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Abstract Regardless of leaders’ efforts to do the right
thing and meet performance expectations, they make mistakes, with possible ramifications for followers’ and leaders’ well-being. Some leaders will apologize following
transgressions, which may have positive implications for
their followers’ and their own well-being, contingent upon
the nature and severity of the transgressions. We examine
these relationships in two separate studies. In Study 1,
leader apologies had a positive relationship with followers’
psychological well-being and emotional health, and these
relationships were moderated by the severity of the transgression. In Study 2, leader apologies had a positive relationship with their own psychological well-being, positive
emotional health and authentic pride. In addition, the nature of transgressions moderated the relationship between
leader apologies and leaders’ positive emotions and
authentic pride, while the severity of transgressions moderated the relationship between leader apologies and their
positive emotions, psychological health, and authentic
pride. Implications and future research directions are
discussed.
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Faculty of Business Administration, Memorial University
of Newfoundland, St. John’s, NL A1B 3X5, Canada
e-mail: kdupre@mun.ca

Leader transgressions and apologies are a frequent focus of
the media. For example, included among the New York
Times’ headlines since 2010 are the following: ‘‘Romney
Apologizes After Reports of Bullying Emerge,’’ ‘‘Video of
NATO Commanders’ Apology to Afghans for Disposal of
Korans,’’ ‘‘Mattel Official Delivers an Apology in China,’’
‘‘Rupert Murdoch Apologizes to Victims of Phone Hacking,’’ ‘‘500 Million and Apology from Goldman,’’
‘‘Gravely Ill, Atwater Offers Apology,’’ and ‘‘An Apology
from Toyota’s Leader.’’ Although there have always been
leader transgressions in organizations, Kellerman (2006)
points out that we have witnessed the emergence of an
‘‘apology culture,’’ in which apologies for transgressions
across professions are more commonplace than ever
before, with a particular noteworthy rise in public leader
apologies. Leader apologies can have divergent consequences (Kellerman 2006), but there is growing consensus
that leader apologies can be constructive, increase their
own legitimacy, and benefit diverse aspects of organizational life (Guthrie and Venkatesh 2012). More importantly, research has demonstrated that leaders who deliver
apologies following transgressions are demonstrating high
quality leadership (Lazare 2004), and are seen as more
transformational (Tucker et al. 2006) and fair (DeCremer
and Stouten 2008).
This recent emergence of an ‘‘apology culture’’ may
promote specific benefits within organizational contexts,
and in particular, the relationship between leaders and their
followers. Following transgressions, apologies can promote
forgiveness (Exline, Baumeister, Bushman, Campbell, &
Finkel, 2004; Fehr and Gelfand 2010), improve trust (Kim
et al. 2004) and repair relationships (Tomlinson et al.
2004). Extending the literature to leader–follower relationships, following leader transgressions, leader apologies
could directly benefit both leaders and followers. Most
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leaders strive to exceed ethical and performance expectations, but even among those who do, some will occasionally fall short of their goals, which may have negative
consequences for their followers, and sometimes, for
themselves. However, in the aftermath of an error, mistake
or transgression, leaders who apologize might avoid any
negative outcomes.
One area of research that has received little attention is
the extent to which leader apologies might influence wellbeing. When leaders make mistakes that directly impact
their followers, followers will feel badly that their leader
has inconvenienced, hurt or offended them and that the
leader–follower relationship has been damaged. On the
other hand, leaders may also feel poorly following leader
transgressions, given that they may experience guilt, feel
badly that they have damaged important work–place relationships and would prefer to be seen as competent and
ethical. By delivering a meaningful apology following
transgressions, leaders may be able to enhance their followers’ and their own well-being.
We explore the dynamics described above in two separate samples in this study. First, we conceptualize what
constitutes a full leader apology. Second, we propose that
leader apologies influence both followers’ and leaders’
well-being, and that this relationship is moderated by the
type and severity of leader transgressions.

Apologies
The act of apologizing following a transgression has deep
moral and ethical connotations—it signifies to the victimized party that offenders are remorseful, empathize with
victims, and plan to do something to remedy the situation.
However, the nature and effects of apologies largely
depend on how they are composed (Bies et al. 1988), and
optimally will communicate to those affected that the
transgressor wishes to rectify the transgression. The content of apologies has recently received empirical attention
(e.g., Fehr and Gelfand 2010; Lewicki and Polin 2012), but
beyond agreement that apologies comprise more than
expressing remorse (i.e., saying one is ‘‘sorry’’), there is
little consensus across studies about the specific components or attributes that comprise comprehensive apologies.
The following components have been included as parts of
apologies in different studies: accepting responsibility,
acknowledging the legitimacy of the grievance and damage
caused, showing remorse and empathy, offering compensation, acknowledging rule or norm violation, and providing reassurance that the transgression will not recur (Fehr
and Gelfand 2010; Gill 2000; Goffman 1971; Kim et al.
2004; Kellerman 2006; Lewicki and Polin 2012; Schmitt
et al. 2004; Tucker et al. 2006). Building upon these
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various conceptualizations of apologies, we propose that
comprehensive leader apologies reflect five components.
The first component of an apology is the expression of
remorse, and is found consistently across diverse apology
definitions. Expressions of remorse ‘‘convey honest regret
for the harm inflicted on the victim’’ (Tomlinson et al. 2004,
p. 171), is most likely to signal sincerity, and demonstrate to
the offended party or parties that they are valued (Fineman
and Gabriel 2010). The second component of an apology is
accepting responsibility, through which the transgressor
acknowledges that s/he has wronged the victim(s). Third, an
apology should display empathy, which signals that the
transgressor understands the effects that s/he has had on the
victim. These first three components acknowledge emotions
and actions involved with transgressions; the final two
components reflect ways to repair the leader–follower relationship and move forward. The fourth component of a
comprehensive apology attempts to undo any harm caused
by offering some form of recompense to the victim, and the
final component outlines a plan of action to minimize the
likelihood that the transgression will be repeated. Like
Schmitt et al. (2004), we suggest that the more components
that leaders offer in an apology (i.e., the closer one gets to a
‘‘full’’ apology), the more effective it is likely to be.
Leader apologies are of considerable importance as they
can signify ethical conduct (Tucker et al. 2006). Recent
research examining ethical leadership suggests that when
leaders display ethical behaviors, they can improve leader–
follower relationships. For example, leaders who consistently demonstrate ethical leadership foster higher levels of
trust among employees (Brown et al. 2005), superior leader–follower relationship quality (Ruiz et al. 2011) and
greater employee performance (Walumbwa et al. 2011). Of
particular interest, ethical leadership has a positive influence on employees’ well-being (Avey et al. 2012; Kalshoven and Boon 2012). Less empirical research, however,
exists that contributes to the understanding of leader
apologies and well-being. We argue that comprehensive
leader apologies can go beyond improving difficult situations and restoring relationships; they can have powerful
effects on followers’ and leaders’ own well-being.

Well-Being at Work
Well-being is defined as ‘‘optimal psychological functioning
and experience’’ (Ryan and Deci 2000, p. 142), and is considered a multidimensional dynamic process (Ryff and
Singer 2002) encompassing various aspects of one’s personal health (e.g., physical strength, affective emotions,
positive self-regard). Despite its’ ubiquity within occupational health psychology, the operationalization of employee
well-being is perhaps most frequently accomplished with
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measures of sub-clinical levels of psychological distress
(Byrne et al. 2013). In examining follower well-being, we
use the term ‘‘well-being’’ to reflect psychological health,
and assess general health, positive (i.e., positive emotions)
and negative (i.e., negative emotions) aspects of personal
well-being. In doing so, we focus on levels of psychological
health and emotions that can be ascribed to the jobs in which
employees are engaged.
There is now a substantial body of research addressing the
determinants of well-being at work; and the quality of
leadership behaviors consistently predicts employees’
health and well-being (Arnold et al. 2007; Kelloway et al.
2012; Van Dierondonck et al. 2004). In contrast, less consideration has been given to leaders’ own well-being. This is
an important omission, given that leaders’ own well-being
can play an important role in the quality of their leadership
behaviors (Byrne et al. 2013). In capturing the full spectrum
of leaders’ well-being, we suggest that leaders’ authentic
pride should be included. Authentic pride derives from
personal accomplishments and is accompanied by genuine
feelings of self-worth (Tracy and Robins 2007). Unlike
hubristic pride (which reflects aggrandized views of one’s
self), authentic pride results from actions or events over
which one has control, and can be attributed internally
(Tracy and Robins 2007). Thus, authentic pride is experienced when a person feels s/he is responsible for causing a
positive outcome (Kornilaki and Chlouverakis 2004).
Authentic pride results in higher levels of self-esteem (Tracy
and Robins 2007), greater mental health (Tracy et al. 2009),
and higher levels of positive affect (Stanculescu 2012).
Thus, we propose that authentic pride as an additional
component of leader well-being.
Most empirical research has focused on how specific
leadership styles, namely transformational leadership
(Arnold et al. 2007), ethical leadership (Avey et al. 2012;
Kalshoven and Boon 2012), and abusive supervision
(Tepper 2000; Tepper and Lockhart 2005) affect wellbeing and/or health. We suggest that other leadership
behaviors, such as leader apologies, can also positively
influence followers’ well-being. First, because comprehensive apologies are specific, discrete behaviors that signal ethical conduct, they exemplify behaviors consistent
with the expected ethical and moral framework of good
leadership, communicate to employees that leaders are
value-driven (Avey et al. 2012), and place greater emphasis
on the collective interests of their employees than themselves (Brown et al. 2005). Second, apologies signal
humility and reduce social distance between leaders and
followers, therefore minimizing status differences that can
improve well-being (Christie and Barling 2010). Finally,
leader apologies indicate the intent to mend and improve
existing leader–follower relationships. Workplace relationships are essential to employees’ well-being (Arnold

et al. 2007; Fritz et al. 2011; Nahum-Shani and Bamberger
2011), and leader apologies communicate that leaders
value their relationships with followers.
Therefore, we predict that leader apologies following
transgressions will predict follower well-being.
Hypothesis 1 Leader apologies are positively related to
follower well-being.
We extend this question by asking whether leader
apologies might also influence their own well-being. Currently, there is no research that we are aware of that
investigates the relationship of leader apologies on their
own well-being. This is an important omission, as we
suggest that when a leader offers an apology after committing a transgression against a follower, it will be associated with greater well-being for the leader.
Based on self-verification theory, people want others to
see them as they see themselves; when that occurs, they
engage in actions to reinforce their identity (Swann 1983,
2012). In contrast, when leaders make mistakes and commit transgressions, they need to engage in behaviors that
restore their personal and leadership identity. This is
important, as greater psychological well-being and lower
levels of anxiety are associated with self-other consistency
(e.g., Ayduk et al. 2013; Wood et al. 2005). Apologizing to
one’s followers after a transgression may therefore be
associated with higher levels of leader well-being. Second,
when leaders transgress against followers, they may
experience high levels of guilt and remorse, and apologizing acts as a way to let go of emotions that negatively
impact how leaders feel. Third, leaders will likely be ethically aware that apologizing is the right thing to do, and
feel ‘‘genuine remorse for a mistake and apologize to seek
forgiveness and redemption’’ (Kellerman 2006, p. 76).
After transgressing against followers, leaders can take
action by apologizing, demonstrating humility and doing
the ‘‘right thing.’’ They reassert their ethical image, minimize the guilt that they felt from transgressing, and positively benefit from the improved relationship with their
followers. Therefore, we predict that there will be a relationship between leader apologies and leader well-being.
Hypothesis 2 Leader apologies are positively related to
leader well-being.
We argue that the relationship between leader apologies
and well-being is complex, in the sense that contextual
variables are important to a full understanding of the nature
of this relationship. As noted by Lewicki and Polin (2012),
contextual factors relating to the nature of transgressions
can impact the effectiveness of apologies. In particular, two
aspects of leader transgressions will influence the relationship between leader apologies and well-being: the type
of transgressions and the severity of transgressions.
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Type of Transgressions
Leader transgressions can be competence- or integrity-based
(e.g., Dirks et al. 2011; Kim et al. 2006). When leaders
engage in competence-based transgressions, they unintentionally offend or inconvenience followers due to lack of
knowledge, skills, or resources. Such violations signal
incompetence (Kim et al. 2004), which might impede the
subsequent development of trust (Ferrin et al. 2007). In
contrast, when leaders commit integrity-based transgressions, they are perceived as intentionally offending or
inconveniencing someone because of selfishness, dishonesty, or discrimination (Kim et al. 2006; Mayer et al. 1995).
The distinction between competence- and integrity-based
transgressions is important, as prior research (e.g., Dirks
et al. 2011; Kim et al. 2006) suggests that a belief in someone’s lack of integrity is difficult to disconfirm; people tend
to believe that only individuals who truly lack honor would
display such behaviors. For competence-based violations,
however, the transgression is more likely to be perceived as
an anomaly, and that the transgressor will exhibit subsequent
competence (Dirks et al. 2011; Kim et al. 2004, 2006).
We predict that the nature of transgressions will moderate
the effectiveness of leader apologies on followers’ wellbeing. Specifically, we suggest that comprehensive apologies will increase followers’ well-being under conditions of
competence-based transgressions more so than under conditions of integrity-based transgressions. As discussed by
Kim et al. (2013), much work has been conducted on the
schematic model of dispositional attribution (Reeder and
Brewer 1979), which suggests people interpret information
differently after competence-based versus integrity-based
violations, where positive information is weighed more
heavily for competence-based transgressions and negative
information is evaluated more closely for integrity-based
transgressions (Dirks et al. 2011; Ferrin et al. 2007; Kim
et al. 2004, 2006, 2013). In situations of trust repair, research
has repeatedly demonstrated that apologies are more effective than denials for repairing trust in competence-based
transgressions, where victims of competence violations
weigh the positive signals of redemption conveyed by an
apology more heavily than the negative information of an
apology signifying guilt (Ferrin et al. 2007; Kim et al. 2004).
However, in situations of integrity-based transgressions,
victims are more likely to respond to the negative information conveyed by the apology, where admittance of
responsibility affirms that they lack integrity, and apologies
following integrity-based violations tend to be ineffective in
trust repair (Dirks et al. 2011; Ferrin et al. 2007). Ultimately,
this suggests that apologies are more likely to be accepted in
competence-based transgressions and associated with positive outcomes than apologies following integrity-based
transgressions (Kim et al. 2004, 2006).
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Building on this notion, we suggest that when leaders
apologize to followers after competence-based transgressions,
their apologies are more likely to be accepted by followers,
repair trust that may have been broken, improve leader–follower relationships and leaders will be evaluated more positively regarding their ability to be a good and ethical leader, all
of which will have a positive effect on followers’ well-being.
In contrast, apologies following integrity-based transgressions are less likely to be accepted by followers, as the
information conveyed in apologies reinforces the idea that
leaders lack integrity and their apologies may be seen as
strategic (Dirks et al. 2011), therefore not having a positive
effect on followers’ well-being. Thus, we predict:
Hypothesis 3 The type of leader transgression (competence- versus integrity-based) will moderate the relationship
between leader apologies and follower well-being (psychological health, positive emotions, negative emotions).
Similarly, we believe that the relationship between
leader apologies and leaders’ own well-being will again be
moderated by the type of transgression. Apologies will
exert a greater effect on leaders’ own well-being following
competence rather than integrity-based transgressions;
competence-based transgression are more likely to be
accepted and associated with positive outcomes than are
apologies after integrity-based transgressions (Kim et al.
2004, 2006). In contrast, apologies following integritybased transgressions would have less of an effect on
leaders’ well-being: in this case, apologies are less likely to
be accepted by followers and perhaps perceived as a calculated move (Dirks et al., 2011), minimizing the positive
outcomes of leader apologies. As such, we predict:
Hypothesis 4 The type of leader transgression (competence- versus integrity-based) will moderate the relationship between leader apologies and leader well-being
(psychological health, positive emotions, negative emotions, authentic pride).

Transgression Severity
The magnitude of leader transgressions varies in terms of
severity (Lewicki and Polin 2012). When transgressions
are deemed to be severe, victims require more complete
and more intense repair efforts (Bachman and Guerrero
2006; Bottom et al. 2002).
Victims’ perceptions of transgression severity will be
especially important to follower well-being (Fincham et al.
2005). Transgressions differ substantially in severity, and the
greater the severity of the transgression, the more intense and
more negative the emotional reaction on the part of victims
(McCornack and Levine 1990). Transgressions deemed high
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in severity are negatively associated with forgiveness (Fehr
et al. 2010), and in certain situations, victims of severe
offenses may take revenge against transgressors to avoid
similar harm in the future (McCullough et al. 2003).
Given the damage that severe transgressions can have on
relationships, they also require the greatest efforts to
improve relationships. Transgression severity might influence relationships by facilitating negative perceptions of
the transgressor, who become associated with the negative
incident (Fehr et al. 2010). Transgressors therefore need to
engage in actions that restore the relationship, and mitigate
damage. Indeed, under conditions of severe transgressions,
employees may also expect that a meaningful apology will
or should be offered (Ohbuchi et al. 1989), and when
received, perhaps benefit most from it (Kirchoff et al. 2012;
Pronk et al. 2010) to restore work–place relationships. We
argue that in conditions where leaders transgressions are
deemed severe, their apologies can have the greatest effect
on followers’ well-being, and predict that:
Hypothesis 5 The severity of leader transgressions will
moderate the relationship between leader apologies and
follower well-being (psychological health, positive emotions, negative emotions).
We also predict that transgression severity will moderate
the relationship between leader apologies and leaders’ own
well-being. When leaders believe their transgressions are
more severe, there will likely be a more negative effect on
themselves, and a more negative effect on their own health
and well-being. Apologies would be most needed in the
face of the most severe transgressions. Severe transgressions lead to higher levels of rumination (Pronk et al.
2010), and leader apologies can minimize these effects on
their own psychological distress and anxiety. In addition,
when leader transgressions are severe, leader–follower
relationships can benefit most from leader apologies, and
improved leader–follower relationships will exert greater
influence on leaders’ own well-being. Apologies may have
less effect on leaders’ own well-being with low severity
transgressions, as their well-being is less affected by the
initial transgression. As a result we predict:
Hypothesis 6 The severity of leader transgressions will
moderate the relationship between leader apologies and
leader well-being (psychological health, positive emotions,
negative emotions, authentic pride).

separate studies to analyze these relationships. We present
the data collection, methodology, and results of each study
separately.

Study 1
Participants
Data were collected using Study Response (e.g., Piccolo and
Colquitt 2006; Harris et al. 2008; for additional information,
see http://studyresponse.syr.edu/studyresponse/). We restricted our sample to full-time employees who were employed at
least 30 h per week, and reported directly to a supervisor.
Procedure
Using the critical-incident technique adapted from Aquino
et al. (2001), participants were randomly assigned to either
an integrity- or competence-based transgression condition,
and asked to recall a time when their current leader had
offended them. In the integrity-based transgression condition, participants were asked to describe a situation in
which their leader offended or inconvenienced them
intentionally, displaying behaviors that they perceived as
selfish or designed to help the leader get ahead. In the
competence-based transgression condition, participants
were asked to recall a time when their leader offended or
inconvenienced them unintentionally, due to a lack of
knowledge, interpersonal, or technical skills. In both conditions, participants were then asked to provide a brief
description of the event, focusing specifically on the role of
leader in the event. We excluded participants whose
description did not match either of the two conditions.
After further pre-screening for eligibility and exclusion
based on successful completion of the manipulation check,
159 employees (43 % male; M age = 37.71 years,
SD = 10.48, age range = 22–66 years) met the sample
criteria and participated in the study.
We asked employees to report the gender and age of the
leader that they described in the critical incident; 54 % of
these leaders were male (M age = 44.04 years, SD = 9.97,
age range = 22–68 years). On average, 1.83 hierarchical
levels separated themselves from the leader they described
(SD = 1.13).
Measures

Methodology

Transgression Severity

Given that we are examining the relationships between
leader apologies and follower well-being, and between
leader apologies and leader well-being, we conducted two

We used the one-item offense severity measure by Bradfield and Aquino (1999) to assess severity of the leader
transgression.
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Leader Apology
Given that there was no pre-existing scale for leader
apologies, we first needed to develop this scale and test for
its validity. We first modified items from the Schmitt et al.
(2004) scale to develop a leader apology scale with two
items to reflect each of our proposed components (i.e.,
expression of remorse, acceptance of responsibility, display
of empathy, an attempt at recompense, and a plan of action
to avoid similar transgressions in the future; e.g., ‘‘My
leader agreed to make up for the damage caused to me
through the error or transgression’’). We conducted an
exploratory factor analysis on a separate sample of
undergraduate
students
(N = 276;
63 %
male;
M age = 19.61 years, SD = 1.28, range = 18–26 years).
Two of the original ten items did not meet the criteria for
inclusion based on item analysis (Fabrigar and Wegener
2012). Examining the exploratory factor analysis (which
excluded these two items), a one-factor apology scale was
the most parsimonious reflection of the data, explaining
54 % of the variance (see Table 1 for factor loadings), and
the scree plot suggesting a one-factor solution.
We then computed a confirmatory factor analysis on the
apology items that survived the first exploratory factor
analysis based on the data from the current study sample.
Using Amos 20, we computed a one-factor model to test
the hypothesized model, and contrasted our one factor
model with a three-factor model based on the three apology
components (offers of compensation, expressions of
empathy, and acknowledgements of violated rules/norms)
proposed by Fehr and Gelfand (2010). Allowing for correlated errors, the one-factor model provided good absolute

fit to the data (v2 (12, N = 159) = 17.42, n.s.; v2/
df = 1.45; CFI = .99; NFI = .99; and RMSEA = .053).
The three-factor model provided equally good absolute fit
to the data (v2 (14, N = 159) = 19.7, n.s.; v2/df = 1.41;
CFI = .99; NFI = .98; and RMSEA = .051; see Table 2).
We chose to retain the one-factor model: The three-factor
model provides no improvement in goodness of fit, and the
one factor model is the more parsimonious of the two. In
addition, the three latent factors are highly correlated (with
correlations [.80). Thus, we used a one factor, eight-item
apology scale with high scores indicating a more comprehensive apology.
Follower Well-Being
To capture the multi-faceted nature of followers’ wellbeing, we measured employees’ psychological health,
positive emotions and negative emotions. Followers’ psychological health was assessed with four-items from the
General Health Questionnaire (GHQ; Banks et al. 1980;
Mäkikangas et al. 2006) that reflect anxiety/depression (e.g.,
‘‘Have you recently lost sleep over worry,’’ ‘‘Have you
recently been unhappy and depressed’’). We coded results
such that participants scoring high on this index indicate
greater psychological health. We measured emotions with
Katwyk et al. (2000) 20-item Job-related affective wellbeing scale (JAWS). Items ask employees to indicate the
frequency with which their job has made them feel each
emotion (responses range from 1 = never to 5 = extremely
often); ten items reflect positive emotions (e.g., ‘‘my job
made me feel enthusiastic’’) and ten items reflect negative
emotions (e.g., ‘‘my job made me feel bored’’).
Other Variables

Table 1 Exploratory factor analysis
Item

Factor
loading

1. My leader admitted responsibility for the error or
transgression.

.74

2. My leader accepted that the error or transgression was
their fault.

.81

3. My leader clearly demonstrated awareness of how the
error or transgression impacted me.

.74

4. My leader acknowledged the loss I incurred
following the error or transgression.

.76

To control for extraneous influences, we collected age and
gender data of both followers and leaders identified in the
critical incident described (Fehr et al. 2010). We also
assessed the number of hierarchical levels between leaders
and followers to reflect the social distance between both
parties as this moderates the relationship between ethical
leadership and leader–follower relationship quality (Tumasjan et al. 2011). Finally, we also asked participants to
report how often their leader had committed similar

5. My leader clearly expressed regret of what happened.

.80

6. My leader agreed to make up for the damage caused
to me through the error or transgression

.70

7. My leader provided a plan of action to try to make up
for the error or transgression

.79

Model

8. My leader attempted to make amends by outlining
specific steps to be taken in the future.

.66

One factor

17.42

12

1.45

.99

.99

.053

Three factor

19.79

14

1.41

.99

.98

.051

Exploratory factor analysis results based on eight-items, using maximum likelihood, varimax rotation
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Table 2 Fit indices for the three models
v2

df

v2/df

CFI

NFI

RMSEA

N = 159; CFI comparative fit index, NFI normed fit index, RMSEA
root-mean-square error of approximation
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transgressions or errors, as the number of similar transgressions that the leader has committed in the past may
influence how followers’ receive leader apologies.
Results: Study 1
Descriptive statistics, intercorrelations, and reliabilities of
all variables are presented in Table 3. We standardized all
variables, and computed hierarchical regression analyses to
test study predictions. After controlling for leaders’ and
followers’ age, gender, number of hierarchical levels, and
repeated offenses entered in Step 1, leader apologies were
entered in Step 2 to predict the various dimensions of
follower well-being. Followers’ positive emotional wellbeing was significantly and positively associated with
leader apologies (b = .32, p \ .01; R2 = .20), as was
followers’ psychological well-being (b = .33, p \ .01;
R2 = .17). No significant relationships emerged between
leader apologies and followers’ negative emotional wellbeing. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was largely supported.
We then tested whether the relationship between leader
apologies and followers’ well-being was moderated by the
type of transgression or the severity of the transgression. In
each model, leaders’ and followers’ age, gender, number of
hierarchical levels, and repeated offenses were entered in
Step 1, followed by the nature and severity of the transgression, and the apology in Step 2, and apologies X the
transgression type, and apologies X severity of transgressions interactions in Step 3. Results of these analyses
appear in Tables 4 and 5.

Contrary to Hypothesis 3, the relationship between
leader apologies and employees’ well-being (i.e., psychological health, positive emotions, and negative emotions)
was not moderated by the nature of the leader transgression
(i.e., competence versus integrity). However, partial support emerged for Hypothesis 5. The relationship between
leader apologies and followers’ psychological health was
moderated by transgression severity (DR2 = .07, p \ .01),
such that the effects of a full apology on followers’ psychological health was most pronounced when the severity
of offenses was high (b = .21; p \ .01, see Fig. 1). Further, the relationship between leader apologies and followers’ negative emotions was moderated by transgression
severity (DR2 = .04, p \ .01), however, under conditions
when transgressions were less severe, such that followers’
negative emotional well-being was lowest when a more
comprehensive apology was delivered following less
severe transgressions (b = .19; p \ .01, see Fig. 2).
However, the relationship between leader apologies and
followers’ positive emotions was not moderated by transgression severity.

Study 2
Participants
As in Study 1, data were collected through Study
Response, and the sample was again restricted to respondents employed for at least 30 h per week. Unlike Study 1,

Table 3 Descriptive statistics, intercorrelations, and scale reliabilities for study 1
Variable

Mean

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1. Gender
(employee)
2. Age (employee)
3. Gender (leader)
4. Age (leader)
5. Hierarchical level
6. Repeated offense
7. Transgression type
8. Severity
9. Apology
10. Psychological
health
11. Positive emotion
12. Negative
emotion

0.57

0.5

37.71
0.46
44
1.83
2.81
0.53
6.33
2.48
2.94
2.85
2.49

9

10.47
0.5
9.97
1.13
1.13
0.5
2.22
1.1
0.77

.07
.25**
.14
-.23**
.06
.06
-.09
-.24**
-.13

.01
.23**
-.13
.15
-.06
.21**
-.13
.01

.01
-.12
-.13
.11
-.22**
-.08
-.01

-.15
.13
-.10
.07
-.29**
-.19*

-.05
.05
.09
.29**
-.01

-.13
.35**
-.20**
.06

-.03
.19
.12

-.11
.06

0.84
0.89

-.18*
.08

.06
-.05

-.12
-.11

-.19*
.09

.11
.18*

-.16
.33**

.05
-.08

.94!
.42**

.03
.37**

N = 159
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed); * correlation is significant at the .05 level (two-tailed);

10

!

.40**
-.08

11

12

.94!
-.47**

.93!

.83!
.33**
-.07

indicates scale reliabilities
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Table 4 Regression analyses for apology and transgression type interaction effects for study 1
Psychological health
Independent
variable

Negative emotion

Step 1:
controls

Step 2: Main
effects

Step 3:
Interaction

Step 1:
Controls

Age (leader)

-.13**

-.05

-.05

.08

Gender
(leader)

.04

.04

.04

-.05

Age
(employee)

-.05

-.04

-.04

-.08

Gender
(employee)

-.11

-.06

-.06

Hierarchical
Level

-.04

-.12

Repeated
offense

.08

.13**

Step 2: Main
effects

Positive emotion
Step 3:
Interaction

Step 1:
Controls

Step 2: Main
effects

Step 3:
Interaction

.07

.07

-.15**

-.09

-.09

-.05

-.05

-.09

-.08

-.08

-.08

-.08

.12

.13**

.14**

.06

.06

.06

-.09

-.05

-.05

-.12

.19**

.20**

.20**

.05

-.01

-.01

.13**

.29**

.28**

.28**

-.13**

-.09

-.09

Controls

Main effects
Apology

.34**

.34**

-.05

-.05

.30**

.30**

Transgression
type

.08

.08

-.04

-.04

-.01

-.01

Interaction
Apology X
Type

.01

DR2

.05

-.09

.17**

.01

.01

.01

.10**

.01

R2

.06

.23

.23

.16

.17

.17

.11

.21

.22

F

1.69

5.66**

4.99**

4.92**

3.78**

3.41**

3.01**

4.95**

4.61**

Df

6, 152

8, 150

9, 149

6, 152

8, 150

9, 149

6, 152

8, 150

9, 149

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level

however, all respondents were employed in a supervisory
or management position and had a minimum of three
employees reporting to them.

M age = 34.48 years, SD = 9.07, age range = 18–73 years). On average, there were 2.42 hierarchical levels
separating the leaders from the employees they described
(SD = 1.6).

Procedure
Measures
Participants were assigned randomly to either an integrity-based or competence-based violation using the critical-incident technique adapted from Aquino et al.
(2001). Participants were asked to describe a time when
they had offended one of their followers, either intentionally to get ahead (integrity-based transgression) or
unintentionally due to a lack of skills or resources
(competence-based transgression). We asked leaders to
write a few sentences describing the situation, and their
role in the situation. We read each of their descriptions,
and excluded any participants whose description did not
match the condition described, or did not meet other
criteria for inclusion. 256 leaders participated in this
study (66 % male; M age = 37.73 years, SD = 9.18, age
range = 25–73 years).
We asked leaders to report the gender and age of the
employee described in the critical incident (65 % male;
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Transgression Severity
To address the severity of the event, participants responded
to the one-item transgression severity scale used in the first
study. To overcome any possible limitations associated
with one-item scales (Nunnally and Bernstein 1994;
Spector 1992), we also asked participants to assess the
degree to which the event impacted the leader using the
15-item impact of event scale (Horowitz et al. 1979).
Leader Apology
We adapted the eight-item measure of apologies used in
Study 1, so that participants rated each item in terms of
their own behavior. High scores indicated a more comprehensive apology.

Author's personal copy
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Table 5 Regression Analyses for Apology and Transgression Severity Interaction Effects for Study 1
Psychological health
Independent
variable

Positive emotion

Negative emotion

Step 1:
Controls

Step 2: Main
effects

Step 3:
Interaction

Step 1:
Controls

Step 2: Main
effects

Step 3:
Interaction

Step 1:
Controls

Step 2: Main
effects

Step 3:
Interaction

Controls
Age (leader)

-.13**

-.05

-.06

-.15**

-.09

-.09

.08

.07

.07

Gender
(leader)

.04

.06

.05

-.09

-.09

-.08

-.05

-.01

-.02

Age
(employee)

-.05

-.06

-.03

.12

.12

.12

-.08

-.13

-.10

Gender
(employee)

-.11

-.05

-.02

-.09

-.05

-.05

.06

.06

.09

Hierarchical
Level

-.05

-.13**

-.12**

.05

.01

-.02

.18**

.17**

.18**

Repeated
offenses

.08

.11

.06

-.14**

-.09

-.10

.30**

.21**

.21**

Apology

.36**

.31**

.30**

.31**

-.03

-.08

Severity

.18

.10

.01

-.01

.27**

.28**

Main effects

Interaction
Apology X
Severity

.21**

DR2

-.04

.18**

.18**

.07**

.10

.02

.08**

.04

.06

.19

.27

.11

.21

.21

.16

.24

.28

F

1.71

5.87**

7.38**

3.04**

4.98**

4.46**

4.95**

5.90**

6.37**

Df

6, 151

8,149

9,148

6, 151

8,149

9,148

6, 151

8,149

9,148

R2

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level

Leader Well-Being

Results for Study 2

Leaders rated their own well-being, using the same measures from Study 1 for psychological health, positive
emotions and negative emotions.

Descriptive statistics, intercorrelations, and reliabilities
among variables appear in Table 6. Because of the high
correlation between the two transgression severity measures, we only used the 15-item measure in all analyses.
We computed hierarchical regression analyses controlling
for leaders’ and followers’ age, gender, number of hierarchical levels, and repeated offenses (entered in Step 1), and
apologies (entered in Step 2) to predict the various
dimensions of leader well-being. Leaders’ positive emotional well-being was significantly and positively associated with leader apologies (b = .28, p \ .01; R2 = .29), as
was leaders’ psychological well-being (b = .16, p \ .01;
R2 = .24) and leaders’ authentic pride (b = .22, p \ .01;
R2 = .16), providing support for Hypothesis 2. However,
leader apologies were not associated with their own negative emotional well-being.
We extended the hierarchical regression analyses to test
the moderator hypotheses, in which the nature and severity
of the transgression, and the apology variables were
entered in Step 2, and the interactions between apologies
and transgression type, and apologies and transgression

Leader Authentic Pride
We measured authentic pride using Tracy and Robins
(2007) seven-item measure (e.g., ‘‘I feel like I have selfworth’’; rating scale ranges from 1 = not at all to
5 = extremely).
Other Variables
As in study 1, to control for potentially related variables
to the hypothesized relationships, we collected the age
and gender of both followers and leaders identified in the
critical incident described, as well as the number of
hierarchical levels between leaders and followers, and
whether leaders had previously engaged in a similar
transgression against the same follower described in the
incident.
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-.16**
.46**
.13**

indicates scale reliabilities

.27**
.04
.11**
N = 256

3.99
14. Authentic pride

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed); * correlation is significant at the .05 level (two-tailed);

-.06

2.52
13. Negative emotion

0.68

.08

.04
-.02
.18**

.08

.56**

3.19
3.38
11. Psychological health
12. Positive emotion

0.99

-.16*

-.07
-.04
-.22**

.35**

.41**
.23**

3.57
10. Apology

0.75
0.81

-.16*
-.13*

-.05
-.08
-.08
-.27**
-.15*
-.05

.28**
.36**

.17**
-.14**
-.18**

2.34
9. Severity scale

0.85

-.02

-.12

.16**

.51**

.61**
.50**
-.17**
-.22**

5.27
8. Severity (1-item)

0.77

-.26**

-.31**

.43**
-.24**
-.15**
-.24**
-.16**

0.54
7. Transgression type

2.53

.45**

-.11
-.07

-.17**

.10

-.18**
-.31**

.09

-.19**
-.23**

-.23**
2.4
6. Repeated offense

1.09

2.42
5. Hierarchical level

1.6

-.21**

.01
.38**

.10
.44**

-.01

.06
9.07
34.78
4. Age (employee)

0.48
1.34
3. Gender (employee)

9.19

0.48
1.34

37.73
2. Age (leader)

1. Gender (leader)

.16**

-.16**

5
4
3
2
1
SD
Mean
Variable

Table 6 Descriptive Statistics, Intercorrelations, and Scale Reliabilities for Study 2
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0.5

6

-.16*

!

.05

.05
.41**
.14**
.58**
.28**
-.11

.24**
.39**
.44**
.39**
.28**
.33**
-.17**
-.06

.44**
.36**
.14*

-.10

7

-.07

8

.58**

9

.95!

10

.91!

11

.82!
.29**

12

.93!

13

.95!

14

.91!

A. Byrne et al.

severity were entered in Step 3. The results of these analyses are shown in Tables 7 and 8.
Partial support emerged for Hypothesis 4; the relationship between leader apologies and leaders’ positive emotions was moderated by transgression type (i.e., integrity
versus competence) (DR2 = .01, p \ .05). Specifically, the
relationship between a full apology and leaders’ positive
emotions were greater following competence-based transgressions than integrity-based transgressions (b = .21;
p \ .05, see Fig. 3). A similar moderated effect emerged
for leaders’ authentic pride (i.e., integrity versus competence) (DR2 = .01, p \ .05; b = .17; p \ .05, see Fig. 4).
The nature of the transgression did not moderate the relationship between leader apologies and negative emotions
or psychological health.
Partial support also emerged for Hypothesis 6. A significant leader apology X transgression severity interaction
emerged for leaders’ psychological health (DR2 = .08,
p \ .01; b = .20; p \ .01): leader apologies and their own
psychological health were positively correlated when
transgression severity was high, but there was no similar
association when transgression severity was low (see
Fig. 5). Transgression severity also moderated the relationship between leader apologies and leaders’ positive
emotions, such that the benefits of a full apology on
leaders’ own positive emotions were stronger following
severe transgressions (DR2 = .02, p \ .01; b = .12,
p \ .01, see Fig. 6). Last, following severe transgressions,
a full apology by the leader was more strongly associated
with leaders’ own authentic pride (DR2 = .09, p \ .01;
b = .19; p \ .01, see Fig. 7). Leader apologies did not
moderate the relationship between transgression severity
and negative emotions.

Discussion
The goal of our two studies was to determine (a) if leader
apologies are associated with followers’ and their own
well-being, and (b) whether these relationships are moderated by the type and severity of the transgression. Partial
support emerged for the main effects of the relationship
between leader apologies and well-being, such that leader
apologies were positively associated with followers’ psychological well-being and positive emotional health, and
for the effects of leader apologies on their own well-being
(i.e., psychological well-being, positive emotional health
and authentic pride). Only partial support was gained for
the moderating effects of transgression type on these
relationships. First, unlike prior research showing the
relationship between type of transgression and likelihood
of forgiveness is moderated by attributions regarding the
transgression (Dirks et al. 2011; Ferrin et al. 2007; Kim

.03

.05

-.17**

.25**

.08

Age (employee)

Gender
(employee)

Hierarchical
Level

Repeated
offense

6, 243

F

df

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level

8, 241

12.44**

9.14**

R2
9, 240

11.79**

.28

.01**

.11**
.27

.16

DR2

.21**

-.08

.18**

.06

.23**

-.12**

.04

.01

.05

Apology X
Type

Interaction

.29**
-.08

Transgression
type

-.08

.23**

-.12**

.06

.01

.05

Apology

Main effects

.03

Gender (leader)

6, 243

2.75**

.06

-.03

.12**

-.04

.05

.07

.13**

8, 241

5.57**

.13

.09**

-.04

.22**

-.05

.10**

.01

.05

.05

.14**

Step 2: Main
effects

Step 1:
Controls

Step 3:
Interaction

Step 1:
Controls

Step 2: Main
effects

Authentic pride

Positive emotion

Age (leader)

Controls

Independent
variable

9, 240

5.44**

.14

.01**

.17**

-.04

.13**

-.04

.10**

.01

.04

.05

.15**

Step 3:
Interaction

Table 7 Regression analyses for apology and transgression type interaction effects for study 2

6, 243

19.25**

.32

.45**

.16**

.10

.09

-.07

-.08

Step 1:
Controls

8, 241

14.53**

.33

.01

-.04

.06

.45**

.15**

.11

.09

-.07

-.08

Step 2: Main
effects

Negative emotion

9, 240

12.90**

.33

.01

.06

-.04

.03

.45**

.16**

.11

.09

-.07

-.07

Step 3:
Interaction

6, 243

9.97**

.19

.26**

.10**

.04

.09

-.05

-.04

Step 1:
Controls

8, 241

10.34**

.26

.06**

-.21**

.18**

.24**

.09

.07

.09**

-.06

-.03

Step 2: Main
effects

Psychological health

9, 240

9.15**

.26

.01

-.01

-.21**

.19**

.24**

.09

.07

.09**

-.06

-.04

Step 3:
Interaction
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Fig. 1 Transgression severity moderates the relationship between
leader apologies and followers’ psychological well-being

Fig. 2 Transgression severity moderates the relationship between
leader apologies and followers’ negative emotional well-being

et al. 2006), the relationship between leader apologies and
employee well-being was not moderated by the type of the
transgressions in our study (Hypothesis 3). However, prior
research focused on coworkers, and outcomes that were not
relevant to well-being. Our findings did show that a full
apology by the leader was associated with employee wellbeing, regardless of transgression type. In contrast, partial
support emerged for the fourth hypothesis, such that the
type of transgression moderated the relationship between
leader apologies and their own well-being (namely, positive emotions and leaders’ authentic pride): A full apology
was positively associated with leaders’ positive emotions
and authentic pride for competence-based transgressions.
Support was yielded regarding the moderating effects of
transgression severity on the relationship between leader
apologies and well-being. A full apology was associated
with employee psychological well-being when transgression
severity was high. Thus, when apologies are perhaps most
warranted (i.e., transgressions are severe), comprehensive
apologies can minimize the negative effects that leader
transgressions have on employees’ psychological wellbeing. In contrast, when leader transgressions are higher in
severity, a full apology had no positive effects on employee
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emotions. A significant interaction did emerge regarding
employee negative emotional well-being, however, the
results were contrary to our original hypothesis. Specifically, when leader transgressions were of low severity and
accompanied by a comprehensive apology, employees
experienced lower levels of negative emotions. Similar
interactive effects were not yielded for employee positive
emotions. Taken together, these findings indicate that when
most needed (i.e., severe transgressions) comprehensive
apologies are associated with employee psychological wellbeing, but employee emotions operate differently, such that
comprehensive apologies can mitigate negative emotions
when transgressions are of lower severity.
Consistent support emerged for our predictions regarding
the moderating effects of transgression severity in the relationship between leader apologies and their own positive
emotional health, psychological well-being, and authentic
pride. In each of the significant interactions, when apologies
are most warranted (i.e., following severe transgressions),
leader apologies were strongly associated with leaders’ own
well-being. Similar interactive effects, however, were not
yielded for employees’ negative emotional well-being.
Leaders are human and will make mistakes. An apology
by leaders can have a positive impact on follower and
leader well-being. Why leader apologies fulfill this role
following transgressions is an important question. We
suggest that through its voluntary nature, demonstration of
the importance of the other in the relationship, assumption
of personal responsibility for one’s own actions, and
manifestation of humility and caring, the act of apologizing
signifies ethical conduct and demonstrates leadership
character (Crossan et al. 2013). Delivering comprehensive
apologies allows leaders to demonstrate their values in
difficult circumstances—in doing so might plausibly exert
its greatest effects, and can ultimately improve the wellbeing of both parties involved.
The goal of our research was to build upon research on
apologies and ethical leadership behaviors, and examine
how leader apologies influence well-being. Deviating from
most ethical leadership research that has focused on ethical
leadership ‘‘styles’’, we investigated the effects of a specific behavior that signifies ethical conduct, namely offering an apology following a transgression, on employee and
leader well-being. Recognizing the moderating role of the
nature and severity of transgressions, our findings suggest
that leader apologies can influence employee and leader
well-being. Several avenues for future research are offered
based on the current findings.
First, research might focus on plausible mediating
mechanisms that explain why leader apologies influence
followers’ and leaders’ own well-being. As suggested
earlier, leader apologies are voluntary acts that signal
concern for others, assumptions of responsibility, and
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Table 8 Regression analyses for apology and transgression severity interaction effects for study 2
Independent
variable

Positive emotion
Step 1:
Controls

Step 2:
Main
Effects

Authentic pride
Step 3:
Interaction

Step 1:
Controls

Step
2:
Main
effects

Negative emotion
Step 3:
Interaction

Step 1:
Controls

Step 2:
Main
effects

Psychological health
Step 3:
Interaction

Step 1:
Controls

Step 2:
Main
effects

Step 3:
Interaction

Controls
Age (leader)

.03

.06

.04

.13**

.14**

.11**

-.08

-.04

-.04

-.04

-.02

-.05

Gender (leader)

.03

.02

.03

.07

.05

.06

-.07

-.03

-.02

-.05

-.05

-.03

Age (employee)

.05

.05

.05

.05

.06

.06

.09

.08

.07

.09

.08

.09**

Gender (employee)

-.18**

-.12**

-.14**

-.04

.01

-.02

.10

.11

.10

.04

.06

.04

Hierarchical level

.25**

.19**

.18**

.12**

.10**

.09

.16**

.04

.04

.10**

.04

.03

Repeated offense

.08

-.01

-.03

-.03

-.04

-.08

.45**

.29**

.28**

.26**

.18**

.14**

Apology

.23**

.27**

.22**

.29**

-.08

-.08

.11**

.18**

Trans severity

.17**

.15**

-.01

-.03

.42**

.41**

.19**

.16**

Main effects

Interaction
Apology X
Severity

.12**

DR2

.19**

.06

.20**

.12**

.04**

.09**

.09**

.08**

.01

.07**

.08**

.18

.31

.33

.06

.16

.24

.32

.40

.41

.20

.24

.32

F

9.14**

13.37**

13.30**

2.75**

5.53**

8.45**

19.25**

20.21**

18.26**

9.97**

10.81**

13.39**

df

6, 243

8, 241

9, 240

6, 243

8, 241

9, 240

6, 243

8, 241

9, 240

6, 243

8, 241

9, 240

R

2

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level

Fig. 3 Transgression type moderates the relationship between leader
apologies and leaders’ positive emotional well-being

leaders’ humility. For followers, it may be that receiving an
apology results in perceived interpersonal fairness from
their supervisors (e.g., Colquitt et al. 2001). In addition,
given the benefits of apologies in interpersonal relationships (Exline et al. 2004; Fehr and Gelfand 2010), leader
apologies may also strengthen the relationship quality
between leaders and followers. Future research should
explore whether the relationship between a full apology and
follower well-being is mediated by improved leader–member relationship quality using leader–member exchange

Fig. 4 Transgression type moderates the relationship between leader
apologies and leaders’ authentic pride

theory (Graen and Uhl-Bien 1995). Alternatively, for leaders, self-verification (Swann 1983) may be a plausible
mediator: transgressing against followers threatens the
belief that one is ethical, and apologizing to followers may
realign how they see themselves. Similarly, while authentic
pride served as an outcome of an apology, authentic pride
might also serve a mediating function.
Second, closer examination of the nature of transgressions is warranted given that the type of transgressions
moderated the relationship between leader apologies and
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Fig. 5 Transgression severity moderates the relationship between
leader apologies and leaders’ psychological well-being

Fig. 6 Transgression severity moderates the relationship between
leader apologies and leaders’ positive emotional well-being

Third, variables such as relationship quality, status (of
the leader and the follower), and liking might influence the
interpretation of any particular transgression. It is also
likely that the influences of leader apologies go beyond that
of well-being, and future research should examine how
leaders apologies influence followers’ work attitudes (e.g.,
organizational commitment, work engagement, job satisfaction). Finally, causal inferences about leader apologies
would be enhanced through the use of experimental
research and the use of longitudinal data.
Findings from this study have significant practical
implications. Even the most ethical of leaders will transgress against their followers; how they respond to their
transgressions will affect both their own and their followers’ well-being. Regardless of the type of transgression,
apologizing benefits both parties. When transgressions are
severe, leaders alleviate negative outcomes for themselves
and their followers by apologizing for their wrongdoing.
By so doing, they may ‘‘lift the weight’’ off their shoulders,
feel better about their actions and subsequently feel better
themselves.
As with all studies, ours are not without limitations.
First, we used same-source data for the independent and
dependent variables in both samples, as a result of which
common-method biases cannot be excluded. Although the
low correlation between some of the study variables along
with the presence of significant interactions minimizes the
likelihood that this is a meaningful threat (Aiken and West
1991; Lindell and Whitney 2001), future research should
use multi-source data where possible. Second, in examining the relationships between leaders and followers, not all
of our participants reported incidents that occurred between
themselves and their direct supervisor. While we did control statistically for this in our analyses, it is possible that
how people feel may differ based on transgressions that
were committed by their direct supervisor rather than by
someone who has more hierarchical levels between them.

Conclusion

Fig. 7 Transgression severity moderates the relationship between
leader apologies and leaders’ authentic pride

leader well-being (though not so for followers). Other
aspects of the apology, such as its public or private nature,
might be investigated as potential moderator variables. One
possibility is that public transgressions are more harmful
because of potential humiliation, and apologies following
public transgressions may need to be witnessed by those
who viewed the initial transgression.
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Our research highlights the powerful role of leader apologies following transgressions in the workplace for both
leader and follower well-being. If replicated using longitudinal or experimental data and incorporating a focus on
mediational processes, these results hold important conceptual and practical implications given the ethical nature
of apologies, and the important role of leader and employee
well-being in individual and organizational performance.
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K. E., Lys, R., & Wylie, J. (2013). The depleted leader: The
influence of leaders’ diminished psychological resources on
leadership behaviors. Revised manuscript submitted for
publication.
Christie, A. M., & Barling, J. (2010). Beyond status: Relating status
inequality to performance and health in teams. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 95, 920–934.
Colquitt, J. A., Conlon, D. E., Wesson, M. J., Porter, C. O. L. H., &
Ng, K. Y. (2001). Justice at the millennium: A meta-analytic
review of 25 years of organizational justice research. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 86, 425–445.
Crossan, M., Mazutis, D., Seijts, G., & Gandz, J. (2013). Developing
leadership character in business programs. Academy of Management
Learning and Education. Early publication. Retrieved from
http://amle.aom.org/content/early/2012/07/24/amle.2011.0024.short.
DeCremer, D., & Shouten, B. C. (2008). When apologies for injustice
matter: The role of respect. European Psychologist, 13, 239–247.
Dirks, K. T., Kim, P. H., Ferrin, D. L., & Cooper, C. D. (2011).
Understanding the effects of substantive responses on trust
following a transgression. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 114, 87–103.
Exline, J. J., Baumeister, R. F., Bushman, B. J., Campbell, W. K., &
Finkel, E. J. (2004). Too proud to let go: Narcissistic entitlement

as a barrier to forgiveness. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 87, 894–912.
Fabrigar, L. R., & Wegener, D. T. (2012). Understanding statistics:
Exploratory factor analysis. New York, NY: Oxford University
Press.
Fehr, R., & Gelfand, M. J. (2010). When apologies work: How
matching apology components to victims’ self-construals facilitates forgiveness. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 113, 37–50.
Fehr, R., Gelfand, M. J., & Nag, M. (2010). The road to forgiveness:
A meta-analytic synthesis of its situational and dispositional
correlates. Psychological Bulletin, 136, 894–914.
Ferrin, D. L., Kim, P. H., Cooper, C. D., & Dirks, K. T. (2007).
Silence speaks volumes: The effectiveness of reticence in
comparison to apology and denial for responding to integrityand competence-based trust violations. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 92, 893–908.
Fincham, F. D., Jackson, J., & Beach, S. R. H. (2005). Transgression
severity and forgiveness: Different moderators for objective and
subjective severity. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology,
24, 860–875.
Fineman, S., & Gabriel, Y. (2010). Chapter 6: Apologies and remorse
in organizations—Saying sorry and meaning it? In C. Steyaert,
B. V. Looy (Eds.), Relational practices, participative organizing
advanced series in management, (Vol. 7, pp. 103–120). Bingley:
Emerald Group Publishing Limited.
Fritz, C., Lam, C. F., & Spreitzer, G. M. (2011). It’s the little things
that matter: An examination of knowledge workers’ energy
management. Academy of Management Perspectives, August,
28–39.
Gill, K. (2000). The moral functions of an apology. The Philosophical
Forum, 31, 11–27.
Goffman, E. (1971). Relations in public: Microstudies of the public
order. New York: Basic Books.
Graen, G. B., & Uhl-Bien, M. (1995). Relationship-based approach to
leadership: Development of leader–member exchange (LMX)
theory of leadership over 25 years: Applying a multi-level,
multi-domain perspective. Leadership Quarterly, 6, 219–247.
Guthrie, D. & Venkatesh, S. (2012). Creative leadership: Humility
and being wrong. Retrieved from http://www.forbes.com/sites/
dougguthrie/2012/06/01/creative-leadership-humility-and-beingwrong/.
Harris, M. M., Anseel, F., & Lievens, F. (2008). Keeping up with the
Joneses: A field study of the relationships among upward, lateral,
and downward comparisons and pay level satisfaction. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 93, 665–673.
Horowitz, M., Wilner, N., & Alvarez, W. (1979). Impact of event
scale: A measure of subjective stress. Psychosomatic Medicine,
41, 209–218.
Kalshoven, K., & Boon, C. T. (2012). Ethical leadership, employee
well-being, and helping: The moderating role of human resource
management. Journal of Personnel Psychology, 11, 60–68.
Katwyk, P. T., Fox, S., Spector, P. E., & Kelloway, E. K. (2000).
Using the job-related affective well-being scale (JAWS) to
investigate affective responses to work stressors. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 5, 219–230.
Kellerman, B. (2006). When should a leader apologize and when not?
Harvard Business Review, 84, 72–81.
Kelloway, E. K., Turner, N., Barling, J., & Loughlin, C. A. (2012).
Transformational leadership, transactional leadership, and
employee psychological well-being: The mediating role of trust.
Work and Stress, 26, 39–55.
Kim, P. H., Cooper, C. D., Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2013).
Repairing trust with individuals vs. groups. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 120, 1–14.

123

Author's personal copy
A. Byrne et al.
Kim, P. T., Dirks, K. T., Cooper, C. D., & Ferrin, D. L. (2006). When
more blame is better than less: The implications of internal vs.
external attributions for the repair of trust after a competence vs.
integrity based trust violation. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 99, 49–65.
Kim, P. H., Ferrin, D. L., Cooper, C. D., & Dirks, K. T. (2004).
Removing the shadow of suspicion: The effects of apology
versus denial for repairing competence versus integrity based
trust violations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 104–118.
Kirchoff, J., Wagner, U., & Strack, M. (2012). Apologies: Words of
magic? The role of verbal components, anger reduction, and
offense severity. Peach and Conflict: Journal of Peace Psychology, 18, 109–130.
Kornilaki, E. N., & Chlouverakis, G. (2004). The situational
antecedents of pride and happiness: Developmental and domain
differences. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 22,
605–619.
Lazare, A. (2004). On apology. New York, NY: Oxford University
Press.
Lewicki, R. J., & Polin, B. (2012). The art of the apology: The
structure and effectiveness of apologies in trust repair. In R.
M. Kramer & T. L. Pittinsky (Eds.), Restoring trust in
organizations and leaders enduring challenges and emerging
answers. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Lindell, M. K., & Whitney, D. J. (2001). Accounting for common
method variance in cross-sectional research designs. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 86, 114–121.
Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H., & Schoorman, F. D. (1995). An integrative
model of organizational trust. Academy of Management Journal,
20, 709–734.
McCornack, S. A., & Levine, T. R. (1990). When lies are uncovered:
Emotional and relational outcomes of discovered deception.
Communication Monographs, 57, 119–138.
McCullough, M. E., Fincham, F. D., & Tsang, J. (2003). Forgiveness,
forbearance, and time: The temporal unfolding of transgressionrelated interpersonal motivations. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 84, 540–557.
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