, in press). Consequently, they use many of the self~enhancement
and self-protection strategies outlined previously, often without heed to some
of the more traditional barriers to candid self-enhancement. As such, narcissism
has been characterized as “an unchecked desire for self-enhancement” (Chen
et al., 2013, p. 1203) and has been labeled “the self-enhancer personality”
(Morf, Horvath, & Torchetti, 2011, p. 399). In assessing narcissism, 10/0OB

e —
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researchers typically use measures like the Narcissistic Personality Invent(?ry or
its derivations (Ames, Rose, & Anderson, 2006; Emmons, 1987)‘. Interestingly,
Chatterjee and Hambrick (2007, 2011) developed an unobtrusive measgre. to
assess narcissism in chief executive officers. Their index of CEO narc.1ss1sm
relies on the prominence accorded to the CEO in both photo%-raphs in the
company’s annual report and in company press releases, the’ CEO’s use of ﬁrst}—1
person singular pronouns when interviewed, and the CEQ H f:ash and non-cas

comnansation relative to the second-highest paid executive in the company.

" Finally one of the more complex methods of assessing individual differ-

enc‘e‘s‘ ‘;]t’he celfeenhancement motive involves the use of round-robin social
network data to distinguish statistically between tendencies to vie.v&f the self
positively (i.e., to self-enhance) from tendencies to view others positively and
to be viewed positively by others (for more details, see: Kwan, John, Kegny,
Bond, & Robins, 2004; Kwan, John, Robins, & Kuang, 2008; for an organiza-
tional illustration of this technique, see: Van der Kam, Janssen, Van <'ier Yegt, &
Stoker, 2014). It is important to account for these latter two tendencies, in order
to ensure that viewing the self positively is not simply a reflection of.th.e ten-
dency to view everyone positively or a reflection of reality when one is indeed
being viewed positively by others. Although this method represents a .useful. way
to assess individual differences in self-enhancement motive strength, its rehange
on time- and effort-intensive round-robin social network data likely limits its
utility for most 10/OB research. Moreover, whether it produces results diﬁ"ftr—
ent from other measures of individual differences in self-enhancement motive
strength that are easier to collect (e.g., measures of narcissism) is unknown.
Besides the Yun et al. (2007) six-item measure, the Taylor and colleagues
(2003) 42-item measure, the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (Emmons, 1987),
and round-robin designs (Van der Kam et al., 2014), researchers could con-
sider assessing directly the self-enhancement motive with a two-time scale that
Gregg, Heppef, and Sedikides (2011) developed. The items are: “In. general, |
would like to hear that [ am a great person” and “In general, [ would like to hear
that have excellent qualities.” The scale has both face and construct validity, as
well as high discriminant validity: it differentiates from equival-ent two-item
assessments of the self-verification, self-assessment, and self-improvement
motives. Nevertheless, the short two-item nature of the scale presents both pros
(i.e., easy to administer in field studies) and cons (i.e., reviewers may be unsym-
pathetic towards any potential low reliability associated with shorter scales) for
10/0B researchers.

[llustrative Examples of Self-Enhancement Research in 10/08B

We turn next to some of the ways in which the self-enhancement literature
has been used by 10/OB researchers, drawing again on Hepper and col-
leagues’ (2010) taxonomy of defensiveness, positivity embracement, favorable

th
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construals, and self-affirming reflections strategies to frame our exposition.
Given space limitations, our aim is to provide an illustrative rather than
comprehensive treatment.

Defensiveness. A study by Park, Westphal, and Stern (2011) on CEOs
and members of the board of directors provides a pointed demonstration of
defensiveness strategies. These authors found that CEOs of high social status
(assessed by corporate and nonprofit board appointments, elite education, mem-
bership in elite social clubs, and stock ratings of firms for which the CEO acted
as an outside director) were more likely to be targets of flattery by the other
board members. This showcases elements of the strategies for selective friend-
ships and basking in reflected glory on the part of the board members. Yet
likely prompted by such flattery, CEOs manifested self-enhancing perceptions
of their judgment and leadership capabilities as operationalized by differences
between self- and other-rated measures of these capabilities. CEOs subsequently
were less likely to change the strategic direction of their firm (e.g., by altering
resource allocations among advertising, research, and development) in the face
of poor performance, thus manifesting discounting of negative feedback and
displacing failures on others rather than their own choices. Ironically, the high-
status CEOs who were the target of the flattery eventually were more likely
to be ultimately dismissed from their positions, because they failed to alter the
strategic direction of their firms (see also the Energy Clash Mode] of narcissism
in orgénizations; Sedikides & Campbell, in press).

Jordan and Audia (2012) argued in a theoretical article that organizational
decision-makers facing poor organizational performance would engage in activ-
ities that amount to altering their (organization’s) self-image. In particular, they
maintained that decision-makers would change the direction of the organization
away from goals on which they perform poosly (e.g., client satisfaction) towards
goals on which they perform well (e.g., number of clients served), or would
increase the abstractness of the relevant goal to allow more positive evaluations
(e.g., considering number of clients served as part of client satisfaction). Moving
beyond goals but still in line with altering self-images, other studies have sug-
gested that organizational members disengage their sense of self from their work
when self-enhancement strategies are thwarted. Specifically, Woo, Sims, Rupp,
and Gibbons (2008) found that participants in an assessment center program
were less engaged when they received feedback from others that was inconsist-
ent with their own positive self-ratings. Sitzmann and Johnson (2012) similarly
found that participants in an online training program were more likely to quit
the training in the face of discrepant performance feedback. Finally, Chen and
colleagues (2013) found that, when subject to uncivil treatment (e.g., being
insulted or slighted) that presumably thwarted their desire for self~enhancement,
individuals disengaged from their workplace and became poorer performers.
This was particularly the case for narcissists, who have a stronger motive for
self-enhancement.
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In line with the notion that individuals defensively strike out when receiving

negative feedback, otganizational research has shown that those wbo are mistreated
at work react with deviant behavior. For example, Tepper, Mltche':ll, Haggard,
Kwan, and Park (2015) found that imistreated employees engaged mAretahatory
hostile acts to avoid viewing themselves as 2 victim, whereas Fertis, Spence,
Brown, and Heller (2012) demonstrated in a diary study tha‘t employees'rreajced
unfaitly were more likely to engage in deviant behavior, especially those with high
calf_pcrerm (Sedikides & Gregg. 2003).
“_Finally, ;vidence indicates that individuals discount negative feedback: For
example, Baer and Brown (2012) found that individuals would be less likely
to ad:)pt a suggestion for 2 project in which they were i‘nvolvec%, if the sug-
gestion involved patts of the project that should be eliminated (i.e., negative
feedback about the project), such as dropping items from a proposed new res-
taurant menu or dropping a “buy one, get one free” deal from a proposef:l sale.s
initiative. However, individuals were more likely to adopt such sugge§t1ons if
they were not personally involved with the project, illustrating the r?otlon th?t
they were particularly resistant to negative feedback about something assocl-
ated with the self.

Positivity embracement. Much research on organization—based self-esteem —
that is, self-esteem levels within the organizational domain — has dravx.fn upon
the notion of positivity embracement, with authors arguing that oiga@zatlond
actions are interpreted as positive feedback from an organization that satisfies the
employees’ self-enhancement motive (Pierce & Gardner, 2004; see also Brown
& Zeigler-Hill, this volume). For example, Liu and col}eagues (2913) proposed
that employees who receive idiosyncratic deals — that 1, custorruzed‘ deals that

are better than the ones coworkers receive — interpreted them as slg.nals. t?lat
they are “vatuable and special to the employer, in that t.he employer is willing
to make special provisions for their work” (p. 834). Similatly, Gar@er, Huang,
Niu, Pierce, and Lee (2015) proposed that relational psychological contracts
(i.e., contracts that provide training and development, fair treatm‘er.xt, and other;
wise consider the well-being of the employee) are a form o “pos:uve'feedbac}(
to the employee that confirms the employee is valued (p. 937)- .COI'ISIStent. with
proposals, results from both studies indicated that these organizational signals
increased organization-based self-esteem. ‘ )

Other research on reactions to feedback also draws on the notion of posi-
tivity embracement. For example, Anseel and Lievens (2006; see also Arl)seel,
Strauss, & Lievens, this volume) reported that employees were more satisfied
with positive feedback, and Baer and Brown (2012) reponec} that emploY.ees
would be more likely to adopt a suggestion for a project if the suggesnon
(i.e., feedback) entailed improvement (cf. Gaermer, Sedjkides,A & Cai, 2012).
However, they were more likely to embrace such 2 suggestion vx.rhen t.hey
were personally involved with the project. Taken together with their findings
described under the prior Defensiveness section, the Baer and Brown study
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shows that employees reject negative suggestions and embrace positive ones,
but only when they are personally involved in the relevant project or view it as
an extension of themselves (Belk, 1988; Gebauer et al., 2013).

Consistent with the notion that individuals desire positive feedback about
themselves, Stevens, Mitchell, and Tripp (1990) hypothesized that recruiters
who told applicants that the organization viewed them positively would be
liked better than recruiters who emphasized the fit of their organization for the
candidate, bit obtained mixad reanlre. Finally, Chotterjee and H - Nt

PROUR, P §
2d-Hambriek-2845
found that social rewards G.e,, media

, media praise and awards) had a stronger relation
hi

with risky CEQ actions (e.g., paying higher premiums cusing acquisidons) for
narcissistic CEOs, suggesting that narcissistic CEOs were particularly attuned
and responsive to positive feedback.

Favorable construals. Via an experimental and archival study, Audia and
Brion (2007) illustrated how ambiguous feedback is interpreted favorably. They
proposed that decision-makers (undergraduate students in the experimental
study, and CEOs in the archival study) frequently encounter multiple perfor-
mance indicators (e.g., stock prices, revenue growth, international expansion)
that may provide ambiguous performance feedback regarding the company’s
performance, where one indicator suggests the company is doing well while
another indicator suggests otherwise. Moreover, some indicators (e.g., stock
prices) may be considered more valid than others (e.g., international expansion).
When confronted with such ambiguous input, decision-makers were less likely
to make changes to the organization’s strategy (e.g., introduce new products) so
long as at least one of the indicators signaled that the company was performing
well — even when decision-makers were explicitly told the indicator was less
valid. Moreover, when only the less valid indicator signaled that the company
was performing well, decision-makers were more likely to rate that less valid
indicator as more important than the more valid one.

Reesearchers have also been concerned with the extent to which employees
perceive themselves more positively than others, such as in 360-degree per-
formance rating contexts that include self-ratings as well as ratings by peers,
subordinates, and supervisors {e.g., Brett & Atwater, 2001; Smither, London, &
Reilly, 2005). For example, Van der Kam and colleagues (2014) found that lead~
ers who perceived themselves as more transformational than subordinates were
more likely to experience task and relationship conflict with subordinates at
work; task conflict in particular mediated the negative effect of these excessively
positive self-perceptions on ratings of the leader’s performance. Examining the
source of such differences, Judge and colleagues (2006) reported that high levels
of narcissism among managers were associated with greater differences berween
self-ratings and other-ratings of leadership ability.

Finally, in a conceptual replication of the better-than-average effect, Menon
and Thompson (2007) found that team members perceived their performance
and qualifications as posing more of a threat to other team members than the
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performance and qualifications of other team members posed a threat ;o the;;
selves. In other words, members thought they were a th;eat t; c;; el\r/i,e bt
that they were relatively immune to the threit others pose: .to tthzn .avem o
and Thompson also demonstrated that these more thrs:aten{ng ' outsgidc
perceptions had implications for interperso%ual m@racuons 1rk1‘ tea}hms. S5
individuals were less satisfied when interacung with those who thoug v
re threatening than average. .
wel;:lzielcvam w Cngc Senersdmmesverage-ofectare n‘.lmé‘j‘mls ;tu(:;\es show-
ing people believe that anything wiil which they associate 18 made etterl,. kasla
result. For example, Schoonnan (1958) found :"a* supervisors were 1:1'1(\);; hl) tehi
to rate positively an employee when they part1c1pated in (a.n('i agree ek
decision to hire the employee than when they dJ(-i not pammpa@ in e .ng
decision; when supervisors participated in but did not agtee vs;llth ; :}11 eg
decision, they were more likely to rate negatively the emplc?yee IEI ' Zn W N;nc hel;y
both participated in the hiring decision and agreed to the hire. Hideg, e t(;
and Ferris (2011) similarly reported that undergradu.at.es were rr}llorerexado}; °
support affirmative action policies when they'haq pamcxpateci:r;{tn (:: co T
the policy than when not (see also Pfeffer, Cialdini, Hanna, : lp ,nd Staé-
while Hsu and Elsbach (2013) reported that MBA students, . aculty, ; i
were more likely to view their school as having favorable attributes when they
i it an extension of the self. .
Conssﬁz—r;g:’r;ing reflections. Fewer studies- have examined self.—aﬂinﬂrlung
reflections to threats, although Jordan and Audia (2912) con'tended (;n a eo‘:l
retical article that organizational decision-makers are hkel}r to’mvoke rfownwacre.
comparisons as counterfactuals in the fa.ce of poor orgamzatlc;{nal pe :Vr;?la;z b;
for example, decision-makers might claim that companly StocK prices e
even lower if the company had not introduced a new product that was a p
seller. Yet, although studies have not examined virhether employ:}fs sp&ntzr;z;
ously engaged in self-affirming reflections following 2 t.hreat to the self, ts -
research has demonstrated implications of self-affirmations for organizatio:
phenomena. For example, Hideg and Ferris (2014) found that aﬂ"lrmatlile actu;n
policies for women ¢hat address discrimination in the w?rkplace would n?; dici
supported by either women or men, because sucb 'pohcxes threaterih an 1h "
vidual’s sense of competence. For men, such policies suggest that Z i
prospered at work due to unfair systematic advantages, ;'md not be?aus; nzvca
competent; for women, such policies remove potential face-saving : a ; :é
meaning failing 1o get 2 job can only be attributed to lack of ;on;pet;ncemen
not to systematic disadvantage given to women. However, when bo hv;z;) o
and men were offered 2 chance to affiom Yalges that th.ey peﬁrsonally he 1 :
mitigated the threat affirmative action policies pc.)sed; in this case, they sz
more likely to support the policies. Kinias and Sim (291 6) also demonst th
that individuals who affirmed their personal values expenenced. 1es§ th:;at a';o e
self and performed better than individuals who affirmed organizational values.
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Although the self-affirming reflection strategies outlined by Hepper and col-
leagues (2010, 2013) primarily reflect cognitive reactions, a behavioral reaction
that affirms the sense of self may be possible as well. Along these lines, Ferris and
colleagues have argued that employees whose sense of self is contingent on their
workplace performance are more likely to maintain high levels of performance
in reaction to threats such as workplace ostracism (Ferris et al., 2015) or ambigu-
ity and conflict in the workplace (Ferris et al., 2009, 2010). Employees indeed
maintained a higher performance level in terms of reducing deviant behaviors
(Fertis et al., 2009, 2015), increasing in-role performance (Ferris et al., 2010,
2015), and increasing citizenship behaviors (Ferris et al., 2015). By maintaining

high levels of job performance, employees may have behaviorally reaffirmed
central aspects of the self.

Contributions of 10/0OB Research to the Self-Enhancement
Literature

As the above review indicates, much of the IO/OB research on self-enhancement
applies concepts and strategies from the self~enhancement literature in social/
personality psychology to organizational phenomena. At the same time, how-
ever, at least two areas of organizational research have contributed to the
broader self-enhancement literature. The first area is feedback. Feedback is a
critical component of performance appraisal systems within organizations, based
on the idea that receiving feedback leads to improved employee performance.
However, employee reactions to feedback are highly variable, with one meta-
analysis suggesting that feedback interventions led to decreased performance in
over a third of the 131 studies examined (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). From a self-
enhancement perspective, this finding makes sense. Employees prefer receiving
self~enhancing feedback, and so the effectiveness of received feedback should be

reduced if it threatens the self. This statement has received empirical backing by

Kluger and DeNisi, who found that feedback interventions that focus attention

narrowly on the task itself or learning processes tend to be more effective than
feedback interventions that focus attention more broadly on the self.

As few employees are perfect, receiving threatening feedback is part and
parcel of most performance evaluation systems. To improve reactions to such
feedback, organizational research has focused extensively on factors that help
to mitigate the threatening nature of it. Some of this work has shown that
employee reactions to threatening feedback are ameliorated by the consistency
of feedback over time (Stone & Stone, 1985) or when positive feedback precedes
negative feedback (Stone, Gueutal, & Mclntosh, 1984), whereas other work
has focused on the context within which the feedback occurs (e.g., the organi-
zational culture, economic conditions, or competitive environment; Levy &
Williams, 2004). Moreover, reactions to feedback are improved to the extent that
feedback is timely, specific, and private (Farr, Baytalskaya, & Johnson, 2012).
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That is, by focusing on specific behaviors (and not the individual himself or herself)
with enough lead time to allow the individual to improve before performance
evaluations, and doing so in 2 private manner which reduces concerns about
others’ perceptions of the feedback recipient’s competence, the threatening
nature of feedback can be curtailed (London, 2003).

The second area where organizational behavior research has made a con-
tribution to the self-enhancement literature is methodological, addressing a

long-standing controversy rithin-thsselfcenlaneement-literature Tn particu-

lar, researchers have debated whether individuals seck to self-enhance or o
self-verify. From a self-enhancement perspeciive, an individual prefers o be
viewed positively by others; from a self-verification perspective, an individual
prefers that others’ views of the individual are congruent with the individual’s
self-perceptions regardless of whether these are positive or negative (Kwang &
Swann, 2010; Sedikides & Gregg, 2008). To compare these predictions, con-
gruence (i.e., self-verification) effects have been empirically examined using
cither difference scores representing the magnitude of the difference between
self-perceptions and other-perceptions, ot interactions between self-perceptions
and other-perceptions (Kwang & Swann, 2010).

However, neither a difference score nor an interaction approach is suitable
for assessing congruence effects (space limitations preclude a detailed discussion
of the reasons for this; for an explanation, see Edwards, 1994, 2001). Instead,
congruence analyses require the use of polynomial regression —an analytical tech-
nique widely known in organizational research, but (to our knowledge) not used
in social psychological research. A study by Anseel and Lievens (2006; see also
Woo et al., 2008) examining reactions to feedback illustrated how the conclu-
sions supporting self-enhancement ot self-verification perspectives are influenced
by whether or not congruence effects are propetly operationalized and analyzed.

In the Anseel and Lievens (2006) study, prior to completing an in-basket
task, participants provide self-ratings of their expected percentile (e.g. top 5
percent, 10 percent, 15 percent) on various management-related competencies:
information management, decisiveness, problem awareness, and coordinating
ability. Next, participants received feedback on those competencies using the
same scale, thus mimicking 360-degree feedback procedures where self-ratings
and other-ratings are provided (Brett & Atwater, 2001). By using polynomial
regression, Anseel and Lievens were able to separate out self-enhancement

effects (represented by a significant main effect for higher feedback scores) from
self-verification effects (represented by congruence between feedback scores and
self-ratings), assessed by higher-order quadratic and interactive effects between
self-ratings and feedback scores (Edwards, 1994). For comparison, these authors
also eschewed 2 polynomial regression approach and instead used the typical
difference scores approach

Anseel and Lievens’ (2006) results revealed that self-enhancement effects
were robustly supported: main effects for feedback valence emerged. On the
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othe'r hand, self-verification effects only emerged when difference scores — i.
the improper analytical technique — were used. When polynomial re ressi'o'r;
analyscs were used, no congruence effects emerged. Although the ad%iitio al
studJ'es are n.eedAcd to supplement these findings, the Anseel and Lievens stur:i
provides an indication of how an organizational analytical approach can info i
a long-standing issue in the self-enhancement and self-verification literaturcsrm

Euture Rescarch.Directions-and-Conclusion

An interesting project for future research would be to consider rehabilitatin,
somew}%at‘ the image of narcissists. As noted above, most organizational researc}gl
on narcissism regards narcissism as an extreme form of self-enhancement, and
typically perceive it as an undesirable trait (although this perception m; b
u.mf\/atr:.mted; Grijalva, Harms, Newman, Gaddis, & Fraley, 2015). Indeed Zlare
cissism s som.etimes referred to as part of a “dark triad” of’ negati\./e perso;lali ;
traits dong with Machiavellianism and psychopathy (O’Boyle, Forsyth Banktsy
& McDaniel, 2012). Recently, however, another type of narcissism };as be ’
propo§ed, that of communal narcissism. These are persons who self—e:n.l’lanen
excessw.ely not through agentic means (e.g., focusing on being the s;martCe
pe.rson in the room) but rather through communal means (e gg focusin o
being Fhe most helpful person in the room; Gebauer, Sedikid.es" Ve langk 5
& Maio, 2012; see also: Giacomin & Jordan, 2015; Luo, Cai ’Sedirll;)id egé
Song, 2014). Communal narcissists view themselves as ve’ry ca;'ing and ;Se’l
f}lll, and as very competent at listening and adept at making friends Althoug}_l
fore ngl'fa:ndri}cismy assometed with (.agentjc) narcissism is still present, their desire
elf-enhancement is accomplished by the belief that they improve the lives
of oth'ers..Consequently, it is possible that communal narcissism is related t
engaging in helping and prosocial behaviors for the group (in contrast entioc
narcissism is associated with engaging in deviant behaviors at work; ba%o le
et al., 2012). Despite being a relatively new concept, communal ’narcissiz,m
represen'ts a natural fit for interdependent organizational settings
Moving beyond specific research topics, we argue that researéhers would d
well to consider how the self-enhancement motive, and its related strategi :
coul'd apply to their own literatures. An article by Pfeffer and Fon (20(6)?6?’
Ramcularly instructive in this respect. These authors llustrated howg or ni) y
tional research on power can be viewed through a self~enhancement 1¢ansga T}?a-
use the self-enhancement motive both to explain prior findings in the litc; 1 it
and show how it leads to new empirical questions. The approach w uld.ra .
ably work for virtually any research topic (Jordan & Audia, 2012) e
The Pfeffer and Fong (2005) approach is notable becau;e their.broader I
posal was that self-enhancement should be used as a paradigm for all of }I,C;);
OB. Although they used power as their specific example, they maintained
that the self-enhancement motive and strategies are interv;oveZ throughr;eut
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many 10/OB topic areas. As a fundamental human motive, 1}tl sbouii::;th I;:
surprising to regard self-enhancement as relevant to much of what is r wehed
in IO/OB. Yet, at the same time, there seems to be a lack of awatene'ss fjom
how pervasive self-enhancement is in IO/OB. Ind‘eed, one obiervgzor; o
our reviewing of the literature was that many studies that clear.y address s -
enhancement themes — such as narcissism (Judge et al., 2006), social c.omﬁla{zx:ﬁ "
(Vidyarthi, Liden, Anand, Erdogan, & Gho;h, 201AO), or seK~aﬂimatlon {omas
& 3imm, 2016) ~ 4o it claim that that they investigate <elf'jen‘1'1ancemen 3
::lzvar’lt articles do not include scfenhancement in their titles, abstracts, or
Keyfz\;zoz::tlinﬁstic interpretation of such studies i§ that they indicate the prev;_
lence of the self-enhancement motive: they take it as a fact and as unnecefz:’};he
singling out. A pessimistic interpretation is that researc.hers do no;l :=1ppref)1rmnity
larger body of relevant literature, and thus per}?aps miss ou? on the og};the e
to rely on it for new insights. Failing to recognize the.ommpresence e sl
enhancement motive and strategies may also obscu.re hnks_a%nong research ar d
The motive connects research on affirmation action policies ani merkgiers azd
acquisitions, on recruitment and creativity, as well as L feedbac see }r;gt ih ;
deviance. Like Pfeffer and Fong (2005), we advocate, in conclum?‘n, t ;j g
self-enhancement motive and strategies are worthy of the status of a “paradigm
for the IO/OB literature. We encourage researchers to be aware of them, test

them, apply them, and modify or qualify them, as it may be.

Note

1 This lack of measurement can give rise to clashes when diﬂ‘ergn_t prin‘ciples t}fr%vici:t
discrepant explanations for an observed relation. For example, this issue lies at ez gi(}
of debates over whether humans self-enhance or self-verify (Kwang & Swann, B
Sedikides & Gregg, 2008).
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