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Original Article ‘l»
Cynical, But Useful?

A Lay Beliefs Perspective on Cynical Leaders’ Ability
to Prevent Antisocial Behavior at Work

Teodora Spiridonova®, Olga Stavrova®, Anthony Evans, and lIlja van Beest
Department of Social Psychology, Tilburg University, The Netherlands

Abstract: Cynicism - the belief that people are driven primarily by self-interest — has been predominantly associated with detrimental
consequences for individuals and organizations. Less is known about its potentially positive implications. We investigated whether lay people
consider cynicism helpful in preventing antisocial behavior and therefore see value in cynical leaders. We found that people viewed cynical (vs.
trusting) leaders as better at detecting antisocial behavior and more punitive, and therefore, as better at preventing employees’ antisocial
behavior (Study 1). Despite this, cynical (vs. trusting) leaders were less likely to be hired, were offered lower salaries, and were seen as less
effective (Study 2). This aversion to cynical leaders was attenuated for jobs that emphasized the importance of preventing antisocial behavior
(Study 3).

Keywords: cynicism, trust, leadership, antisocial behavior, lay beliefs

Distrust and caution are the parents of security.
Benjamin Franklin (1733, p. 8)

Organized distrust produces trustworthy reports.
Donald T. Campbell (1984, p. 35)

Cynicism describes the belief that humans are pri-
marily driven by self-interest and that they will go to
great lengths to satisfy it (Stavrova & Ehlebracht, 2016).
This definition represents a synthesis of several streams
of literature, such as research on cynical distrust
(Greenglass & Julkunen, 1989), social cynicism (Bond
et al., 2004), Machiavellian cynicism (Christie & Gesis,
1970), and generalized (dis)trust (Rousseau et al.,
1998), which all center around a negative view of hu-
man nature. Cynicism is often juxtaposed with con-
structs such as trust and idealism (Stavrova &
Ehlebracht, 2016), and has mainly been associated
with negative consequences for both cynical people
themselves and those they interact with. Cynical indi-
viduals are more likely to suffer from poor physical
(Neuvonen et al., 2014) and mental health (Stavrova &
Ehlebracht, 2019a); they tend to experience more fi-
nancial hardship (Stavrova & Ehlebracht, 2016), and
have more conflicts in interpersonal relationships
(Baron et al., 2007; Kaplan et al., 2004). Cynics also

Social Psychology (2023), 54(5), 294-307
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000528

seem to be viewed negatively by others: People are
more disrespectful toward more (vs. less) cynical in-
teraction partners (Stavrova et al., 2020).

However, less attention has been paid to the potential
“bright sides” of cynicism. We suggest that cynicism might
carry some benefits, in terms of its reputational conse-
quences. For example, prior research has shown that
people associate cynicism with intelligence and assume
that cynical individuals are more competent than non-
cynical individuals - and that this belief exists in several
different cultures (Stavrova & Ehlebracht, 2019b). Simi-
larly, it is possible that people perceive cynicism, and the
distrustful mindset associated with it (Bond et al., 2004;
Kurman, 2011), as useful in certain contexts. The two
opening quotes imply the existence of the following belief:
The best way to promote security and diligence in orga-
nizations is to adopt a cynical, suspicious, and distrustful
stance toward others. Indeed, examples of this belief can
be found in current organizational practices: Corporate
giants like Amazon are notorious for tracking their
workers’ every move, presumably under the assumption
that not doing so would be detrimental to their productivity
(Kantor et al., 2021). Similarly, during the COVID-19
pandemic, many businesses resorted to monitoring em-
ployees’ computer use while they worked from home, to
prevent them from slacking (Duncan, 2021). These poli-
cies might reflect a general understanding of vigilance and
suspicion as necessary components of (organizational)

© 2023 Hogrefe Publishing
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leadership, potentially resulting in a demand for leaders
who embody those traits. Cynics might be viewed as ideal
candidates for fulfilling this demand.

In this research, we explored whether people see
potential benefits in cynical leaders, by attributing
them a greater ability to prevent others from engaging
in antisocial behavior at work than trusting leaders.
Because lay people tend to base their predictions about
others’ behavior on an assumption of rationality (Bay-
Cheng et al., 2015; Blakely, 2020; Bonnefon et al.,
2012), we derived our predictions from the theoreti-
cal framework of rational choice theory (Becker, 1993;
Lewicki, 1983), and tested two underlying mechanisms
that might explain this effect (perceived ability to
detect and perceived likelihood to punish antisocial
behavior). Moreover, we juxtaposed the perceived
ability to prevent antisocial behavior with the per-
ceived ability to encourage others to engage in pro-
social behavior and examined whether cynical leaders
are viewed as worse at this skill relative to trusting
leaders. Finally, we investigated the downstream
consequences of these perceptions for hiring
preferences.

The present work thus focuses on exploring the pos-
sibility that cynicism has positive reputational conse-
quences and answers a call for more research into why
cynicism continues to proliferate despite its otherwise
negative outcomes (Neumann & Zaki, 2023). Further-
more, we extend the framework of rational choice theory
to the prediction of lay beliefs about behavior, rather than
behavior itself. Finally, this work informs the literature on
the social consequences of personality perceptions (Back
& Vazire, 2015; Plaks et al., 2009). Lay beliefs about
target personality can have important implications for
how people behave and interact with a target in general
(Heslin et al., 2006; Stavrova et al., 2022) and in the
context of personnel selection in particular (Highhouse,
2008). Investigating how people view cynical leaders,
and how they use this information in organizational
decision-making, thus not only contributes to our
knowledge of lay beliefs about personality at work, but
also provides further insights into how these lay beliefs
might affect the organizational outcomes of cynical
individuals.

Perceptions of Cynical Leaders

Originally conceptualized as a theory of economic be-
havior, rational choice theory is based on the assump-
tion that people are rational actors (i.e., homo
economicus). It posits that prior to making a decision, a
person will perform a cost-benefit analysis to determine

© 2023 Hogrefe Publishing

which outcome would maximize their own utility. If the
costs of performing an action are determined to out-
weigh the benefits, then the person will abstain from the
action and vice versa (Becker, 1993). As applied to an-
tisocial behavior, rational choice theory argues for three
distinct factors that determine whether someone will
engage in antisocial behavior: the benefits one stands to
gain from it, the probability of getting caught, and the
severity of punishment (Lewicki, 1983). Previous re-
search has demonstrated that, when (lay) people make
predictions about individuals’ behavior, they also rely on
the assumption that individuals will act as rational
agents (Bay-Cheng et al., 2015; Blakely, 2020; Bonnefon
et al., 2012). Indeed, there is evidence that lay people
often overestimate the extent to which self-interest and
utility maximization drive human behavior (Miller,
1999; Miller & Ratner, 1998). Similarly, research on
reasoning in children indicates that people view pun-
ishment as an effective form of deterrence from an early
age (Bregant et al., 2016). Taken together, these findings
suggest that lay people’s predictions about what de-
termines human behavior should overlap with the pre-
dictions of rational choice theory. As applied to the
prevention of antisocial behavior, this means that lay
people are likely to believe that an employee’s decision
to, for example, lie to their boss, will depend on how
much the employee can benefit from deception, the
likelihood of getting caught, and the harshness of the
punishment. The latter two factors, in turn, will often
depend on the characteristics of those responsible for
enforcing the rules (i.e., leaders). Thus, lay beliefs about
what kind of leader it takes to prevent antisocial be-
havior should be based on the extent to which this leader
is perceived as good at detecting, as well as punishing,
such behavior. We suggest that lay people are more
likely to see these characteristics in cynical rather than
trusting leaders.

When it comes to the detection of antisocial behavior,
there are two main reasons why lay people might attri-
bute this skill to cynical leaders over trusting leaders.
First, (lay) people tend to overestimate the extent to
which others engage in self-interested behaviors (Miller,
1999). Since cynics believe self-interest to be everyone’s
primary motivation, lay people should be more likely to
consider a cynical leader a good judge of character, who
can more easily catch an employee that tries to advance
their self-interest through illicit means. Conversely,
previous research suggests that (lay) people might intu-
itively associate trust with gullibility (Yamagishi et al,,
1999). As a result, a trusting leader might be viewed as
more gullible (i.e., insensitive to cues of deception or
other antisocial behaviors) and therefore unable to un-
derstand when others try to fool them (Teunisse et al.,

Social Psychology (2023), 54(5), 294-307
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2020). Taken together, these findings indicate that lay
people should be more likely to associate the ability to
detect antisocial behavior with cynical rather than
trusting leaders.

Similarly, cynical leaders should be seen as more punitive
than trusting leaders. Cynical individuals are more likely to
respond with heightened anger and hostility to others in
social situations (Allred & Smith, 1991). Perceptions of
anger in others are in turn associated with expectations of
harsher behavioral responses, such as more severe sanc-
tions or even aggression (Carmichael & Piquero, 2004).
Cynical leaders might therefore be perceived as more likely
to lash out at their subordinates when they transgress, and
thus as more punitive. In sum, lay people may assume that a
cynical leader is more likely to deter their subordinates from
engaging in antisocial behavior - by attributing them both a
higher probability of catching wrongdoing and a higher
probability of doling out a harsher punishment (i.e., the
perceived deterrents of antisocial behavior according to
rational choice theory).

Beyond being able to prevent antisocial behavior, an-
other skill through which leaders can directly benefit
their organization is the ability to encourage employees’
prosocial behavior - such as actively engaging with the
development of, expressing loyalty toward, or proposing
ideas to improve the organization (Lee & Allen, 2002).
When it comes to lay beliefs about cynical leaders, we
suggest that there might be a potential trade-off in per-
ceived skills, such that people see these leaders as better
at preventing antisocial behavior, but worse at encour-
aging prosocial behavior, than trusting leaders. This
could be due to the same mechanisms described earlier:
Cynics might be perceived as more punitive, and
therefore as unlikely to also inspire positive, proactive
behaviors in their employees. Indeed, previous research
has found that leadership based on punishment and
control is antithetical to promoting organizational citi-
zenship behaviors (Seppala et al., 2011). Similarly, per-
ceiving their leader as a “watchdog”, preoccupied with
catching liars and cheaters, might increase employees’
concerns about being accused of antisocial behavior
themselves, and in turn prevent the formation of trust and
cooperation required for them to engage in positive be-
haviors that go above and beyond fulfilling their daily
tasks (Lin & Hsiao, 2014). We therefore explore whether
the same perceived skills that make cynical leaders seem
better at preventing antisocial behavior might conversely
make them seem worse at encouraging prosocial be-
havior in their employees.

The Current Research

In sum, we posit that lay people will perceive cynical leaders
as better at detecting antisocial behavior, as well as pun-
ishing it, than trusting leaders. These perceptions, in turn,
should result in the belief that cynical leaders are better at
preventing their subordinates from engaging in antisocial
behavior than trusting leaders. In addition, we also explore
whether cynical managers are seen as worse at encouraging
prosocial behavior than trusting managers. Finally, we in-
vestigate the downstream consequences of these beliefs,
specifically, whether they translate into hiring preferences,
and whether they do so across organizational contexts that
differ in the importance placed on preventing antisocial
behavior.

We present the results of three studies. In Study 1, we
examined whether people attribute cynical (vs. trusting)
leaders a greater ability to prevent employees’ antisocial
behavior (Hypothesis 1.1) and a lesser ability to encourage
employees’ prosocial behavior (Hypothesis 1.2), and
whether this is mediated by the belief that cynical leaders
are better at detecting, as well as punishing, antisocial
behavior (Hypotheses 2.1 and 2.2). In Study 2, we examined
whether these two perceived abilities (preventing antisocial
behavior and encouraging prosocial behavior) resulted in
preferential hiring of cynical (vs. trusting) leaders (Hy-
potheses 3.1 and 3.2). Finally, in Study 3, we experimentally
manipulated whether the leader’s position stressed the
importance of preventing antisocial behavior, to explore if
this changes the effect of leader cynicism on hiring pref-
erences (Hypothesis 4). Our full research model can be seen
in Figure 1.

We report all manipulations, measures, and exclu-
sions in these studies. The materials and data
can be accessed at https://osf.io/fcrs4/?view_
only=28315b020df741e3a400fb13b10b219d. All three
studies, including hypotheses, procedures, and analysis
plans, were pre-registered (https://aspredicted.org/
D56_LQR, https://aspredicted.org/9ZX_LC3, https://
aspredicted.org/2C1_HPP). We did not deviate from
these pre-registrations.

Study 1

We predicted that people would expect a cynical (vs.
trusting) manager! to be better at preventing antisocial
behavior (Hypothesis 1.1) and worse at encouraging

T We refer to cynical managers (rather than simply “leaders”) in our Method and Results sections, since that is the wording we used in our studies to

present participants with a specific leadership position.

Social Psychology (2023), 54(5), 294-307
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Figure 1. Research model.

prosocial behavior in their employees (Hypothesis 1.2)
and that these effects would be mediated by perceptions
of the cynical manager as better at detecting antisocial
behavior, and more punitive, than the trusting manager
(Hypotheses 2.1 and 2.2). To test this, we presented
participants with either a cynical or a trusting manager in
a between-subjects design and asked them to indicate
how effective they believed this person would be at
preventing antisocial behavior and encouraging prosocial
behavior, as well as detecting and punishing antisocial
behavior.

Participants

A power analysis (see the sample size section of the pre-
registration) indicated that a minimum of 220 participants
would be needed. To compensate for participants failing
an attention check, we recruited a total of 256 participants
via the UK online platform Prolific. We recruited par-
ticipants familiar with an organizational environment by
restricting participation to people who were employed by
a for-profit company or business. Twelve participants
failed the attention check and were excluded, resulting in
afinal sample of N = 244 employees (128 men, 113 women,
two “other” responses, 1 nonresponse), with an average
age of 37.6 years (SD = 10.3).

© 20283 Hogrefe Publishing

Materials and Procedure

Participants were introduced to the character of Jamie, a
low-level manager, and given a summary of Jamie’s per-
sonality profile, which described Jamie as either cynical
(cynical manager condition) or trusting (trusting manager
condition); for full manipulation texts, see the Electronic
Supplementary Material, ESM 1. This was followed by four
items measuring Jamie’s perceived cynicism, which served
as our manipulation check (“To what extent do you think
Jamie sees other people as. .. self-interested/trustworthy/
unfair/honest, 1 = not at all; 5 = very; after reverse-coding
positive items, all four items were averaged; a = .94). Fi-
nally, participants were presented with the following scales
in randomized order.

Preventing Antisocial Behavior

This skill was measured using eight items adapted from
the Deviant Workplace Behavior Scale (Bennett &
Robinson, 2000); (e.g., “Considering what you know
about Jamie, how good do you think Jamie is at preventing
employees from taking property from work without per-
mission?” 1 = very bad; 7 = very good; o = .95).

Encouraging Prosocial Behavior

We measured this ability with eight items adapted from
the Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale (Lee &

Social Psychology (2023), 54(5), 294-307
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Allen, 2002); (e.g., “Considering what you know about
Jamie, how good do you think Jamie is at encouraging
employees to express loyalty toward the organization?”
1 = very bad; 7 = very good; o = .97).

Detecting Antisocial Behavior?

To measure this skill, we adapted six items from the
Gullibility Scale (Teunisse et al., 2020); (e.g., “Considering
what you know about Jamie, to what extent do you think
Jamie is quick to notice when someone is trying to cheat
them?” 1 = not at all; 5 = very; a = .91).

Punitiveness

Punitiveness was measured with five questions loosely
based on items from the Punitiveness Scale (Mackey &
Courtright, 2000) and the Heartland Forgiveness Scale
(Thompson et al., 2005); (e.g., “Considering what you
know about Jamie, how likely do you think Jamie is to
punish misbehaving employees harshly?”; 1 = very un-
likely; 7 = very likely; a = .95). An exploratory factor
analysis showed that all five items load on the same
underlying factor (see ESM 1).

Results

Correlations
Correlations between the main variables can be found in
Table E1 (see ESM 1).

Manipulation Check

Participants in the cynical manager condition rated the
manager as having a more cynical view of other people
(n =122, M = 4.16, SD = 0.59) than participants in the
trusting manager condition (n =122, M =1.49, SD = 0.51),
£(236) = 37.83, p < .001, d = 4.84, CI3 [4.34; 5.34].

Perceptions of Manager Abilities

Participants judged the cynical manager as better at
preventing their employees from engaging in antisocial
behavior (M = 4.67, SD = 1.36) than the trusting manager
(M = 3.87, SD = 1.31), (t(242) = 4.71, p < .001, d = 0.60, CI
[0.35; 0.86]) (see Figure 2a). Conversely, participants
believed the cynical manager to be worse at encouraging
prosocial behavior in their employees (M = 2.80, SD = 1.15)
than the trusting manager (M = 4.96, SD = 1.09),
(£(242) = —15.01, p < .001, d = —1.93, CI [—2.24; —1.63])
(see Figure 2b).

Joineyaq
[eloosiue
Bunuanaid

Joineyaq
|eroosoud
Buibeinoousy

cynical trusting

Manager Type

Figure 2. Study 1: Mean perceived ability to prevent antisocial behavior
and encourage prosocial behavior of the trusting versus cynical
manager. Violin plots indicate density distributions; boxplots indicate
25th and 75th quartiles.

Furthermore, the cynical manager was seen as better at
detecting antisocial behavior in their employees (M =
4.91, SD =1.10) than the trusting manager (M = 3.29, SD =
1.17) (#(242) = 11.14, p < .001, d = 1.42, CI [1.14; 1.71]) and
also as more punitive of this behavior (M = 5.87, SD =
0.92) than the trusting manager (M = 2.88, SD = 0.84;
t(242) = 26.49, p < .001, d = 3.39, CI [3.00; 3.78]; see
Figure 3a, b).

Mediation Analyses

We found that the cynical (vs. trusting) manager was
perceived as better at detecting antisocial behavior and
more punitive, both of which were in turn associated with
a stronger perceived ability to prevent antisocial be-
havior (see Figure 4a). Both indirect effects (perceived
ability to detect antisocial behavior: 0.66, SE = 0.15, CI
[0.39; 0.96] and perceived punitiveness: 0.92, SE = 0.41,
CI [0.05; 1.63]) were significant. When looking at ability
to encourage prosocial behavior as the outcome variable,
only the indirect effect via perceived ability to detect
antisocial behavior reached significance (0.36, SE = 0.12,
CI [0.15; 0.60]; see Figure 4b).

2 This variable was originally called deception detection. We adjusted this wording later, on the grounds that the construct we use is broader than

the ability to detect deception.
3 Here and throughout the paper: 95% ClI.

Social Psychology (2023), 54(5), 294-307
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Figure 3. Study 1: Mean perceived ability to detect antisocial behavior
and mean punitiveness of the trusting versus cynical manager. Violin
plots indicate density distributions; boxplots indicate 25th and 75th
quartiles.

Discussion

Study 1 showed that participants viewed the cynical
manager as better at preventing antisocial behavior at

work than the trusting manager (supporting Hypothesis
1.1). This was mediated by the manager’s perceived
punitiveness and ability to detect antisocial behavior
(supporting Hypothesis 2.1). Furthermore, the cynical
manager was seen as less capable of encouraging their
employees to engage in behaviors that might benefit the
company than the trusting manager (supporting Hy-
pothesis 1.2). This effect was mediated by perceived
ability to detect antisocial behavior, but not perceived
punitiveness (thus not supporting Hypothesis 2.2). In
Study 2, we investigated which of the perceived
skillsets - better ability to prevent antisocial behavior or
worse ability to encourage prosocial behavior - would
translate into actual hiring preferences.

Study 2

The goal of Study 2 was to investigate whether manager
cynicism affects individuals’ hiring preferences.
Drawing from the results of Study 1, we tested two
competing hypotheses: People could be more likely to
hire the cynical (vs. trusting) manager due to the belief
that a cynical manager will be better at preventing
antisocial behavior (Hypothesis 3.1). Alternatively,
people could be more likely to hire the trusting (vs.
cynical) manager due to the belief that a trusting
manager will be better at encouraging prosocial be-
havior (Hypothesis 3.2).

Perceived Ability to Figl.::re d4. dStujy T ][\;I.e_dia:t[ionE;nalg/sefs with
9*** Detect Antisocial 0.4y unstandardized coefficients. Effect of man-
29 s ager type on perceived ability to prevent an-
Behavior o ) )
tisocial behavior and encourage prosocial
Manager Type Perceived Ability to behavior, mediated by perceived ability to
{cymical \gls trl)l,:tin ) — - Prevent Antisocial detect antisocial behavior and perceived pu-
y : g 0.80 (-0.78%) Behavior nitiveness. ***p < .001. **p < .01. *p < .05.
Manager type: 1 = cynical, O = trusting. Direct
/ * effect in brackets.
62wy Perceived 0 A+
A Punitiveness
Perceived Ability to
299*** Detect Antisocial 0.2235,
/ Behavior
Wamar Tobe Perceived Ability to
; lg typt' e o Encourage Prosocial
(cynical vs. trusting) =2.16%%* (-2.36%*%*) Behavior
/
h Perceived 005
B Punitiveness
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Participants

As in Study 1, we aimed to recruit at least 250 participants, who
were currently employed at an organization, via Prolific. People
who had already participated in Study 1 were not invited to
participate. The total sample consisted of 258 participants. Six
participants failed the attention check and were excluded,
resulting in a final sample of N = 252 (131 men, 121 women).
Participants had an average age of 38.5 years (SD = 10.4).

Materials and Procedure

Participants were asked to imagine that they were an HR
manager and had to hire someone for an open manager
position at their company. They were presented with the
personality profile of a potential candidate, Jamie, which
contained the same manipulation as in Study 1 (for full
manipulation texts, see ESM 1). We used a one-item ma-
nipulation check, which allowed us to compare each condi-
tion’s mean to a clear midpoint (“Considering what you have
read about Jamie, to what extent would you describe Jamie
as...”, 1= cynical; 4 = neither cynical nor trusting; 7 = trusting).

Preventing Antisocial Behavior and Encouraging
Prosocial Behavior

These skills were measured with the same scales, as in
Study 1, presented in randomized order (both a = .97).

Hiring Preference, Intended Salary, Perceived
Manager Effectiveness

After reading the manager profile, participants were asked
how likely they would be to hire the manager (1 = not at all
likely; 7 = very likely), what annual salary they would pay
this manager (starting from 1 = £50,000-£59,999 and
increasing to 7 = £150,000-£169,999 in even increments),
and how good they thought this manager would be at their
job (four items, e.g., “I think that Jamie would make a good
manager”; 1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree; a = .96).
All three measures were presented in randomized order.

Results

Correlations
Correlations between the main variables can be found in
Table E2 (see ESM 1).

Manipulation Check

Participants in the cynical manager condition rated the
manager as more cynical (n =124, M = 6.60, SD = 0.88) than
participants in the trusting manager condition (n = 128, M =
1.47, SD = 1.01), £(250) = 42.92, p < .001, d = 5.41, CI [4.87;
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5.94]. One-sample t-tests showed that the means in both the
cynical manager condition (¢(123) = 32.90, p <.001, d = 2.95,
CI [254; 3.36]) and the trusting manager condition
(¢(127) = —28.32,p <.001, d = —2.50, CI [—2.86; —2.15]) were
significantly different from the neutral scale midpoint (4).

Perceptions of Manager Abilities

Participants judged the cynical manager as better at
preventing antisocial behavior (M = 4.97, SD = 1.48) than
the trusting manager (M = 3.33, SD = 1.34) (¢(250) = 9.22,
p <.001, d = 1.16, CI [0.89; 1.43]) and as worse at en-
couraging prosocial behavior (M = 3.13, SD = 1.39) than the
trusting manager (M = 4.95, SD =1.19) (¢(241) = —11.14,p<
.001, d = —1.41, CI [-1.68; —1.13]) (see Figure 5a, b).

Hiring Preference, Intended Salary, Perceived
Manager Effectiveness

Participants indicated that they would be more likely to
hire the trusting (M = 3.74, SD = 1.69) than the cynical
manager (M = 2.23, SD = 1.47) (t(247) = —7.58, p < .001],
d = —0.95, CI [-1.21; —0.69]). They also indicated they
would pay the trusting manager a higher salary (M = 1.76,
SD = 1.08) than the cynical manager (M =1.38, SD = 0.96)
(£(249) = —2.96, p = .003, d = —0.37, CI [—0.62; —0.12]).
Finally, they expected that the trusting manager would be
more effective at their job (M = 4.07, SD = 1.52) than the
cynical manager (M = 2.69, SD = 1.40) (¢(249) = —-7.51,p <
.001, d = —0.95, CI [-1.21; —0.68]) (see Figure 6a-c).
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Figure 5. Study 2: Mean perceived ability to prevent antisocial behavior
and encourage prosocial behavior of the trusting versus cynical
manager. Violin plots indicate density distributions; boxplots indicate
25th and 75th quartiles.
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Figure 6. Study 2: Mean hiring preference (A), mean intended salary (B),
and mean perceived effectiveness (C) of the trusting versus cynical
manager. Note. Violin plots indicate density distributions; boxplots
indicate 25th and 75th quartiles.

Mediation Analyses

We found that the cynical (vs. trusting) manager was
perceived as better at preventing antisocial behavior and
worse at encouraging prosocial behavior, both of which
were in turn associated with stronger hiring preference
(see Figure 7a). Both indirect effects (perceived ability to
prevent antisocial behavior: 0.60, SE = 0.14, CI [0.36;
0.90] and perceived ability to encourage prosocial be-
havior: —0.98, SE = 0.15, CI [-1.28; —0.70]) were sig-
nificant. However, a formal comparison showed a
significant difference of 1.57 (CI [1.30; 1.88]) between the
two, indicating that the indirect effect via perceived ability
to encourage prosocial behavior was stronger.

The analyses of perceived manager effectiveness also
provided support for both mediation paths (see Figure 7b;
ability to prevent antisocial behavior (0.72, SE = 0.14, CI
[0.47;1.00]); ability to encourage prosocial behavior (—0.94,
SE = 0.14, [CI —1.23; —0.68])). Formal comparisons indi-
cated that the effect via ability to encourage prosocial be-
havior was stronger, with a difference of 1.66 (CI [1.41;1.94]).

Finally, when looking at intended salary (see Figure 7c), the
effect of manager type was mediated by the manager’s
perceived ability to encourage prosocial behavior (—0.31, SE =
0.15, CI [-0.60; —0.003]), while the indirect effect via
perceived ability to prevent antisocial behavior did not reach

© 2023 Hogrefe Publishing

significance (CI [—0.20; 0.30]). A formal comparison showed
a difference of 0.36 (CI [0.16; 0.56]) between the two.

Discussion

The results of Study 2 indicated that, despite perceiving
cynical managers as better at preventing antisocial behavior
in their employees, participants had a weaker preference for
hiring a cynical manager, offered them a lower salary, and
perceived them as less effective at their job compared to a
trusting manager. While both the ability to prevent antisocial
behavior and the ability to encourage prosocial behavior at
work positively predicted hiring outcomes for managers, the
ability to encourage prosocial behavior was a stronger pre-
dictor, thereby resulting in an overall preference for trusting
managers, who were seen as more skilled in this area. Thus,
our findings support Hypothesis 3.2 over Hypothesis 3.1.

Notably, our mediation approach had a clear limitation: The
mediators (ability to prevent antisocial behavior and ability to
encourage prosocial behavior) were merely measured, rather
than experimentally manipulated, thus restricting our ability
to draw causal conclusions. To rectify this, in Study 3, we used
a testing-a-process-hypothesis-by-an-interaction ~ strategy
(TPIS; Jacoby & Sassenberg, 2011). In this design, the hy-
pothesized process is tested through the interaction between
the cause of an effect (here, manager cynicism) and a con-
textual variable that interrupts the causal process by creating
conditions where the causal effect can be expected to be either
stronger or weaker. We therefore introduced a contextual
variable - importance placed on the ability of a manager to
prevent antisocial behavior - that either strengthens (high
importance) or reduces (low importance) the causal effect of
manager cynicism on hiring outcomes.

Study 3

Since cynical managers were seen as better at preventing
antisocial behavior in Studies 1 and 2, we expected that having
to hire someone for a position that requires this skill would
result in a reduction, or even a reversal, of the preference for
trusting over cynical managers (Hypothesis 4). We tested this
hypothesis using a 2 x 2 between-subjects design where we
manipulated manager type (cynical vs. trusting), as well as the
manager’s task (preventing antisocial behavior vs. neutral).

Participants

An initial power analysis (see the sample size section of the
pre-registration) indicated that a minimum of 351

Social Psychology (2023), 54(5), 294-307
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participants would be needed. To compensate for partici-
pants failing the attention check, we recruited a total of 406
employed participants via Prolific. People who had already
participated in Studies 1 or 2 were not invited to participate.
Eleven participants failed the attention check, resulting in a
final sample of N = 395 (206 women, 187 men, 1 nonbinary,
1 gender fluid), with an average age of 38.01 (SD = 10.5).

Materials and Procedure

The procedure and materials for Study 3 were nearly
identical to those for Study 2, with two exceptions: First,
before participants were presented with the summary of
Jamie’s personality profile, they were either told that
the department Jamie was to be hired for had a high

incidence of antisocial behavior (preventing antisocial
behavior condition) or they were not given this informa-
tion (neutral task condition); for full manipulation texts,
see ESM 1). Second, we changed the intended salary item
to reflect verbal, rather than numerical, descriptions of
salary size* (“The company has a scale of possible salaries
for managers. If you were to hire Jamie, what salary
would you offer them?” 1 = lowest possible salary; 4 =
average salary; 7 = highest possible salary).

Results

Correlations
Correlations between the main variables can be found in
Table E3 (see ESM 1).

% The original item resulted in a skewed distribution of responses (see ESM 1).

Social Psychology (2023), 54(5), 294-307
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Manipulation Check

Participants in the cynical manager condition (n = 200)
rated the manager as more cynical (M = 6.55, SD = 0.88)
than participants in the trusting manager condition (n =
194; M = 1.46, SD = 1.01), £(392) = 53.07, p < .001, d =
5.45, CI [4.92; 5.77]. One-sample ¢-tests showed that the
means in both the cynical manager condition (¢(199) =
40.71,p <.001, d = 2.88, CI [2.56; 3.19]) and the trusting
manager condition (£(193) = —34.85, p <.001,d = —2.50,
CI [—-2.79; —2.22]) were significantly different from the
neutral scale midpoint (4).

Hiring Preference

A 2 (manager type: cynical vs. trusting) x 2 (task: preventing
antisocial behavior vs. neutral) between-subjects ANOVA
revealed a significant main effect of manager type [F(1,
391) =90.87, p <.001, n,* = 0.19] on hiring preference, such
that participants preferred hiring the trusting manager (M =
4.02, SD = 1.68) over the cynical manager (M = 2.52, SD =
1.47). There was no significant main effect of task (p = .136)
on hiring preference. More importantly, we found the ex-
pected interaction effect between manager type and task
[F(1, 391) = 27.84, p < .001, 1, = 0.07]: When no additional
information about the manager’s tasks was provided (n =
198), participants strongly preferred hiring the trusting
manager (M = 4.34, SD = 1.48) over the cynical manager
(M = 2.06, SD = 1.26) [F(1, 391) = 109.66, p < .001, n,? =
0.22]. However, when the manager’s tasks involved the
prevention of antisocial behavior (n = 197), this preference
for hiring the trusting (M = 3.76, SD = 1.80) over the cynical
manager (M = 3.10, SD = 1.51) was weaker [F(1, 391) = 9.05,
p =.003,1,> = 0.02] (see Figure 8).

Intended Salary

Running the same ANOVA with intended salary as the
outcome variable revealed a significant main effect of
manager type [F(1,391) = 55.12, p <.001, n,* = 0.12], such
that participants would offer the trusting manager a
higher salary (M = 4.08, SD = 1.10) than the cynical
manager (M = 3.19, SD = 1.25). We also found a main
effect of task [F(1, 391) = 4.26, p = .040, 1,2 = 0.01], such
that managers whose tasks involved the prevention of
antisocial behavior were offered a higher salary (M =3.79,
SD =1.17) than those whose tasks were not specified (M =
3.46, SD = 1.33). More importantly, we again found an
interaction effect between manager type and task [F(1,
391) = 15.02, p < .001, n,*> = 0.04], such that, when no
additional information about the manager’s tasks was
provided, participants indicated they would pay the
trusting manager (M = 4.19, SD = 0.99) more than the
cynical manager (M = 2.87, SD = 1.27) [F(1, 391) = 63.85,
p <.001n,? = 0.14]. However, when the manager’s tasks
involved the prevention of antisocial behavior, the
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Figure 8. Study 3: Hiring preference for the trusting versus cynical
manager across task conditions. Note. Error bars indicate standard
error.

intended salary gap between the trusting (M = 3.98,
SD = 1.18) and the cynical manager (M = 3.57, SD = 1.12)
was smaller [F(1, 391) = 6.30, p = .013, n,> = 0.02] (see
Figure 9).

Perceived Manager Effectiveness

Finally, we found a significant main effect of manager
type [F(1, 391) = 142.54, p < .001, n,> = 0.27] on per-
ceived effectiveness of the manager, such that trusting
managers were perceived as more effective (M = 4.42,
SD = 1.34) than cynical managers (M = 2.75, SD = 1.45).
There was also a significant main effect of task [F(1,
391) = 7.41, p = .007, n,> = 0.02], indicating that
managers whose tasks focused on the prevention of
antisocial behavior were perceived as more effective

@ Cynical Manager @ Trusting Manager

Intended Salary

N

Neutral Task Preventing Antisocial

Behavior
Figure 9. Study 3: Intended salary for the trusting versus cynical

manager across task conditions. Note. Error bars indicate standard
error.
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(M = 3.84, SD = 1.51), than those with unspecified tasks
(M =3.30, SD = 1.70). More importantly, we found the
expected interaction effect between manager type and
task [F(1, 391) = 21.61, p < .001, n,*> = 0.05], indicating
that, when no additional information about the man-
ager’s tasks was provided, participants saw the trusting
manager (M = 4.56, SD = 1.22) as much more effective
than the cynical manager (M = 2.30, SD = 1.31) [F(1,
391) = 137.59, p < .001, n,* = 0.26]. However, when the
manager’s tasks involved the prevention of antisocial
behavior, this difference in perceived effectiveness for
the trusting (M = 4.30, SD = 1.42) versus the cynical
manager (M = 3.30, SD = 1.43) was smaller [F(1, 391) =
26.57, p < .001, n,> = 0.06] (see Figure 10). The alter-
native contrasts (i.e., the effect of task as a function of
manager type) for all three variables can be found in
the ESM 1.

Discussion

The results of Study 3 provided support for Hypothesis 4,
namely that hiring outcomes for cynical (vs. trusting)
managers are affected by the manager’s tasks. Specifically,
when the manager’s job description explicitly involved the
prevention of antisocial behavior in their employees, the
preference for trusting managers over cynical managers (in
terms of hiring, intended salary, and perceived manager
effectiveness) was significantly reduced. Nevertheless, the
overall preference for trusting managers persisted, indi-
cating that, although cynical managers might be seen as a
relatively better fit for environments that require a more
cynical approach, this is not sufficient to increase their
employability vis-a-vis trusting managers.

B Cynical Manager B Trusting Manager

B

Neutral Task

Perceived Manager Effectiveness

Preventing Antisocial
Behavior

Figure 10. Study 3: Perceived manager effectiveness of the trusting

versus cynical manager across task conditions. Note. Error bars in-
dicate standard error.

Social Psychology (2023), 54(5), 294-307

General Discussion

Prior research has revealed multiple adverse consequences of
cynicism in organizational contexts, such that cynics experi-
ence lower job satisfaction, have fewer career prospects, en-
gage in more knowledge hiding behavior and increased
workplace incivility, and exhibit reduced employee loyalty
(Aljawarneh & Atan, 2018; Smith et al., 1988). But is there a
“bright side” to cynicism, in the form of reputational benefits?
The results of our three experiments suggest that the answer to
this question is twofold. On the one hand, in Study 1, we found
that people perceive cynical leaders as better at preventing
antisocial behavior in their employees, such as lying, stealing,
and taking advantage of the organization, than trusting
leaders. This was explained by the belief that cynical (vs.
trusting) leaders are better at detecting such behaviors and
more punitive of them. At the same time, people viewed
cynical leaders as worse at encouraging their employees to
engage in prosocial behavior at work, such as expressing
loyalty to, actively contributing to the development of, or
defending the organization. In Study 2, we investigated how
these perceptions would translate into hiring preferences for
cynical leaders. The results showed that being able to en-
courage prosocial behavior was a better predictor of hiring
outcomes, resulting in a lower preference for cynical leaders:
Cynical leaders were less likely to get hired, were offered a
lower salary, and were seen as less effective than their more
trusting counterparts. Finally, Study 3 indicated that the de-
mand for cynical leaders increases as preventing antisocial
behavior becomes more important: When hiring someone for
a leadership position in a department known for high inci-
dences of antisocial behavior, the gap in hiring outcomes
between the cynical and trusting leader was smaller: Trusting
leaders were still more likely to get hired, were offered higher
salaries, and were seen as more effective, but this was sig-
nificantly reduced in situations where a more distrustful at-
titude was necessary.

Theoretical Implications

Our research offers novel insights into both the benefits and
the drawbacks of being perceived as cynical. Previous re-
search on lay beliefs about cynicism found that people view
cynics as especially smart and competent (Stavrova &
Ehlebracht, 2019b). We add to this finding by demonstrat-
ing that the positive reputational consequences of cynicism
extend to the perceived ability of cynics to detect antisocial
behavior and consequently prevent others from engaging in
it. These abilities represent an important skillset in organi-
zations and the fact that lay people attribute them to cynical
leaders more so than to trusting leaders might explain why
cynicism, despite having a negative impact on organizations

© 2023 Hogrefe Publishing
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in general (Andersson & Bateman, 1997), might be tolerated
in certain organizational contexts, or for certain positions.
Prior research on moral attitudes has shown that people tend
to perceive the world as steadily getting worse, due to, for
example, moral degradation, increased selfishness, and vi-
olence (Eibach & Libby, 2009). It is possible that these bi-
ased perceptions of social decline contribute to the perceived
usefulness of cynicism (as opposed to trust) as a force that
can counteract such developments.

Beyond adding to our knowledge on the reputational
consequences of cynicism, our findings also contribute
to the broader literature on lay beliefs and their con-
sequences. We offer a theoretical contribution by ex-
tending rational choice theory and applying it to the
prediction of lay beliefs about the deterrence of anti-
social behavior. Furthermore, we add to prior work that
emphasized the importance of lay beliefs about per-
sonality in predicting various behaviors - such as pro-
sociality (Stavrova et al., 2022), social exclusion (Rudert
et al., 2021), and risk-taking behavior (Cooper et al.,
2015), as well as personnel selection (Highhouse, 2008),
and the subsequent treatment of employees (Heslin
et al., 2006) - by showing how beliefs about a specific
trait (cynicism) can influence hiring outcomes, through
triggering associations with specific skills, or lack
thereof. Our results indicate that overall, (perceived)
cynicism is more likely to undermine one’s chances of
getting hired for leadership positions. This is important,
as it is possible that, conversely, being stuck in one’s
career could render someone more cynical. Indeed,
studies on cynical hostility have shown that the expe-
rience of being laid off can contribute to the develop-
ment of a cynical worldview (Hakulinen et al., 2013).
Thus, cynical individuals’ hiring outcomes might pre-
dispose them to a vicious cycle, in which their cynicism
is reinforced over time. Future research would benefit
from further investigating the possibility of such bidi-
rectional effects and their long-term consequences.

Limitations and Future Directions

We found that people’s preference for trusting over
cynical leaders was reduced when the leadership posi-
tion required the ability to prevent antisocial behavior.
This indicates that situational factors, such as a high
incidence of antisocial behavior within a department,
affect people’s hiring preferences for cynical leaders.
Nevertheless, people still did not opt to hire a cynical
leader over a trusting one when the situation ostensibly
demanded it. One possible explanation for this is that
our situational manipulation was not strong enough to
trigger a reversal of preferences. While the scenario

© 2023 Hogrefe Publishing

people were put in placed them directly inside the
company, their placement in HR could have seemed too
distant compared to if they had been placed in the
fictional department itself. In other words, the personal
stakes of not hiring a person who could put an end to the
rampant antisocial behaviors in the department might
have been too low. It is possible that presenting par-
ticipants with a scenario in which they are explicitly
harmed by the antisocial behavior of other employees
(as either their colleague or direct superior) might in-
crease the perceived importance of the ability to prevent
this behavior, resulting in a relative preference for a
cynical (over a trusting) leader and thus overruling the
perceived drawbacks of such a candidate. Future re-
search might benefit from testing this possibility by
varying the extent to which participants are directly
affected by others’ antisocial behavior in different po-
sitions in the company.

Finally, we acknowledge that our findings are limited by
the experimental nature of our studies. While our ap-
proach provided a high level of experimental control and
allowed us to parse out differences in individual percep-
tions of cynical and trusting leaders, this also resulted in a
trade-off with external validity, such that the generaliz-
ability of our findings to real workplaces is limited. Al-
though we ensured that our participants had at least some
experience working in organizations - and thus may have
had real experiences with cynical or trusting leaders - our
results cannot speak to how factors, such as employees’
shared history, work in teams, or particular organizational
climate, might additionally influence how they experience
and perceive cynicism in real-life leader-follower inter-
actions. Future research might therefore benefit from
replicating our findings by asking employees to recall
previous interactions with cynical leaders or using ob-
servational data from the field.

Conclusion

The present research provides a first step in exploring the
perceived benefits and drawbacks of cynical leaders in
organizational environments. Our results suggest that
people consider cynical leaders useful, insofar as they are
perceived as better able to prevent their subordinates from
engaging in harmful or antisocial behaviors than trusting
leaders. Nevertheless, these benefits appear to be limited,
as cynicism is also considered antithetical to being able to
encourage and inspire one’s subordinates. Thus, while
people might intuitively agree with Benjamin Franklin and
Donald T. Campbell, who touted the functionality of a
cynical worldview, they typically do not want to see this
worldview being endorsed by their leaders.
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Electronic Supplementary Material

The electronic supplementary material is available with
the online version of the article at https://doi.org/10.
1027/1864-9335/a000528

ESM 1. This file contains full manipulation texts and
correlation tables for each study along with additional
exploratory analyses.

References

Aljawarneh, N. M. S., & Atan, T. (2018). Linking tolerance to
workplace incivility, service innovative, knowledge hiding, and
job search behavior: The mediating role of employee cynicism.
Negotiation and Conflict Management Research, 11(4), 298-320.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12136

Allred, K. D., & Smith, T. W. (1991). Social cognition in cynical
hostility. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 15(5), 399-412.
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01173034

Andersson, L. M., & Bateman, T. S. (1997). Cynicism in the work-
place: Some causes and effects. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 18(5), 449-469. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-
1379(199709)18:5<449::AID-JOB808>3.0.C0;2-0

Back, M. D., & Vazire, S. (2015). The social consequences of
personality: Six suggestions for future research. European
Journal of Personality, 29(2), 296-307. https://doi.org/10.1002/
per.1998

Baron, K. G., Smith, T. W., Butner, J., Nealey-Moore, J., Hawkins, M.
W., & Uchino, B. N. (2007). Hostility, anger, and marital adjust-
ment: Concurrent and prospective associations with psycho-
social vulnerability. Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 30(1), 1-10.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-006-9086-z

Bay-Cheng, L. Y., Fitz, C. C., Alizaga, N. M., & Zucker, A. N. (2015).
Tracking homo oeconomicus: Development of the neoliberal
beliefs inventory. Journal of Social and Political Psychology, 3(1),
71-88. https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v3i1.366

Becker, G. S. (1993). Nobel Lecture: The economic way of looking at
behavior. Journal of Political Economy, 101(3), 385-409. https://
doi.org/10.1086/261880

Bennett, R. J., & Robinson, S. L. (2000). Development of a measure
of workplace deviance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(3),
349-360. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.3.349

Blakely, J. (2020). How economics becomes ideology: The uses
and abuses of rational choice theory. In P. Rona & L. Zsolnai
(Eds.), Agency and causal explanation in economics (pp. 37-52).
Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-26114-6_3

Bond, M. H., Leung, K., Au, A,, Tong, K.-K., & Chemonges-Nielson, Z.
(2004). Combining social axioms with values in predicting social
behaviours. European Journal of Personality, 18(3), 177-191.
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.509

Bonnefon, J. F., Girotto, V., & Legrenzi, P. (2012). The psychology of
reasoning about preferences and unconsequential decisions.
Synthese, 185(1), 27-41. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11229-011-9957-x

Bregant, J., Shaw, A., & Kinzler, K. D. (2016). Intuitive jurisprudence: Early
reasoning about the functions of punishment. Journal of Empirical
Legal Studies, 13(4), 693-717. https://doi.org/10.1111/jels.12130

Campbell, D. T. (1984). Can we be scientific in applied social sci-
ence? In R. F. Connor, D. G. Altman, & C. Jackson (Eds.), Eval-
uation studies review annual (pp. 26-48). Sage Publications.

Social Psychology (2023), 54(5), 294-307

Carmichael, S., & Piquero, A. R. (2004). Sanctions, perceived anger,
and criminal offending. Journal of Quantitative Criminology,
20(4), 371-393. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-004-5869-y

Christie, R., & Geis, F. L. (1970). Studies in machiavellianism. Aca-
demic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/C2013-0-10497-7

Cooper, D. A, Connolly, T., & Kugler, T. (2015). Lay personality the-
ories in interactive decisions: Strongly held, weakly supported.
Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 28(3), 201-213. https://doi.
0rg/10.1002/bdm.1842

Duncan, T. A. (2021). More employers are secretly monitoring their
employees. Mic. https://www.mic.com/life/companies-
surveilling-workers

Eibach, R. P., & Libby, L. K. (2009). Ideology of the good old days:
Exaggerated perceptions of moral decline and conservative
politics. In J. T. Jost, A. C. Kay, & H. Thorisdottir (Eds.), Social and
psychological bases of ideology and system justification (pp.
402-423). Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/
acprof:0s0/9780195320916.003.016

Franklin, B. (1976). [1733-1758] Poor Richard: The Almanacks for the
Years 1733-1758. Paddington Press.

Greenglass, E. R., & Julkunen, J. (1989). Construct validity
and sex differences in Cook-Medley hostility. Personality and
Individual Differences, 10(2), 209-218. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167217742886

Hakulinen, C., Jokela, M., Hintsanen, M., Pulkki-Raback, L., Elo-
vainio, M., Hintsa, T., Hutri-Kahonen, N., Viikari, J., Raitakari, 0. T.,
& Keltikangas-Jarvinen, L. (2013). Hostility and unemployment: A
two-way relationship? Journal of Vocational Behavior, 83(2),
153-160. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jvb.2013.04.003

Heslin, P. A.,, Vandewalle, D. O. N., & Latham, G. P. (2006). Keen to
help? Managers’ implicit person theories and their subsequent
employee coaching. Personnel Psychology, 59(4), 871-902.
https://doi.org/10.1111/}.1744-6570.2006.00057.x

Highhouse, S. (2008). Stubborn reliance on intuition and sub-
jectivity in employee selection. Industrial and Organizational
Psychology, 1(3), 333-342. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1754-9434.
2008.00058.x

Jacoby, J., & Sassenberg, K. (2011). Interactions do not only tell us
when, but can also tell us how: Testing process hypotheses by
interaction. European Journal of Social Psychology, 41(2),
180-190. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.762

Kantor, J., Weise, K., & Ashford, G. (2021). The Amazon that cus-
tomers don’t see. The New York Times. https://www.nytimes.
com/interactive/2021/06/15/us/amazon-workers.html

Kaplan, S. A, Bradley, J. C., & Ruscher, J. B. (2004). The inhibitory
role of cynical disposition in the provision and receipt of social
support: The case of the September 11th terrorist attacks.
Personality and Individual Differences, 37(6), 122-1232. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2003.12.006

Kurman, J. (2011). What | do and what | think they would do: Social
axioms and behaviour. European Journal of Personality, 25(6),
410-423. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.801

Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. (2002). Organizational citizenship behavior
and workplace deviance: The role of affect and cognitions.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1), 131-142. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.131

Lewicki, R. J. (1983). Lying and deception: A behavioral model. In M.
H. Bazerman & R. J. Lewicki (Eds.), Negotiating in organizations
(pp. 68-90). Sage Publications.

Lin, R. S. J., & Hsiao, J. K. (2014). The relationships between
transformational leadership, knowledge sharing, trust and or-
ganizational citizenship behavior. International Journal of In-
novation, Management and Technology, 5(3), 171-174. https://
doi.org/10.1504/EJIM.2012.044759

Mackey, D. A., & Courtright, K. E. (2000). Assessing punitiveness
among college students: A comparison of criminal justice majors

© 2023 Hogrefe Publishing


https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000528.
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000528.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12136
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01173034
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(199709)18:5<449::AID-JOB808>3.0.CO;2-O
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(199709)18:5<449::AID-JOB808>3.0.CO;2-O
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.1998
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.1998
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-006-9086-z
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v3i1.366
https://doi.org/10.1086/261880
https://doi.org/10.1086/261880
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.3.349
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-26114-6_3
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.509
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11229-011-9957-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jels.12130
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-004-5869-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/C2013-0-10497-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.1842
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.1842
https://www.mic.com/life/companies-surveilling-workers
https://www.mic.com/life/companies-surveilling-workers
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195320916.003.016
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195320916.003.016
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217742886
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217742886
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2013.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2006.00057.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2008.00058.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2008.00058.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.762
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2021/06/15/us/amazon-workers.html
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2021/06/15/us/amazon-workers.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2003.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2003.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.801
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.131
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.131
https://doi.org/10.1504/EJIM.2012.044759
https://doi.org/10.1504/EJIM.2012.044759

https://econtent.hogrefe.com/doi/pdf/10.1027/1864-9335/a000528 - Teodora Spiridonova <t.spiridonova@tilburguniversity.edu> - Monday, October 16, 2023 4:53:19 AM - Universiteit van Tilburg | P Address:154.59.124.143

T. Spiridonova et al., Cynical, But Useful?

307

with other majors. Criminal Justice Studies, 12(4), 423-441.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1478601X.2000.9959561

Miller, D. T. (1999). The norm of self-interest. American Psy-
chologist, 54(12), 1053-1060. https://doi.org/10.1016/51529-
2096(01)03013-9

Miller, D. T., & Ratner, R. K. (1998). The disparity between the actual and
assumed power of self-interest. Personality and Social Psychology,
74(1), 53-62. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.1.53

Neumann, E., & Zaki, J. (2023). Toward a social psychology of
cynicism. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 27(1), 1-3. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/j.tics.2022.09.009

Neuvonen, E., Rusanen, M., Solomon, A., Ngandu, T., Laatikainen,
T., Soininen, H., Kivipelto, M., & Tolppanen, A. M. (2014). Late-life
cynical distrust, risk of incident dementia, and mortality in a
population-based cohort. Neurology, 82(24), 2205-2212. https://
doi.org/10.1212/WNL.0000000000000528

Plaks, J. E., Levy, S. R., & Dweck, C. S. (2009). Lay theories of
personality: Cornerstones of meaning in social cognition. Social
and Personality Psychology Compass, 3(6), 1069-1081. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2009.00222.x

Rousseau, D. M., Sitkin, S. B., Burt, R. S., & Camerer, C. (1998). Not so
different after all: A cross-discipline view of trust. Academy of
Management Review, 23(3), 393-404. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amr.1998.926617

Rudert, S. C., Hales, A. H., & Buttner, C. M. (2021). Stay out of our office
(vs. our pub): Target personality and situational context affect
ostracism intentions. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
95, Article 104142. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jesp.2021.104142

Seppala, T., Lipponen, J., Pirttila-Backman, A. M., & Lipsanen, J.
(2011). Reciprocity of trust in the supervisor-subordinate re-
lationship: The mediating role of autonomy and the sense of
power. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psy-
chology, 20(6), 7565-778. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.
2010.507353

Smith, T. W., Pope, M. K., Sanders, J. D., Allred, K. D., & O’'Keeffe,
J. L. (1988). Cynical hostility at home and work: Psychosocial
vulnerability across domains. Journal of Research in Personality,
22(4), 525-548. https://doi.org/10.1016/0092-6566(88)90008-6

Spiridonova, T., Stavrova, O., & van Beest, I. (2013). Cynical, but
useful? A lay beliefs perspective on cynical leaders’ ability to
prevent antisocial behavior at work [Data, materials]. https://
osf.io/fcrs4

Stavrova, O., & Ehlebracht, D. (2016). Cynical beliefs about human
nature and income: Longitudinal and cross-cultural analyses.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 110(1), 116-132.
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000050

Stavrova, O., & Ehlebracht, D. (2019a). Broken bodies, broken spirits:
How poor health contributes to a cynical worldview. European
Journal of Personality, 33(1), 52-71. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2183

Stavrova, O., & Ehlebracht, D. (2019b). The cynical genius illu-
sion: Exploring and debunking lay beliefs about cynicism and
competence. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
45(2), 254-269. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218783195

Stavrova, O., Ehlebracht, D., & Vohs, K. D. (2020). Victims, perpe-
trators, or both? The vicious cycle of disrespect and cynical
beliefs about human nature. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
General, 149(9), 1736-1754. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000738

Stavrova, O., Evans, A. M., Sleegers, W., & van Beest, |. (2022).
Examining the accuracy of lay beliefs about the effects of
personality on prosocial behavior. Journal of Behavioral De-
cision Making, 35(5), Article e2282. https://doi.org/10.1002/
bdm.2282

© 2023 Hogrefe Publishing

Teunisse, A. K., Case, T. |, Fitness, J., & Sweller, N. (2020). | should
have known better: Development of a self-report measure of
gullibility. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 46(3),
408-423. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219858641

Thompson, L. Y., Snyder, C. R., Hoffman, L., Michael, S. T., Ras-
mussen, H. N., Billings, L. S., Heinze, L., Neufeld, J. E., Shorey,
H. S., Roberts, J. C., & Roberts, D. E. (2005). Dispositional
forgiveness of self, others, and situations. Journal of Per-
sonality, 73(2), 313-359. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.
2005.00311.x

Yamagishi, T., Kikuchi, M., & Kosugi, M. (1999). Trust, gullibility,
and social intelligence. Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 2(1),
145-161. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-839X.00030

History

Received November 28, 2022
Revision received June 14, 2023
Accepted June 29, 2023
Published online October 11, 2023

Publication Ethics

Informed consent was obtained from all participants included in
the study. All procedures were performed in accordance with the
ethical standards of the Ethics Review Board of Tilburg School of
Social and Behavioral Sciences (Reference #RP621).

Authorship

Teodora Spiridonova: conceptualization; data curation; formal
analysis; investigation; methodology; visualization; writing — original
draft; writing — review & editing; Olga Stavrova: conceptualization;
methodology; supervision; writing — review & editing; Anthony Evans:
conceptualization; methodology; supervision; writing — review &
editing; Ilja van Beest: conceptualization; methodology; supervision;
writing — review & editing. All authors approved the final version of
the article.

Open Data

The information needed to reproduce all of the reported results
is available at https://osf.io/fcrs4/?view_only=28315b020df741e
3a400fb13b10b219d (Spiridonova et al., 2023).

Open Materials: The information needed to reproduce all of the
reported methodology is available at https://osf.io/fcrs4/?view_
only=28315b020df741e3a400fb13b10b219d (Spiridonova et al., 2023).

Pre-registration and Analysis Plan: The three studies were pre-
registered at https://aspredicted.org/D56_LQR; https://aspredicted.
org/9ZX_LC3; https://aspredicted.org/2C1_HPP

ORCID

Teodora Spiridonova
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7967-2077

Olga Stavrova
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6079-4151

Ija van Beest
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2855-3638

Teodora Spiridonova

Department of Social Psychology

School of Social and Behavioral Sciences
Tilburg University

Warandelaan 2

5037 AB Tilburg

The Netherlands
t.spiridonova@tilburguniversity.edu

Social Psychology (2023), 54(5), 294-307


https://doi.org/10.1080/1478601X.2000.9959561
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1529-2096(01)03013-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1529-2096(01)03013-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.1.53
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2022.09.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2022.09.009
https://doi.org/10.1212/WNL.0000000000000528
https://doi.org/10.1212/WNL.0000000000000528
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2009.00222.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2009.00222.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.926617
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.926617
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2021.104142
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2010.507353
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2010.507353
https://doi.org/10.1016/0092-6566(88)90008-6
https://osf.io/fcrs4
https://osf.io/fcrs4
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000050
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2183
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218783195
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000738
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.2282
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.2282
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219858641
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2005.00311.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2005.00311.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-839X.00030
https://osf.io/fcrs4/?view_only=28315b020df741e3a400fb13b10b219d
https://osf.io/fcrs4/?view_only=28315b020df741e3a400fb13b10b219d
https://osf.io/fcrs4/?view_only=28315b020df741e3a400fb13b10b219d
https://osf.io/fcrs4/?view_only=28315b020df741e3a400fb13b10b219d
https://aspredicted.org/D56_LQR
https://aspredicted.org/9ZX_LC3
https://aspredicted.org/9ZX_LC3
https://aspredicted.org/2C1_HPP
mailto:t.spiridonova@tilburguniversity.edu

	Cynical, But Useful?
	Perceptions of Cynical Leaders
	The Current Research
	Study 1
	Participants
	Materials and Procedure
	Preventing Antisocial Behavior
	Encouraging Prosocial Behavior
	Detecting Antisocial Behavior2
	Punitiveness

	Results
	Correlations
	Manipulation Check
	Perceptions of Manager Abilities
	Mediation Analyses

	Discussion

	Study 2
	Participants
	Materials and Procedure
	Preventing Antisocial Behavior and Encouraging Prosocial Behavior
	Hiring Preference, Intended Salary, Perceived Manager Effectiveness

	Results
	Correlations
	Manipulation Check
	Perceptions of Manager Abilities
	Hiring Preference, Intended Salary, Perceived Manager Effectiveness
	Mediation Analyses

	Discussion

	Study 3
	Participants
	Materials and Procedure
	Results
	Correlations
	Manipulation Check
	Hiring Preference
	Intended Salary
	Perceived Manager Effectiveness

	Discussion

	General Discussion
	Theoretical Implications
	Limitations and Future Directions
	Conclusion

	Electronic Supplementary Material
	References


