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Propositions

1. Of all presently known studies, need for leadership is the most robust moderator ofthe relationship between leadership and criteria.

2. Human-oriented leadership is a sine qua non for employees' job satisfaction.

3.   It   is no wonder substitutes for leadership  have  not been found to moderate  therelation between leadership and criteria, since:
a) they only explain a small amount of variance in need for leadership, and
b) when substitutes are present, organizational hierarchy is more likely to be
absent.

4.    Transformational or charismatic leadership   may, in contrast   to what leadershipscholars hope, increase feelings of subordinates' dependency through their need forleadership.

5.  All  leaders want their subordinates to remain within boundaries of acceptable needfor leadership. Too much need will probably be reciprocated by encouragement ofself-management or task-oriented leadership; not enough by an increase in assignmentdifficulty.

6. To inductively arrive at theoretically interesting moderator effects, instead ofspending time searching for ecological valid significant predictors of criteria, scholarsshould start searching for non-related predictors and criteria (e.g. job satisfaction andperformance) before exploring potential moderators.

7. If charisma is a gift, television is the gift-wrapping. (Als charisma een gave is. danis televisie het pakpapier.)

8. Definitie econologie (paars milieubeleid): de beerput dempen   als   het   kalf  eengekloonde fokstier is.

9.     In    tegenstelling    tot de vervreemdingshypothese leidt toenemende abstractie    totgrotere identificatie met de werkzaamheden. De mens' povere fysieke gesteldheid ensuperieure mentale kwaliteiten zijn een logische oorzaak hiervan.

10. In de ideate samenleving van idealisten is er geen plaats voor idealen.

Stellingen bij  proefschrift  "Need for  leadership"



11.     Quod    leges sin moribus. Wetten   zijn een afspiegeling   van de psychologische

maturiteit   van een bevolking;    1. hoe strenger de wetten,    des te groter het morele

verval; 2. hoe complexer de wetten, des te groter de cognitieve complexiteit van de

bevolking.

12. Kortere kennishalfwaardetijd gaat gepaard met verminderd respect     voor

ouderdom.

13.   De christelijke verkettering  van de euthanasie staat in schril contrast  met  haar

eulogie op Jezus' keuze voor het kruis.

14. Het star vasthouden van marxisten aan de traditionele opvatting van Marx over

het bezit van fysieke produktiefactoren doet de ondergang van het communisme en de

communistische partijen samenvallen met het moment dat arbeiders door middel van

informatie-technologie werkelijk bezit hebben gekregen van de belangrijkste

produktiefactor: kennis.

15. Katholieken delen met economen een 'positieve' visie op bevolkingsgroei. Het

enige verschil is dat economen een relatieve afname van de armoede voorspellen door

een exponentiele produktiviteitsgroei, terwijl katholieken denken dat een absolute

toename van de armoede gepaard gaat met een groter aantal gelovigen.

16. In een door economen beheerste samenleving hebben visioenen plaats gemaakt

voor visies.

17. Motto van de psychologie: "Wovon man sprechen kan, daruber mui} man nicht

schweigen."

Stellingen  bij  proefschrift  "Need for  leadership"
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Chapter 1

Introduction
Industry    has     ' a crying    need for leadership' according to Piontek     (1995)    when
describing the tremendous turmoil  in  the life insurance business.  Not  only  the  life
insurance business, but also accountancy, postal services, the health care industry, the
textile industry, auditors, savings institutions, and even complete nations seem to be
in need of leadership (Murrell & Walsh, 1993; Kalogeridis, 1991; Salmon, 1988;
Bush, 1987; Ruthven, 1990; Ghiselin,   1987). When describing  this  need, the authors
are referring exclusively to leadership  from top managers. Effective top managers  are
portrayed as leaders with vision, charisma and stamina in times    of crises.    Con-
temporary heroes, who have been the focus of media attention, and who apparently
possess these traits, include people like Bill Gates of Microsoft and Jan Timmer of
Philips Electronics in the Netherlands. These 'captains of industry' have either built
an empire or turned a crumbling empire into a competitive organization. Because of
their role they have become living legends. Even in those cases in which they have
not had a direct effect, successt has been attributed to them, thus augmenting the
power and influence they needed to further implement their vision. Although these
managers have clearly had a profound effect on their organization, and although most
organizations as economic entities may need these people, the question remains
whether organizational members themselves need these leaders and what they need
from them. The answer to these questions might be equivocal. It would not be
surprising  if most employees need these leaders  like  they  need 'a hurricane,'   the
short-term effects of turn-around leaders being more work, uncertainty, potential
demotion,  loss of salary,  or even job loss.  In the long run, though, they might be able
to create new opportunities for, and stimulate the development of employees who are
motivated and willing to challenge the status quo.

While for an individual employee the added value of a top-level manager is hard to
specify because top-level management is more concerned with strategy than with
operations, the surplus of an immediate supervisor is much clearer. Through their
influence on operations, lower level leaders can have a direct impact on affects,
behaviors, and cognitions of subordinates. The main focus of this book will be on
operational instead of 'apex' leadership. Traditionally, leadership scholars have
searched for the appropriate supervisor conduct to obtain high task performance and
to instill high subordinate motivation and satisfaction. In many instances taxonomies
of supervisor practices (Yuki, 1994), behaviors (Stogdill, 1963), activities

1 Or failure, as a number of people have argued in the case of some of Timmer's strategic choices.
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(Mintzberg, 1973), requirements, functions, or roles (Quinn, 1988) have been made
to describe such conduct. The starting point of such endeavours has been the
observation that there is a gap between what is necessary for organizations to deliver

high performance and what a leaderless organization can offer (Katz & Kahn, 1978).

1.1        Societal and organizational transformations

The 'leadership gap' just described presupposes a need for leadership from an
organizational as well as from a subordinate perspective. These latter needs, the
subordinate leadership needs, are the starting point of this dissertation. To describe

these needs we first have to turn to societal and organizational changes to understand

the processes which have led to our contemporary view on leadership. This will
provide us with the background against which the results of this study have to be
evaluated. In the description of the context we will restrict ourselves to the last three

decades,   as we think  that the cultural and structural changes which have occurred  in

this period have had an important impact on organizational and leadership processes

and on the attitudes of individual employees. Consequently, we will first describe

societal processes which have led to shifts in our view of organization, work, and
leadership. Secondly, we will describe trends in organizational design that offer views

which imply a diminished need for leadership in organizational processes. The
chapter will conclude with the goal and general research question of our study, which

will be the input for the theoretical discussion offered in chapters 2,3, and 4. This

discussion will lead to a heuristic model of need for leadership, which will be
subjected to empirical research in subsequent chapters.

The last three decades, the seventies, eighties, and the beginning of the nineties, have
seen a lot of changes in technological, economic, social, and political circumstances

around the world. The processes involved can be described as informatization,

globalization, individualization, and democratization.

1.1.1       Informatization

One of the most important changes in the last three decades is the growing use of all

kinds of computer, information, and telecommunication technology. This has led to
an explosion in the amount of information available and the speed of dispersal of

information. Consequently we can speak of a growing 'informatization' of the world.

In the Netherlands, about 55 %  of the labor force was using some  form of information

technology  in  1991  (Roe et al.,  1993),  and this number has increased since then.  The

growing use of all kinds of information teChnology and the consequential

informatization have important implications for organizational  and work processes.

At the organizational level, the growing use of information technology has been noted

to have an effect on the structure and interconnectedness of organizations. Through

the use of information technology, it has become possible to reduce hierarchical
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layers by diminishing the role of middle managers as a service hatch for information.
Consequently, organizations have become more and more lateral or horizontallyorganized (Dopson & Stewart, 1993). Furthermore, the structure of organizations has
changed because it has become possible to redefine organizational processes in both
time and place, making so-called organizational dispersal possible (Van der Wielen &
Taillieu, 1993; Craipeau, 1994). Lastly, it has been noted that there is a growing
interconnectedness and blurring of boundaries between firms, which has resulted in
so-called networked organizations (Taillieu, Schruijer, & Syroit, 1989; Rockart &
Short, 1991). Whether these developments have facilitated centralization (Zuboff,
1988) or decentralization (Gurbaxani & Whang, 1991) of organizational processes
remains a subject for discussion. In fact, both seem to be possible directions for an
organization to take, the effect of new technology being mediated by the existing
work organization and by management choices favoring integration or differentiation
(Child, 1988; Williams, 1988). Therefore, either centralization or decentralization are
feasible choices when information technology is introduced in a company.

At   the work level, the growing informatization  has been noted   to   have an effect   on
the interdependence of teams, the temporal and spatial location of work, and the type
of skills needed   in  the work place. The interdependence of teams   has been brought
about by an integration of different tasks through a shortening of the life cycle of
products. For instance, through Just-in-Time arrangements it has become necessary to
integrate functions   such as supply, transport, and distribution (Taillieu,    1990).
Through the use of information technology, it has also become possible to obtain
more flexibility in working hours and work place; thus telework (team dispersal) has
become increasingly common (Van der Wielen & Taillieu, 1993). Last of all, there
has been a shift from physical to intellectual skills (Scarbrough & Martin Corbett,
1992), making work increasingly complex and abstract (Conger, 1992). This type Of
work has been classified as mental information work (Meijer, 1990). The flipside of
the development of increasing variation, interdependency, complexity and flexibility,
has been an increase in the workload and pace of work (BjOrn-Andersen, Eason, &
Robey,  1986), with an increased likelihood of stress or burnout.

Through changes in organizational and work processes, managerial and supervisionprocesses have been affected, t00. Dawson (1988) refers to a complex redefinition of
supervisory roles as a consequence of the increased use of computerized management
control systems. Through an increased autonomy of the workforce, an increased
'mentalization' of work, and a decreased visibility of (tele-)work, supervision hasnecessarily become more result-oriented rather than effort- or attendance-oriented
(Craipeau, 1994; De Vries, 1993). Result-oriented supervision is made possible
because information technology can offer control over subordinate activities through
remote supervision and greater knowledge of and access to subordinate operational
information. Automatic controls built into systems on the other hand also make it
possible to substitute for several managerial activities. This creates the possibility for
Supervisors to have a greater span of control (Peir6 & Prieto, 1994). With an increase
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in information technology, interdependency, and complexity, an enhanced number of
coordination methods have been found to be used by supervisors to manage their
subordinates (Conger, 1992; Reindl, 1986). Information technology thus provides

managers with a greater set of tools to coordinate the activities of their subordinates.

On the other hand, it may also be used by subordinates to manage or coordinate their
activities themselves.

1.1.2 Globalization

Information technology has provided the tool for an increased globalization of the
world economy. Globalization refers to the links in communication, finance, trade,
politics and the like, which tie nations throughout the world together in a world-

system (Cockerham, 1995). Through economic exchanges, the opening of borders

and the continuing growth of multinational corporations, countries increasingly   are

becoming linked to each other. The interconnectedness of organizations spurred by

the informatization process is mirrored by an increasing interconnectedness of
countries. This process is exemplified by a growing international interchange of

information, materials, and personnel. Furthermore a process of mundialization of
social actors is taking place giving rise to global cultures and global modes of life

(Petrella, 1994). Since the 197Os, in the organizational sphere the main thrust of
economic and technological development and innovation has been dominated by large

firms and corporations through a process of transnationalization (Van Dijck, 1992).
Global competition has led companies to look beyond their own borders to find the
cheapest possible price for the workforce and input materials without loss of expertise

and transportation facilities. While local and regional circumstances are changing

with increasing speed it has become ever more important for top-managers to make
rapid strategic decisions. Managers consider growth as the best proactive strategy,

i.e., not merely  as a reaction  to the changing environment  but  as a strategy to create  a

desired environment (Taillieu, 1990). Change-centered leadership has thus become

more important for a company to keep up with the competition. According to Ekvall

and Arvonen (1991)

"..  the need for the change-centered leadership pattern in business and working life in general

was triggered not only by the accelerating rate of development in the technological field which

affects both products and processes in the broadest sense, but also by global competition which

makes markets less stable, by the economic stagnation in Western countries in the mid-197Os,

and finally by changing values and preferences among employees and customers. New laws to
regulate the rising tensions also put pressure on leadership to adapt quickly (Ekvall & Arvonen,

1991, p. 24)."

Although organizations as a whole need more change-centered leadership, it is
questionable whether subordinates themselves need it. Change-centered leadership

might lead to greater uncertainty which is not likely to be desirable for most
employees. Consequently, to overcome employee resistance, companies are likely to
devote   more   and more attention   to the selection of employees   who are autonomous,

flexible, multi-deployable, and who, as a result, have less of a need for leadership.
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1.1.3    Individualization

Although numerous authors have reflected on the notion of individualization (Ester,
Halman, & de Moor, 1993; Beck, 1992; Adriaansens, 1991; Wilterdink, 1995), its
content and process are still little understood. According to Ester, Halman, and De
Moor (1993) individualization refers  to  " . . the growing autonomy of individuals  in
developing their own values and norms, which increasingly deviate from traditional,
institutionalized value systems  (p.  1). " Wilterdink (1995) distinguishes between three
aspects of individualization. According to Wilterdink, individualization refers to an
increased relational changeability and instability, a situational enlargement of possible
behavioral options and a normative change leaving more room for individual choice in
norms and values. Individualization in the work place has probably partly been brought
about by a drastic change in the type of work being conducted. A dramatic decrease in
the number of agricultural workers at the beginning of this century was followed by a
lesser, but still radical reduction of the number of blue collar workers in the last half of
this century. Concomitantly there   has   been a sharp increase   in the number of service
workers.  In the Netherlands  it is estimated that  74.3 %  of the workforce has a service-
oriented occupation (Centraal Bureau voor Statistiek, 1993).

The rise in educational and occupational level has been accompanied by a rise in
materialistic standards. It is furthermore likely that the change in educational and
occupational level has also led to a change in values. A greater satisfaction of primary
needs associated with physical well-being opens up ways to satisfy higher-order needs
(Maslow, 1954). In this way, the last decades have seen a shift from materialistic
values to post-materialistic values (Inglehart, 1990) which are associated with self-
expression, the quality of life, and aesthetics. Values associated with self-
determination, self-development and self-realization may thus become of more central
importance in the work place (Ester, Halman, & de Moor, 1993). In Western Europe
from 1981 to 1990, the work values associated with personal development have
increased.  This has been accompanied by a moderate improvement in feelings of job
satisfaction, pride in one's work and amount of autonomy experienced (Zanders,
1993). Individualism thus seems to promote a growing need for autonomy and
independence in carrying out the work and a need for equality in work relations.
According to De Korte and Bolweg (1994) one of the effects of a higher educational
level is the growing demand for intellectual and creative capacities in the workforce,
which may lead managers to redefine their relationship with employees from one
founded on authority and command to one founded on equality, mutual respect, and
authenticity. Consequently, individualization has also led to a growing democratization
of relations at work.

1.1.4   Democratization

Politically, the end of history has been declared (Fukuyama, 1992) by the victory of
the democratic capitalist system. Although this vision is not shared by everybody and

Introduction          5



every government, most former communist and dictatorial regimes have either been
transformed from within or forced from outside to embrace a Western style political
system. 'Glasnost' and the concomitant criticism has not only been restricted to the old
system in Eastern Europe but has also become an integral part of the way of thinking in
Western countries. Authorities in public  life  as  well  as in organizational  life  have
become more and more amenable to public scrutiny, for instance in the case of the
RSV (the RSV-del)acle) and the Police (the IRT-debacle) in the Netherlands in 1981
through 1983 and 1994 through 1996 respectively. The growing (political) awareness
and educational level of subordinates has led to a growing exchange of managerial
information downwards in organizations and of opinions and advice upwards. Lack of
participative opportunities in combination with economic unrest has led to numerous
strikes in the Western world in the last three decades. Research in the European
Community (Frohlich, Gill, & Krieger, 1991) has shown that there is an overall
agreement between management and employee representatives about a further increase
in employee participation practices, although managers on the whole are more reluctant
than employee representatives concerning the speed of the participation. Although
European managers are hesitant, not involving the workforce in decision making has
become an unusual managerial attitude.

Political democratization, though, has not been accompanied by far reaching
organizational democratization, except for some experiments in the former Yugoslavia
and  Kibbutzim in Israel. Democratization  in the organization  has been restricted  to
participation of employees in work councils, advisory committees, and quality circles.
Still, democratization has led to a downward shift of responsibility in the organizational
hierarchy. Informatization  has  not  only  made this possible, but individualization  and
democratization have stimulated organizations to develop self-management (Manz &
Sims, 1987; Cohen & Ledford, 1994; Flynn, McCombs, & Elloy, 1990), self-
leadership (Manz, 1986; Manz & Sims, 1991; Manz, 1992) or empowerment (Wellins,
Byham, & Wilson, 1991; Keller & Dansereau, 1995) practices.

1.2 The self-managing workforce

Informatization, globalization, individualization and democratization have had an
important impact on organizations and their employees. Through a growing need for
participation of the workforce, growing global competition, growing informatization,
and a growing need for autonomy of the workforce, organizations have had to rethink,
redefine, and redesign their organizational processes.    The last decades   have   seen   a

great amount of literature devoted to such a redesign of organizational structures and
work processes. The goal of organizational redesign has been to enhance organizational
performance through optimization of organizational processes and through the optimal
use of human resources. Human resource policies, for instance, have been
implemented to positively affect the overall competence and commitment of
employees, the congruence between the goals of employees and those   of   the
organization, and the cost effectiveness of organizational processes (Beer, Spector,
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Lawrence, Quinn Mills, & Walton, 1984). The way to achieve these outcomes has
been very different, but most organizational interventions have stressed the importance
of enhancing worker participation, responsibility, and flexibility. Consequently, these
interventions can be viewed as a reflection of the societal processes which have been
described above. They offer prescriptions to overcome organizational inflexibility,
inertia, red tape, and dissatisfaction among members, and to make full use of human
resources. Furthermore,   they have important implications   for  the   role of leadership  in
the organization.

1.2.1   Sociotechnical design and reengineering

Sociotechnical design has been advanced as a way of increasing the motivation and
performance of employees by enhancing participation, responsibility, and flexibility of
teams and their members. Sociotechnics has been defined as (De Sitter, 1989)

"   the study of the manner in which structural parameters of organization as a function of the
division of labour and technical instrumentation of a production system in a given environment,
shape opportunities for the production of internal and external functions, and the application of
knowledge in this respect to the design of production systems (De Sitter,  1989, p. 232). "

Sociotechnical systems arise from a joint optimization of both technical and social
aspect systems. A technical aspect system 'produces' technical functions   such   as   the
execution and control of manufacturing functions, while the social aspect system
'
produces' functions   such as commitment, satisfaction, stress, and self-realization.   To

arrive at such a joint optimization, sociotechnical designers argue that one should
combine and integrate production, control, and information structures. This integration
is arrived at by establishing whole-task groups, independent production units, or (semi-
) autonomous work groups, which constitute the heart of a sociotechnical design (De
Sitter, 1989). Kuipers   and Van Amelsvoort (1990) define an independent production
unit as follows:

An independent production  unit  is   " . . a group of people..    who are responsible   for  the
execution, regulation, evaluation, analysis and improvement of a clearly defined production-
oriented task. and who have the means to carry out this task (Kuipers & Van Amelsvoort,
1990, P. 121)."

The results of sociotechnical design are a delayering of the organization with fewer
levels of management and supervision compared with traditional organizations. In a
sociotechnical organization, senior managers can devote more of their time to the
organization's external relations. As a result of delayering, middle managers (that is,
those who remain) can become more involved in planning and decision-making.
Furthermore, non-managerial employees can assume greater responsibility for
managing operations by directing and controlling their own work performance
(Williams, 1988). Flexibility of independent production units is ensured by providing
the units with the instruments, skills, and responsibilities to overcome production
errors and problems. Decisions within the group   are made collectively,    thus
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augmenting their participation. Although leadership functions in the group may still be
present, a dedicated leader may be absent. Kuipers and Van Amelsvoort (1990), for
instance, argue in favor of rotating leadership over team members to enrich employees'
tasks, to broaden and deepen their understanding of the task, to allow for group
autonomy and flexibility, and to further motivate group members. They note, however,
that with more complex problems and unpopular measures it will be more difficult to
take a decision. Furthermore, clear rules should be set to allow for adequate and
efficient decision-making.

While sociotechnics is very specific in its formulation of alternative work-
arrangements, 'reengineering' allows for much more freedom in the type of
organizational design. Reengineering has been promoted as a way to handle the
growing maturity of customers, the augmented competition between companies and the
constant change in products and technology. While sociotechnics is a set of rules for
optimizing both employee motivation and organizational performance, the main goal of
reengineering is almost solely to substantially increase the performance  of a company.
This is done by a fundamental rethinking and radical redesign of business processes
(Hammer & Champy, 1993). These processes are to be translated in work systems
redesign (Vansina & Taillieu, 1994). On the structural level, reengineering suggests
changing the organizational structure from hierarchical to flat, and functional
departments to process teams. At the work level, reengineering suggests combining
several jobs into one, letting workers make decisions, and reducing the number of
checks and controls (Hammer & Champy, 1993). Information technology in particular
plays a major role in the reengineering process making several new functions possible
while enabling employees to retrieve information from different places as needed, to
get specialized expert information, and to make decisions with the help of decision
support tools. In this view, IT is thus an important enhancer of workforce self-
managing capacities, since it makes information directly available for those who need it
to carry out their job. According to Hammer and Champy (1993), managers should
change from supervisors who monitor, control, and check work to coaches who help
solve problems, give advice, and facilitate the work of employees. However,
reengineering does not go as far as sociotechnics in obliterating a fixed leader function
or letting it rotate among team members.

1.2.2  Empowerment, self-management, and self-leadership

Both sociotechnics and reengineering stress the importance of employee empowerment
and the provision of tools and skills which will enable them to become self-managing.

What, then, do the terms empowerment and self-management mean? Definitions for
empowerment and self-management range from providing more participation for
subordinates to eliminating supervisor functions in teams. A definition which is more
participation-oriented is provided by Keller and Dansereau (1995). According to these

authors, empowerment means providing subordinates with negotiating latitude and
support for self-worth. This view stresses the exchange qualities of empowerment. By
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providing employees with greater decision latitude and self-worth they will reciprocate
by performing more in accordance with supervisor preferences. Manz's (1992)
definition of self-management remains close to self-control. According to him, self-
management is a set of strategies for managing one's own behavior to reduce
discrepancies from existing work standards. On an imaginary continuum ranging from
teams experiencing complete external control to teams experiencing complete internal,
control both descriptions would fall somewhere in the middle. A more radical shift
towards internal control is provided by the definitions of Shipper and Manz (1992) on
empowerment, and Manz (1986) on self-leadership. According to Shipper and Manz
(1992), empowerment means organizing work around groups of workers who perform
many traditional management functions such as assigning tasks, solving quality
problems, and selecting, training, and counseling fellow team members. In this
definition, all supervisor functions are shared by group members. Self-leadership goes
beyond the functions of teams to carry out certain tasks to encompass higher level self-
regulation mechanisms (Manz, 1986). It not only addresses self-management
techniques for meeting external standards, but also the question how appropriate or
desirable the standards themselves   are.    It is argued that self-leadership will enhance
intrinsic motivation by letting employees, whenever possible, determine the work
environment that will be most conducive to performance, by letting them discover what
activities provide natural rewards in the task process, and by allowing them to mentally
redesign their work. Still, in self-leadership theories, most employees need a leader to
show them the Way to self-leadership (Manz & Sims, 1991). In a group development
process, absence of formal authority might lead to conflicts and power struggles,
making groups unstable and unable to perform adequately (Barry, 1991). Furthermore,
it is deemed infeasible that all employees might become self-leaders if the values and
beliefs of the employees are incongruent with those of the organization (Manz,  1986).

1.3   Is leadership necessary?

While some may argue that leadership is always needed, if only to instigate
subordinates' self-management or self-leadership skills, some argue that leadership   is
sometimes redundant (Kerr & Jermier, 1978) or even that leaders can undermine the
very goals they are supposed to achieve (Vanderslice, 1988). Examples of instances in

*.-which subordinates may not need a leader are situations in which subordinates have
enough experience to carry out the job, are intrinsically motivated to perform, and get
feedback from the task and/or other group members which helps overcome problems

<and errors during task execution (Howell, Bowen, Dorfman, Kerr, & Podsakoff,
1990). When these conditions are present, leadership might even have negative effects,
while extra control of the leader might be wasteful in terms of time, effort, and
money. For instance, with bureaucratic leadership transactional costs (Williamson,
1975) associated with the interaction between the leader and a subordinate might be
higher than the added value of the leader. In a study by Martin (1983), for instance, it
was found that supervision consumes a large amount of time and energy of supervisors
as well as of subordinates. Furthermore, supervision was found to be largely
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unnecessary to the performance of work for the public (US city, state, and federal

agencies) employees in his sample.

Not only might leadership reduce organizational effectiveness, it may even be
counteractive to organizational performance. Three such counteractive organizational
effects are discussed by Vanderslice (1988): the effects of labels (words denoting a
certain category, for instance in the case of the function-type labels 'supervisor' and
'
subordinate'), the effect of leaders'    responsibility,    and the effect of resistance.

Although the function of a leader is to motivate subordinates and to maximize their
performance, power-differentiating labels may actually limit the motivation and
performance  o f those in lower power roles. Labels may increase  the sel f-concept  of
leaders,    but may decrease the self-concept of subordinates. Because more positive
attention and communication is directed at the leader of a group, reinforcement of the
positive self-concept of leaders and reinforcement of the negative self-concept of
subordinates is likely (Vanderslice, 1988). Assigning leadership labels   may   also
negatively affect the responsibility of group members towards the tasks that are to be
performed. Diffusion of responsibility may cause free-riding tendencies of group
members, reducing the overall performance of a team. Abstention from leadership
labels may, on the contrary, lead to a maximization of perceptions of responsibility in
the    group.     One    of the effects of designated leadership functions    may    also    be    the

resistance of subordinates to accept the leader' s authority. In addition to explicit forms
of resistance, such as rebellion, it may also express itself implicitly in the form of
work slow-downs or absenteeism.

Consequently, leadership may be undermining the very processes it was purported to
remedy. Therefore, given the societal and organizational changes which have led to a
growing emancipation of the workforce, it has become important to assess the added
value of leadership. In this study, we argue that the added value of a leader can best be
evaluated using the concept  'need for leadership.' Practically,  need for leadership can
be used in organizational design to clarify the role of a leader vis-A-vis his or her
subordinates. Does leadership still  have an effect on subordinates if these subordinates
do not need their leader and what are these effects? If there are no beneficial effects of
leadership for employees do not need a leader, further reduction of the number of
organizational layers may be possible. Furthermore, it becomes important to assess the
antecedents of need for leadership. In what circumstances do subordinates need a
leader, and in what circumstances do they not? Knowledge of the circumstances in
which subordinates (do not) need their leader and knowledge of the characteristics of
subordinates associated with a reduced or enhanced need for leadership may be useful
in organizational design and employee selection.

Consequently, the main goal of this study will be to assess the need for leadership, to
reveal its determinants,   and to evaluate its effect  on the leadership influence process.

Our research will revolve around the following general questions:
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What is need for leadership, what is its effect on the relation between leadership
characteristics and diferent individual and organizational criteria, and what situational
(i.e.,   subordinate,   task,   and   organizational)   characteristics   are   related   to   need   for
leadership?

Before addressing this we first have to delve into the leadership theories and models of
leadership. An in-depth review and exploration of all leadership theories and models is
an impossible task because of the number and comprehensiveness of these theories.
Bass' (1990) 'Handbook of Leadership,' alone lists more than 7,500 references to
leadership research in this century. In the following chapter (chapter 2) we will
examine the history and models in leadership research. In this chapter we will focus on
situational theories of leadership, since we argue (in chapter 4) that need for leadership
transmits the effects of situational contingencies  on the leadership process. In chapter
3,   we will explore the problems associated with these situational theories of leadership
in more detail. The theoretical background of chapter    2    and the methodological
problems in chapter  3  are the impetus to develop  the  'need for leadership theory,'
which   will be fully discussed in chapter   4. This chapter will result in several
hypotheses used in the studies. In chapter 5, the research design, data, measurement,
and  methods are described. Empirical  data are provided in chapters  6  and 7. General
conclusions and a discussion are offered in chapter 8. Finally this book concludes with
an English and Dutch summary.

At the end of the book we hope to have provided an answer to the question what need
for leadership is, what it is determined by, and what type of effect it has on the relation
between leadership behavior on the one hand and individual and organizational
outcomes on the other. It will be argued that by opening the black box between
situational variables and the relation between leadership and outcomes, and filling it
with need for leadership, some of the problems troubling the leadership theories,
especially the situational theories discussed in the next chapter, will be solved. By
using this approach, we hope to offer an answer to the question posed by situational
leadership researchers about whether a certain type of leadership is best in any
situation or whether in some situations one type of leadership is more effective than in
other situations.
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Chapter 2

Leadership in organizations
According to Burns (1978) and Kenis (1978), leadership has been one of the most
intensively studied but least understood social phenomena. Almost everyone seems to
have    an    idea    of what leadership    is    and how leaders should behave. Although
leadership may not be the oldest profession, it is probably one of the most talked
about roles in daily life. Still,  it  is  very  hard to obtain consensus among leadership
scholars regarding the attributes to be studied and the kinds of effects a leader has on
his subordinates: The number of leadership theories and questionnaires is baffling, as
is the number of books devoted  to such issues  as  'How  to  be an effective leader.'
Central issues    seem    to    be    the     'what' of leadership,     i.e., what leadership
characteristics  can be discerned,   and  the   'how' of leadership,   i.e.,  how do leaders
influence (or what influence do they have on) their subordinates? Less attention is
devoted to the  'why' of leadership,  i.e.,  why do people become leaders  and why  do
subordinates want to be led? This chapter will be mainly devoted to the first two
questions.    We will explore what leadership characteristics   have been advanced   by
leadership scholars and what type of effects leaders are assumed to have on their
subordinates.  The  core  of this chapter consists  of the argument between those  who
favor a best type approach to leadership and those who favor a situational view. We
will argue that, although the empirical evidence which corroborates situational
contingencies is not very robust, methodological problems may have prevented the
occurrence of empirical support. These methodological problems will be further
explored in chapter 3. Before we turn to these issues, though, we have to demarcate
our area of research by defining the concept of leadership.

2.1 The domain of leadership research

To obtain a deeper understanding of leadership we first of all need to take a more
thorough look at the domain of its research. The term 'domain' will be used to refer
to an a priori judgment about a category within which measurement is intended to
apply (Gable, 1986). General domain categories can be defined in terms of settings
(e.g., work, school,  or  home),  type of people involved (e.g., co-workers, peers,  or
relatives),  type of activities (e.g., producing, learning, or relating),  type of processes

2          The  term ' subordinates'  will  be  used to denote those employees  who  have a formally appointed  or
elected supervisor. Furthermore, for conventional, substantial (there are more male leaders and
subordinates in all the samples used in the studies described in this dissertation), and practical ('he' is one
letter shorter than 'she') purposes, male pronouns are used for male and female leaders and subordinates,
except when indicated otherwise.
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(e.g., behavioral, cognitive, or affective processes),  and  type of circumstances  or
situations (e.g. , organizational culture, rules, or tools). Although narrowing    the
domain of our research can restrict the generalizibility of our results, some form of
focus is needed in order to facilitate research.

Markedly different settings in leadership research are found in studies on groups
involved in either informal activities, religion, sports, politics, military, education or
work. Only the latter category of group activity will be taken into account in this
study.   Concerning   the   type of people, leaders and subordinates are of central
importance in leadership studies. Peripheral attention is often devoted to co-workers
or employees from other departments. Only when boundary management is involved
or when co-workers are seen as a source of gratification or motivation for the
subordinate in question (Taylor & Bowers, 1972), are these aspects taken into
account.    When we observe aspects   of the leader   we can either   look at personal
characteristics   (e.g., age, tenure, looks), personality traits (e.g., extraversion,
friendliness, conscientiousness, anxiety, and intellect) or at individual activities
(mental and physical behavior). We can take these same aspects into account in
observing subordinates. Most of the time, though, the only aspects that are of interest
to leadership scholars are the types of activities of subordinates,    notably   those   that
will lead to high (or low) performance, and the types   of  processes   involved,  e.g.,
affects and cognitions which will lead to a high level of job satisfaction, a strong
commitment to the organization, and a high level of motivation to perform

effectively.

The type of situation domain in leadership research consists of situational
characteristics determined by culture, society, organization, group, function  and  task.
While these situational domains can be further divided into different subdomains

(different types of cultures, organizational structures, groups, etc.), the variety of
situations in which a leader can operate seems to be enormous. In general, the
personal characteristics of subordinates such as years of tenure and educational
background are also allotted to the type of situation domain because these
characteristics are believed to influence the relation between leadership and

organizational or individual outcomes (Kerr & Jermier, 1978). Some scholars ignore
the   type of situation, arguing  that a fixed  type of leadership style is always effective,
no matter what the situation. Others have tried to formulate hypotheses concerning
the optimal leadership situation combination. Still others   take a totally different
stance, viewing leadership as something which is in the eye of the beholder. These
differences are reflected in the definitions of leadership.

2.2    Definitions of leadership

The domain perspective taken above precedes the definition of leadership because in
this way the elements necessary for our definition are identified. However, the
number of relations between the elements (leader, subordinate, and situational
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characteristics) and the types of models that can be formed is almost endless. Central
to the different definitions   is the relation between the leader  and his subordinates.   In
the 'Handbook of leadership' (Bass, 1990), an overview is offered of the different
forms the relation between the leader and his subordinates can take in the definitions
of leadership. Previously this relation was seen as a group change activity, in which
the leader played a focal part. For instance, according to Redl (1942), the leader is a
central or focal person who integrates the group. Others defined leadership as a form
of persuasion, as a power relation, as an instrument of goal achievement or as an
emerging effect of interaction (Bass, 1990). In these visions, the influence process
(the relation between leader and subordinates) plays a central    role. More narrow
definitions focus solely on the leader, and pay no attention to the relation between
leaders and subordinates. The most narrow definition, which reminds us of the
definition   "IQ   is   what an IQ-test measures",   is the definition of Carter   (1953);
"leadership behaviors are any behaviors experts in this area wish to consider as
leadership behaviors".  In fact, this could be designated as a constructivist perspective,
not focusing on the behavior of the leader, but on the viewpoints of the experts.
Another definition, resembling the former definition, is provided by Lord and Maher
(1993), who conceptualize leadership as resulting from a social-perceptual process by
the subordinate. According to them, the essence of leadership is 'being seen as a
leader' by others.    Thus the domain of their definition   is the perception   of   the
subordinates. According to role theory which focuses on the roles of group members,
members' contributions are regarded as 'leaderlike' when these contributions    are
particularly indispensable for the group (Newcomb, Turner, & Converse, 1965).

Broader definitions include aspects of the situation. Some of the definitions which see
leadership as a power relation, implicitly include the type of situation, because it
assumes leadership to be founded on intrapersonal and situational power bases. A
noteworthy and often-cited definition which explicitly excludes the type of situation
from the definition is that offered by Katz and Kahn (1978). They define leadership as
an influential increment over and above compliance with the routine directives of the
organization. Using this definition, a distinction can be made between managers who
work within the narrow confinement of the organization and leaders who take
initiatives to accomplish goals which rise above and beyond the requirements of their
functions. Problems arise   with this definition   when   we   try to define the routine
directives and influential increment. Almost any behavior could be classified as
influential (increment or decrement) when we limit the scope of the concept routine
directives. Furthermore, an inconsistency arises when the leader changes the routine
directives, and, subsequently, the subordinate behavior is affected by these new
routine directives. Although Katz and Kahn's definition would imply that the
subordinate's behavior is caused by the routine directives, the prime mover would, in
fact, be the leader.

A broader definition is Bass' (1990) which extends beyond the relationship between
the    leader and subordinate by including situational aspects.     In    the ' Handbook    of
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Figure 2.1: A conceptualization of different types of definitions

leadership' (Bass, 1990), leadership is defined by Bass as "the interaction between
two or more members of a group that often involves a structuring or restructuring of
the  situation and the perceptions and expectations of the members".  In this definition
leaders are agents of change, affecting and modifying the behavior, motivation or
competences of others by their   acts; a leader affects others   more than others affect
him.      In this definition, leaders     can     not     only     have a direct influence     on     the

subordinates, but can also influence them by influencing the situation. Like in all
other definitions, the leader is the principal agent; effects of the situation on the
perception and effectiveness of leadership are, thus, not part of any definition.

Although some of the aforementioned definitions show substantial overlap, the
differences are also striking. They reflect the heterogeneity in interests, theories, and
research domains of the different scholars. Using the domain perspective, we can
construct a typology   of the different definitions. The different definitions and their
main focus, pointed  out by their respective numbers are displayed in Figure  2.1.   As

shown, for some, leadership resides in the leader (1), for others, in the (perception

of) the subordinate   (2);   for some leadership is distributed among team-members   as

part of a group process (3), for others leadership is a distinguishable and separate
class of behavior in its own right (4); for some, leadership resides solely in and
depends on actions of leaders within a group (5), for others, actions of leaders on the
situation or use of the situation by the leader are included in their definition (6); some
authors define the types of effects a leader has un his subordinates (for instance
heightened motivation, expectation and competency) (7), others refer solely to the
effect of the leader on the subordinate which is greater than the effect of the
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subordinate on the leader, without getting into the argument which type of effect is
meant (8).

Although  it is impossible to satisfy all parties in the leadership definition struggle,  we
will hereby use a definition of leadership which encompasses some of the
aforementioned definitions.  In our view...

...   leadership  is  a  set  of  influencing  acts  of a person  who has gained
position power through a process of legitimation, towards an individual
or a group of individuals.

Again, using the domain perspective, we can further elucidate our definition. The
definition partly covers the social-perceptual processes assumed to be important by
Lord and Maher (1993) by including the legitimation process by which a leader
becomes a leader   in   the   eyes   of his subordinates. Legitimation can occur through
election, appointment, or through a leadership emergence process. In all cases the
cognitions and behaviors of a subordinate towards the leader are influenced. These
subordinate cognitions and behaviors allow the leader to perceive the situation as
being one in which he has position power, which consequently allows him to behave
as   a   leader. The definition  does not cover   the   type of setting and situation in which
leadership occurs. Furthermore, the definition does not cover the type of influencing
acts of the leader, which is given by what society defines as leadership behavior and
which is subject to empirical research. Leadership behavior can be either directly or
indirectly aimed at the subordinates. In the latter case, the leader influences the
situation which in its turn influences the subordinates. The influencing behavior
affects the cognitions of the subordinates, which in turn (via affects or directly) may
influence the behavior of those subordinates. Last but not least, the definition does not
cover the goals of the leader and the type of effects the leader has on his
subordinates.

2.3   Best type approaches to leadership

Like the definitions above, the history of leadership research   has been replete   with
different views on the subject. Although maybe oversimplified and insensitive to the
nature, content, and subtleness of distinctions made by different scholars, we will
distinguish between theories which have focused on personality and behavioral
characteristics  of  leaders,   which  are effective regardless of the situation, and theories
which posit that only certain combinations of leadership behavior and situations will
be effective. The former theories will be discussed in this section under the heading
' best type approaches to leadership'; the latter theories   will be discussed in section
2.4  under the heading 'situational theories of leadership.' In section 2.4.6,  we  will
formulate an attempt to integrate the different situational theories by including a time
perspective in leadership. In section 2.5, we will discuss leadership perception
theories, which offer a fundamental criticism of both best type and situational
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Figure 2.2: The best type approach

viewpoints by including leadership prototypes and arguing that the causal direction in
these theories - leadership causing effectiveness - should be reversed. The chapter

concludes with section 2.6. For a comprehensive overview of the different outlooks

on  leadership, we recommend  Bass' (1990) 'Handbook of leadership,' Yukl's  (1994)
'
Leadership in organizations,'  or  Van der Vlist's (1991) 'Leiderschap in organisaties'

(Leadership in organizations).

Best type approaches are the oldest approaches in leadership research. Their chief
objective has been to discern the most effective leadership characteristics, either
biographical, personality, style, or behavioral. The basic feature of these approaches

is that they assume that these characteristics cause the effectiveness of (groups of)
subordinates. Their main tenet can thus be formulated using Figure 2.2.

The best type approach assumes that if we can pinpoint the optimal form of
leadership, effectiveness, effort, motivation, and satisfaction of subordinates will be
ensured. The only difference between the different best type approaches is whether
this style is a personal attribute, a personality trait, or a learned behavioral repertoire.
In the first two cases, we will be able to select the most effective leader for the job.
In the last case, we will be able to train people to become effective leaders. In the
following three subsections, we deal with three theoretical angles on leaders' best
type. In subsection  2.3.1,  we will briefly discuss the approach which suggests  that
leadership is something that resides in the person. This approach was popular in the
beginning of this century but has not met wide appeal since a review by Stogdill in
1948. In subsection 2.3.2, we discuss the behavioral approach which has been

popular since 1948. This approach focuses on behavioral characteristics of leadership
and has resulted in tWO widely used dimensions of leadership behavior which will be
called task-oriented and human-oriented leadership in our research project. In
subsection 2.3.3, we discuss charismatic leadership, which has become an important
theme since the 19805.

2.3.1   Personal characteristics of leaders

In the period before the Second World War leadership researchers were mainly
concerned with three kinds of questions: what personal characteristics and personality
traits distinguish leaders from followers, what personal characteristics and personality
traits explain the effectiveness of leaders and what personal characteristics and
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personality traits differentiate good from bad leaders. Three trends can account for
the kinds of questions raised: first, an interest in psychodiagnostics, which allowed
diagnosticians to unravel key aspects of the personality of subjects; second, an interest
in test psychology stemming from the army's need to select adequate personnel; and
third, a 'nature' (in contrast to 'nurture') perspective on the human being. The nature
perspective assumes that leaders are born rather than made. In this point of view,
leaders were regarded as superior individuals (cf. Nietsche's '

Uebermensch')
endowed with inborn special gifts, which provided them with the opportunity and
ability to lead groups, organizations, or complete nations. Stogdill (1948) conducted a
survey of the literature containing data from 124 studies on leadership traits and
personal characteristics done between 1900 and 1947. Stogdill has often been wrongly
cited as delivering the death blow to the trait perspective on leadership. Although he
concluded that situations are very important in determining whether a leader is
effective, that persons who are leaders in one situation may not necessarily be leaders
in other situations, he did find some personality traits and personal characteristics
which were related to leadership. On the basis of his overview, he classified the
characteristics under five general headings:

1.      capacity (intelligence, alertness, verbal facility, originality, judgement);
2. achievement (scholarship, knowledge, athletic accomplishments);
3. responsibility (dependability, initiative, persistence, aggressiveness, self-

confidence, desire to excel);
4. participation (activity, sociability, cooperation, adaptability, humor);  and
5. status (socio-economic position, popularity).

Stogdill's conclusions    have    to be handled    with    care when generalizing    to
organizational settings, since 92 of the 124 studies were conducted on children or
students. Furthermore, in most of the studies, sociometric data were obtained from
others (for instance teachers or youth leaders) to find out who occupied an (informal)
position of leadership in the group. The data thus obtained reflects 'emerging'
leadership characteristics rather than more enduring, crystallized leadership
characteristics.

2.3.2  Leadership styles or behaviors

Although not intended that way, Stogdill's (1948) overview introduced a different
view of leadership and a different way of conducting leadership research. This
research focused on styles and behaviors of leaders rather than on their personality
and personal characteristics. Three theoretical trends seem to be responsible for the
shift towards a behavioral focus in leadership research.     In the first place,     the
behavioristic view was becoming more important since for many people World War
II had proven that human behavior was highly malleable. Consequently, researchers
spent more time studying the 'nurture' aspects of human behavior. In the second
place, empirical methods became more prominent. Consequently research became
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more and more data- instead of theory-driven. In the third place, a human relations
tradition, starting with the Hawthorne Studies (Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1947),
began to direct the attention of researchers and practitioners to the effect of human
interaction on productivity.

As a result of these trends and Stogdill's (1948) study, two large-scale programs were
initiated to establish the basic dimensions of leadership behavior. The goal of the
program at the Ohio State University (Fleishman, 1953; Hemphill & Coons, 1957;
Stogdill, 1963) was to ameliorate the methods used in leadership research, to
construct criteria to judge leadership effectiveness, to construct selection instruments,
and to design training courses for leadership. To compare studies across organizations
a behavioral measure of leadership was constructed. Out of a pool of approximately
1800 items, 150 statements were selected reflecting ten subdomains of leadership

behavior. In a preliminary study, these ten scales were found to correlate highly with
each other. After factor-analysis in a second study (Halpin & Winer, 1957), four
factors were found which reflected consideration, initiating structure, production
emphasis, and social sensitivity. Two of these factors, consideration and initiating
structure were retained in a final version of a questionnaire, the Leader Behavior

Description Questionnaire (LBDQ), containing 40 items. Fleishman (1953)
constructed two versions of the LBDQ; a version to be filled in by subordinates
describing their supervisors' behavior which was called the Supervisory Behavior
Description Questionnaire (SBDQ) and a version to be filled in by the leader himself
describing his own behavior, the Leader Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ). Later,
different versions of the LBDQ were used, the most popular of them being the
LBDQ,    Form   XII. This questionnaire was constructed since researchers   had   the
feeling that by reducing the LBDQ to two factors, some important leadership

behaviors were left out. Ironically, the complete LBDQ-XII, containing 100 items
and twelve subscales, is rarely used. Most of the time the two subscales of the

complete instrument, reflecting consideration and initiating structure, are used in
research. Syroit (1979) translated the SBDQ for the Dutch and Flemish population.
The Dutch version of the SBDQ turned out to have sound psychometric properties
and adequate validity. Because this version is used in our research, we will describe

the   Dutch  SBDQ  and its properties  in more detail in chapter  5.   The two factors  that
arose out of the Ohio Leadership Studies are described in the following way:

Consideration (Bass,  1990, pp 511-512): " . . . describes the extent to which a leader
exhibits concern for the welfare of other members of the group. The considerate
leader expresses appreciation for good work, stresses the importance of job
satisfaction, maintains and strengthens equals, makes special efforts to help
subordinates feel at ease, is easy to approach, puts subordinates' suggestions into

operation, and obtains subordinates' approval on important matters before going
ahead. The support provided by considerate leaders finds them oriented towards

relationships, friendship, mutual trust and interpersonal warmth. Participation and
the maintenance of the group accompany such support. In contrast, the inconsiderate
leader criticizes subordinates in public, treats them without considering their
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feelings, threatens tlieir security, and refuses to accept their suggestions or to explain
his or her actions. "

Initiating  Structure  (Bass,  1990,  p.  512): " . . . shows the extent to which a leader
initiates activity iii tlie group, organizes it, and defines the way work is to be done.
The initiation 01  tructure includes such leadership behavior as insisting on
maintaining standards and meeting deadlines and deciding in detail what will be done
and how it should lie done. Clear channels of communication and clear patterns of
work organizatio,1 :,re established. Orientation is toward the task. The leader acts
directively without consulting the group. Particularly relevant are defining and
structuring the le:Ider's own role and those of the subordinates toward attaining
goals. The leader whose scale score in initiating structure is low is described as
hesitant about takilig initiatives in the group. He or she fails to take necessary
actions, makes suggestions only when members ask for it, and lets members do the
work the way they think best. "

The second large-scale program was started at the University of Michigan (Kahn &
Katz, 1953; Likert,   1 ')61). It tried to discover effective leadership behavior patterns
by comparing leaders in productive teams with leaders in unproductive teams. The
researchers found th:,1 leaders differ with respect to four dimensions which they
labeled: differentiatic,ti of leadership roles, closeness of supervision, employee-
centered versus procltiction-centered supervision, and group relationships. Leaders
from productive teatiis had more differentiated leadership roles, which included
supervisory duties sucli as planning and performing special skilled tasks, were more
general and less contrcilling/close in their supervision, were more employee-centered
than production-centered, and were better in augmenting the cohesion of the group
and instilling them with a sense of pride and belonging (Kahn & Katz, 1953).
Although at first the researchers saw employee-centered and production-centered
leadership as opposite 1,oles on a continuum, they were later regarded as two separate
dimensions. In a stmly using employees in the heavy industry, it was found that
foremen with the bew production records were both production- and employee-
centered (Kahn, 1956)

The Managerial Gricl 'rheory of Blake and Mouton (1964) and the PM theory of
Misumi and Petersoit  ( 1985) follow  the same behavioral tradition  as  the Ohio State
Leadership Studies :titil the Michigan Leadership Studies. In the Managerial Grid
Theory, Blake and Mi,titon (1964) propose two independent dimensions which reflect
human-oriented and 1,14k-oriented leadership. On the basis of these two dimensions
which resemble   the   lt,tisideration and initiating structure dimensions of Fleishman
(1953), a grid is fori,icil with 9*9 cells. According to the authors, the most effective
leadership behavior w:is both human-oriented and task-oriented (in grid-terms: 9*9,
or team-management I,ehavior). In a 10-year longitudinal research in which a 9*9-
training group was cc,1,11,ared with a control group, it was indeed found that the group
which had received thi training was better off than the group which had not received
the training (Blake & Mouton, 1978). In a similar vein, Misumi and Peterson (1985)
distinguished betwccii two dimensions of leadership, performance (P) and
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maintenance (M), which, in combination, have a positive effect on outcome variables.
The difference between other scholars and Misumi and Peterson is that the latter do
not    have a fixed leadership instrument measuring PM styles of leadership. Their
instrument has to be adapted to the circumstances thus lessening the generalizability
of their studies.

2.3.3  Charismatic leadership

One of the attributes which has often been associated with exceptional personal
characteristics is charisma. Since 1977, theories on charisma, known as charismatic
leadership (House, 1977; Conger & Kanungo, 1994), transforming leadership (Burns,
1978), transformational leadership (Bass, 1985a; Bass, 1985b; Bass, 1990; Bass &
Avolio, 1994), visionary leadership (Westley, 1991), inspirational leadership (Bass,
1988; den Hartog, Van Muijen, & Koopman, 1994), or change-centered leadership
(Ekvall, 1991; Ekvall & Arvonen, 1991) have become the focus of attention. These
theories focus on leaders who have an exceptional influence on the effort, motivation,
and performance of subordinates. Charisma, which originates from Greek, means

'divine gift.' Originally, charisma referred to individuals endowed with special

qualities, standing out of the crowd. House (1977) specified indicators of charismatic
leadership involving follower perceptions, leader traits, and leader behavior. Traits
typical of charismatic leaders include a strong need for power, high self-confidence,
and strong convictions. Need for power, for instance, was found to be a predictor of

presidential charisma (House, Spangler, & Woycke, 1991). The following behaviors
were regarded to be typical of leaders: impression management, articulation of an
appealing vision, communication of high expectations, and expression of confidence
in followers.

Some scholars have abandoned the personal characteristics view of charismatic
leadership. Bryman (1992) noted that the sheer variety of charismatic leaders made it
impossible to single out special traits that were common to all. Although Bryman
notes that highly charismatic leaders have often been described as having striking

eyes, a powerful voice, an abundance of energy and confidence, and a capacity for
empathy, none of these characteristics could be attributed to all charismatic leaders.

In an investigation of the relation between personal characteristics (emotional coping,
behavioral coping, abstract orientation, innovation, risk-taking, and use of humor)
and trans formational leadership using sales agents,    it was found   that   none   of   the

characteristics were consistently related to transformational leadership (Dubinsky,
Yammarino, & Jolson, 1995). It is doubtful, though, whether in a population of sales

agents managers, in contrast with a population of presidents, enough (variation in)
charismatic behavior is present.   In a study using personality adjectives, charismatic
leaders were perccivcd to differ significantly from non-charismatic leaders on a great
number of personality adjectives (Atwater, Penn, & Rucker, 1991). Charismatic
leaders, in contrast with non-charismatic leaders, were strongly characterized    by

personality adjectives such as dynamic, adventuresome, inspiring, enthusiastic,
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outgoing, zestful, sociable, insightful, imaginative, enterprising, secure, confident,
wise, and competent.

A significant relation between charismatic leadership and several behavioral attributes
has  also been found (Conger & Kanungo, 1992). Charismatic leaders, measured  by  a
6-item scale of Bass (1985a), showed a higher sensitivity to followers needs, made
visionary statements about an idealized future, articulated their views strongly, took
personal risks, were agents of change, strove to change the status quo, and showed
unconventional behavior, but they also made realistic assessments of the environment.
Charismatic leadership explained variance in all of these behavioral attributes over
and above the variance explained by participative and people-oriented leadership.

The aforementioned behavioral attributes have been incorporated in a behavioral
model of charismatic leadership (Conger & Kanungo,   1994). The behaviors described
in this model are of a lower order than the behaviors described by Bass and Avolio
(1994). Bass and Avolio (1994) make a distinction between four aspects of
transformational leadership, i.e., idealized influence (formerly charisma), intellectual
stimulation, inspirational motivation, and individualized consideration.     The
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) measures the four aspects described
above together with three transactional factors (contingent reward, active management
by exception, and passive management by exception) and laissez faire (Bass &
Avolio, 1995). Transactional leadership refers to the exchange or withholding of
favors (clarifications, feedback, support) for subordinates' performance. Leaders who
practice laissez-faire leadership basically abstain from trying to influence
subordinates.

The MLQ is a widely used instrument. Its contents and empirical structure have been
subject to discussion, however. MLQ items measuring charisma, for instance, have
often been defined in terms of their effects, augmenting the chance that high
correlations with outcomes are obtained (Den Hartog, Koopman, & Van Muijen,
1994). Tepper and Percy (1994), using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) with a
reduced MLQ version, found that two dimensions, one transformational and one
transactional, captured the essence of the MLQ. In a CFA conducted by Bycio,
Hackett, and Allen (1995), a two-factor solution, reflecting Active versus Passive
leadership was found to best represent the data obtained using the MLQ. Den Harlog,
Van Muijen, and Koopman (1994; 1997) could not interpret an eight-factor solution
in an explorative principal component analysis of the MLQ. A three-factor solution
was proposed instead, comprised of an inspirational leadership factor, a transactional
leadership factor, and a passive leadership factor. Although Bass and Avolio (1993)
maintain that a conceptual distinction can be made between the eight transformational
and transactional factors, they admit that often transformational factors could not be
distinguished empirically. Related  to the behavioral point  of  view,  is the question
whether charismatic or transformational leadership can be learned. According to
Avolio and Bass (1988), charisma is not an inborn trait, but is something that can be
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trained in a laboratory setting. Preliminary results from a study by Avolio and Bass
(1995) showed a positive shift in inspirational motivation and intellectual stimulation
rated by subordinates six months after a training program was conducted. When
participants had proposed changes, the effects were greater than when no change was

proposed. However, no significant changes were observed in idealized influence
(charisma) and individualized consideration.

Although the question remains whether charisma is something that resides in the
person (House & Howell, 1992), whether it is a behavioral phenomenon (Conger &
Kanungo, 1994), an aspect of social exchange (Bryman, 1992), or an attributional
phenomenon (Lord & Maher, 1993), most researchers endorse the importance of
charisma for organizational outcomes.  Some of the results have shown that this stance
could only be supported if the same raters were used. This supports the view that
charisma holds at an individual level of analysis but not at a dyad or group level
(Yammarino & Dubinsky, 1994). Hater and Bass (1988), for instance, found that
transformational leadership significantly added to the effectiveness of subordinates
when subordinate ratings were used but not when superior ratings were used. Seltzer
and    Bass    ( 1990) found that transformational leadership (but especially charisma)
added 12% in leader effectiveness rated by subordinates to the variance explained by

initiating structure and consideration; another  28 % in subordinate' s extra effort  and
another 8% in subordinate's satisfaction with the leader. These effects disappeared
when a criss-cross design was employed. With different subordinates providing
independent and dependent measures, transformational leadership only added an extra
6 %   of  variance in leader effectiveness   and   8 % of variance in satisfaction  with   the
leader. The explained variance was mainly brought about, though, by a negative
relation of intellectual stimulation with the outcome variables, which did not conform
to expectations. Charisma did not explain any additional variance in the outcomes.

In another study, it was found that charisma significantly added variance in explaining
performance evaluation and recommended early promotion to contingent reward
when a criss-cross design was used (Waldman, Bass, & Yammarino, 1990).
Conversely, contingent reward did not add any variance to charisma in explaining the
outcomes.  In a longitudinal design in the US Navy, transformational leadership (i.e.,
one latent variable with charisma, individualized consideration, intellectual
stimulation, and inspirational leadership as its indicators) was found to be related to
objective as well as subjective performance evaluations, while transactional leadership
was not related to any of these evaluations (Yammarino, Spangler, & Bass, 1993).
Bycio, Hackett, and Allen (1995) showed that, of all transformational leadership

characteristics, charismatic leadership was the most important predictor of satisfaction
with the leader, leader effectiveness, intent to leave, and organizational commitment.

Not only organizational and individual outcomes may be affected by charismatic
leadership; of more central importance is the influence of charisma on the individual
characteristics   of the subordinate. Transformational or charismatic leadership  can  be
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seen as changing the values, attitudes, assumptions, and behaviors of subordinates
(Burns, 1978; Yukl, 1989). Shamir, House, and Arthur (1993), for instance,
proposed that charismatic leadership     has an influence on subordinate' s      sel f-
expression, self-esteem, self-consistency, identity, and faith. Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Moorman, and Fetter (1990) found that transformational leadership was positively
related to subordinates' extra-role   or ' organizational citizenship behaviors'    (OCBs),
However, these effects were indirect. Transformational leadership was positively
related to trust in the leader, which in its turn had a positive relation with the OCBs
altruism, conscientiousness, courtesy and sportsmanship, but not with civic virtue.
Again, contrary to expectations, intellectual stimulation had a negative relation with a
criterion,   in   this case, trust. Contingent reward  did  not  have a positive relation   with
trust or with any of the organizational citizenship behaviors. Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
and Bommer (1995) proposed that subordinates' need for independence moderates the
relation between intellectual stimulation and outcomes.  It is suggested that intellectual
stimulation can be irritating and ineffective for subordinates with a high need for
independence while being effective for subordinates with a low need for
independence. This proposition was not substantiated in their study. They did find a
positive relation of intellectual stimulation with role conflict, which was moderated by
professional orientation. With low professional orientation, intellectual stimulation
was positively related to role conflict while with high professional orientation there
was no relation between intellectual stimulation and role conflict. They also found a
moderator effect of group cohesiveness. At low levels of group cohesiveness,
intellectual stimulation was negatively related to general satisfaction, while at high
levels of group cohesiveness, intellectual stimulation was positively related to general
satisfaction.

2.4 Situational approaches to leadership

The aforementioned results of Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Bommer (1995)
corroborate the existence of situational contingencies of the relation between
leadership and outcomes. Basically, situational theories argue that the effectiveness of
a certain style of leadership is dependent    on the situational context. ' Situational
context'    is a broad notion, encompassing subordinate characteristics, characteristics
of the relation between subordinates and the supervisor, team characteristics, task
characteristics, and organizational characteristics. The most important difference
between the situational and 'best type' approaches is that almost all situational
approaches argue that there is a best leadership style for any situation, although the
best style in one situation may be the worst style in another. The main tenet of
situational theories is shown in Figure 2.3.

According  to this model, it makes no sense  to talk about leadership without taking  the
situation into account. Although as early   as 1948 Stogdill had pointed   out   the
necessity of a situational theory of leadership, it only lasted until 1967 when a true
situational theory was proposed. Researchers probably first had to determine which
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Figure 2.3: The situational leadership approach

aspects of leadership were important enough to incorporate      in the studies.

Furthermore, the construction of adequate questionnaires and resolving the problems
with the constructs took most of the time of the research groups. At the end of the
sixties, the time was ripe for a more comprehensive view of the leadership process.
In eleven years, five situational theories sprang up: Fiedler's (1967) contingency
theory, House' s (1971) path-goal theory, Vroom and Yetton's (1973) decision making
theory, Hersey and Blanchard's (1974) situational leadership theory, and Kerr and
Jermier's (1978) substitutes for leadership theory.

Four of these five theories use some form of distinction between what we will call
task-oriented leadership (which resembles initiating structure, concern for production,
directiveness, and production-centeredness) and human-oriented leadership (which
resembles consideration, relations orientation, maintenance orientation, concern for
people, and employee-centeredness). Although it is conceptually possible to
distinguish between, for instance, initiating structure and concern for production,    it
has been empirically established that initiating structure, concern for production, and
task behavior load on one latent variable while consideration, concern for people, and

relationship behavior load on another (Edwards, Rode, & Ayman, 1989). We will use
the terms 'task-oriented leadership' and 'human-oriented leadership' to describe the
general constructs; when referring to the scales we will use the names provided by
their conceivers. The fifth theory, the decision making theory of Vroom and Yetton
(1973), distinguishes between five forms of decision making, ranging from autocratic
to participative. Their theoretical background   is   more   in   line with research   from
Lewin and Lippit (1938), who made a distinction between authoritarian (autocratic)
leadership and democratic (participative) leadership. The constructs consideration and

participation show some similarities, though, and so do initiating structure and
autocratic decision making (see also the descriptions of consideration and initiating
structure provided before). For instance, items referring to participative leadership in
the scale measuring consideration ("puts subordinates' suggestions into operation",
"gets approval of subordinates on important matters before going ahead") are present.
The scale measuring initiating structure contains items reflecting autocratic decision
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making ("decides in detail what should   be   done   and   how it should   be   done")
(Fleishman, 1953).

In the following subsections, we will describe these situational theories in more
detail.    For   the   sake of clarity,   we   will   make a distinction between the theoretical
background of the models, the instruments used, and the results obtained. We will
start with the oldest model, Fiedler's (1967) contingency model of leadership, and
then we will discuss Hersey and Blanchard's (1974) situational leadership model,
which has been widely used by practicians. Next we will describe Vroom and
Yetton's (1973) decision-making model, followed by the path-goal theory of Evans
(1970) and House (1971). We will end with Kerr and Jermier's (1978) substitutes for
leadership theory.

2.4.1  Fiedler's (1967) Contingency Model

Theory
The main argument of Fiedler's contingency model (1964; 1967) is that the
effectiveness of a certain style of leadership is dependent on the situational control an
environment offers. Situational control is defined  as the extent to which the situation
gives the leader the opportunity to get things done by his subordinates. Situational
control consists of three situational aspects: the relation    of the leader     to    his
subordinates, the structure of the task and the 'position power' of the leader. Leader-
member relations are defined as the extent to which the leader has the support and
loyalty of subordinates, and relations with subordinates are friendly and cooperative.
Position power  is defined as the extent to which the leader has the authority to
evaluate subordinate performance and administer rewards and punishments. Task
structure is defined as the extent to which there are standard operating procedures to
accomplish the task, a detailed description of the finished product or service, and
objective indicators of how well the task is being performed. A situation offers high
situational control when the leader has good leader-member relations, when the task
is highly structured, and when the leader has high position power.

Fiedler, furthermore, makes a distinction between two types of leaders: leaders who
are primarily motivated to seek task accomplishments, known as task-motivated, and
leaders   who are primarily motivated   to seek satisfaction of interpersonal relations,
known as relationship-motivated. Task-motivated leaders tend to perform best in a
situation which is either highly favorable (high situational control) or highly
unfavorable (low situational control). Relationship-motivated leaders   on the other
hand tend to perform best in a situation which is neither highly favorable nor highly
unfavorable (medium situational control). Table  2.1   exemplifies the contingency
theory.

1     According to our definition. the term leadership does not apply when there is no position power.
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Table 2.1: Situational contingencies and effective leadership (Fiedler, 1967)

Leader-Member Effective
Octane Relations Task Structure Position Power Leaderb

1 good structured strong task

2 good structured weak task

3 good unstructured strong task

4 good unstructured weak relation

5 poor structured strong relation

6 poor structured weak relation

7 poor unstructured strong relation

8 poor unstructured weak task

a            From high situational control (Octant 1) to low situational control (Octant 8)
b          „Task" means task-motivated leadership (Low LPC), "Relation" means relationship-motivated

leadership (High LPC)

Instruments
Leaders have two main options: they can either change the situation or they can use
another leadership style.   In the training based  on the model, Fiedler  opts  for  the
former type of control (changing the situation to fit the leadership style) because the
score derived from his scale measuring leadership style is supposed to measure a

relatively fixed style of leadership. To this end, Fiedler uses the description of a
leader of his 'Least Preferred Co-worker' (LPC). Leaders are asked to describe the
subordinate with whom they have the hardest time cooperating, on 16 personality

adjectives, such as pleasant-unpleasant and friendly-unfriendly. Leaders who give
high ratings to their least preferred co-worker find this subordinate to be relatively
pleasant, friendly, and likeable. According to Fiedler (1967, p. 45) "high-LPC
leaders are concerned with having good interpersonal relations and with gaining
prominence and self-esteem through these interpersonal relations. Low-LPC are
concerned with achieving success on assigned tasks, even at the risk of having poor

interpersonal relations with fellow workers".   A   low (i.e., negative) subordinate
profile is interpreted as meaning  that the leader  is very task-motivated.  A  high  (i.e.,
positive) subordinate profile is interpreted as meaning that the leader is very
relationship-motivated. Fiedler (1974) found a mean test-retest reliability of the LPC
of  . 67  for 18 faculty workers  over a period  of  16  to 24 months.  Rice (1979) reports  a
median test-retest value equal to the one reported above (.67) for 23 studies. Fox
(1976) found that the test-retest reliability was lower when the leader rated a different
co-worker   from   the one rated the first   time. It might   thus be doubtful whether   a
leader's style measured with the LPC is as fixed as Fiedler assumed.

Although Fiedler does not offer data on the relation between LPC and the three
situational contingencies, some overlap may exist. For instance, with leader-member
relations Fiedler states that "the interpersonal relationship which the leader establishes
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with   his   men   is at least   in part dependent   upon the leader' s personality" (Fiedler,
1967, p. 29). Leader-member relations were, furthermore, either measured with a
sociometric preference instrument filled  out by group members,  or  with a Group
Atmosphere score indicating the degree to which the leader feels accepted by the
group and relaxed and at ease in his role (Fiedler, 1962). The same adjectives used
for the group atmosphere were used as personality adjectives in the LPC scale, thus
augmenting the chance of collinearity. Later, a different leader-member scale was
conceived (Fiedler & Garcia, 1987). Although the format of the scale was changed,
the scale still contains items   such  as "My subordinates are reliable and trustworthy'
and "My subordinates always cooperate with me in getting the job done" which would
be indicative of subordinates deserving a high score on the LPC scale. Furthermore,
Fiedler and Garcia (1987) note a relatively low split-half reliability of the 8-item scale
(.64) and a relatively low correlation (.23) between leader-member relations ratings
of  subordinates and leaders.

Not only with Group Atmosphere but also with Position Power, which Fiedler
defined  in  1967  as the degree to which the position itself enables the leader  to  get  his
group members to comply with and accept his direction and leadership, there is ample
chance that it is related to the LPC scale. If a low LPC score indeed means that a
leader is task-oriented, items of the early (18-item) measure of Position Power such
as "leader cues members or instructs them on what to do" and "leader tells or directs
members  what  to  do  or  what  to  say"   seem  to be indicators of task-oriented leaders  at
least in the sense of initiating structure as measured with the SBDQ/LBDQ. Later,
again this scale was changed to a 5-item scale (Fiedler & Garcia, 1987), which does
not  contain  any  of the items noted above measuring task-oriented leadership.  It  is not
clear, though, from the writings what the psychometric properties of this scale are,
what kinds of results are obtained using this scale, and whether the results have
changed because of the use of a different scale.

Task structure contains items pertaining to the specificity and clarity of decisions,
solutions, and goals. According to Fiedler task structure is a way of influencing
member behavior by means of the organizational sanctions which can be imposed;
task structure reinforces position power. He furthermore reports a high correlation
between position power    and task structure    (r =.75,     p < .01) (Fiedler,     1967).
According to Fiedler, the causal chain is from the latter to the former, with high task
structure causing more position power. If it is true that the relation is this strong, it is
questionable whether researchers could find enough groups in the low task structure,
high position power and high task, low position power conditions (octants 2,3,6, and
7) assumed in the theory. Some contingency theory studies have not used these scales,
but have relied on the researcher's judgment to classify groups or teams into the
different octants.
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Results
Correlations between LPC and team performance for each octant have been used as
an   indicator   of the validity   of the contingency model. The theory proposes   that   a

positive correlation between LPC and team performance will be found in octants 4
through 7, while a negative correlation will be found in all other octants (cf. Table

2.1). The model  has  been empirically validated  time  and time again (Strube  &
Garcia, 1981; Peters, Hartke, & Pohlmann, 1985; Fiedler & Garcia, 1987), although
not as strongly for every octant and not as strongly for field studies as for laboratory
studies.

Some critical comments have been made regarding the theoretical base of the
contingency theory, the instruments used and the results obtained (Yukl, 1994; Van
der Vlist, 1991; Schriesheim, Tepper, & Tetrault, 1994). In the first place, the
contingency model is more a model than a theory. For instance, it does not explain
how the LPC influences performance in the different octants. In the second place, the
interpretation of the LPC has not been easy. Even Fiedler has changed his
interpretation  of the score  over the years.   In the third place, concerning the situational
control dimension, the model does not explain why these three situational factors
were taken into account and why they combine to form one continuum. In the fourth
place, the situational measures are probably neither independent of the LPC score nor
of the performance measures. Position power seems to be related to task-oriented
leadership. Leader-member relations seems to be a result of leadership behavior
instead of an independent variable Modification of the task structure seems to be an
important part of a manager's job. It is thus not surprising that there is a substantial
relation between position power, and consequently probably also task-oriented
leadership, and task structure. It is not clear whether and how this affects the
correlations with effectiveness.

Although the results of different studies support the contingency theory,   most  of  the
correlations obtained were insignificant. Furthermore, the use of within-octant
correlations for across-octant comparisons has been criticized by Shiflett (1973) and
Schriesheim, Tepper and Tetrault   (1994).    In   the most recent meta-analysis   of  the

contingency model containing 1,282 groups (Schriesheim, Tepper, & Tetrault,  1994),
across-octant inferences were drawn from the contingency theory.4 It was found that
the across-octants performance comparisons between the contingency model and rival
models were supportive of the contingency model except for octants 1 and 6 for high
LPCs and except for octants 3 and 4 for low LPCs. The across-octant equal

4 Basically, Schriesheim, Tepper, and Tetrault (1994) compared the success ratio  of four models  in
predicting mean performance. The four models being tested were: 1. the contingency model; 2. a model
based on chance, in which each octant was equally likely to exceed another octant on performance as all
other octants; 3. a declining octant model, in which it was assumed that with declining situational control
performance would deteriorate; 4. a declining zone model, which tested whether mean performance levels
of high- and low-LPC leaders (separately) declined from high (octant 8), to medium (octant 4 through 7), to
low situational control (octant 1 through 3).
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performance prediction, however, was not supported. Levels of performance were
not equal in different octants which raises questions about the relation between the
situational control and performance and the consequence of this relation on the effects
of situational control on the relation between LPC and performance. Furthermore
range restriction problems due to the relation between situational control and
performance can pose problems for the within-octants relation between LPC and
performance, reducing the chance of a significant relation being found.

2.4.2  Hersey and Blanchard's (1974) Situational Leadership Theory

Theory
Like Fiedler, Hersey and Blanchard (1969; 1974) use task- and relation-oriented
leadership as a basis for their theory, although their theoretical assumptions and
methods are different. While Fiedler's situational control variable is based on the
relation between leader and subordinate, the position power of the leader, and the
task structure, the main situational variable in Hersey and Blanchard's model is an
individual characteristic  of the subordinate,  i.e.,  his  or her maturity: Maturity  is
defined by the level of achievement motivation, willingness and ability to take
responsibility, and the task-relevant education and experience of an individual or a
group (Hersey & Blanchard, 1974). A distinction is made between job maturity and
psychological maturity (Hersey & Blanchard,  1982), in which job maturity is defined
as the ability or competence to do something and psychological maturity is defined as
the willingness or motivation to do something. Although chronological age may affect
maturity, it is not identical to it (Hersey & Blanchard, 1974).

The difference between ineffective and effective styles of leadership is designated as
the   appropriateness   of the behavior  of the leader   to the situation in which   it   is  used.
Hersey and Blanchard (1982) make a distinction between four situations which
represent    the four combinations of dichotomized psychological    and task maturity.
Maturity is lowest   (M 1) for subordinates   who are neither willing (psychological
maturity) nor able (task maturity) to do the job. According to Hersey and Blanchard,
high task-oriented leadership and low relation-oriented leadership will be most
effective in this situation. A low but intermediate maturity (M2) is reached by
subordinates   who are willing   to do their  job   but   not   able. High task-oriented
leadership combined with high relation-oriented leadership is prescribed in this
situation to achieve optimal effectiveness. The third level of maturity (M3) is defined
in terms of subordinates who are unwilling but able to do their job. In this instance,
low task behavior and high relationship behavior is the appropriate leadership
response. The highest level of maturity  (M4) is present when subordinates are willing
and able to do their job. In this situation, leaders can withdraw, since subordinates

5 Recently, maturity   has been renamed '
readiness,' which is defined   as the extent to which   a

follower demonstrates the ability and willingness to accomplish a specific task (Hersey, Blanchard &
Johnson, 1996). Since the content of the term has not changed we will use the former, better known term.
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Table 2.2: Situational contingencies and effective leadership styles (Hersey &
Blanchard, 1982)

Maturity Task Psychological Effective Effective
level' Maturity Maturity Task-orient. Relation-orient.

Ml Unable Unwilling High task Low relation

M2 Unable Willing High task High relation

M3 Able Unwilling Low task High relation

M4 Able Low task Low relationWilling
a          From very immature (Ml) to very mature (M4)

manage themselves. The recommended behavior in this instance would be leadership

which  is  low  on task behavior  and  low on relationship behavior (Table  2.2).

Instruments
To test the Situational Leadership Theory, the 'Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability

Description' (LEAD) instrument of Hersey and Blanchard (1982) has been used. The
LEAD consists of three questions for each of the four maturity levels, thus offering a
total   of 12 situations. Each situation contains four answer categories reflecting   all

possible combinations of either high or low task behavior with either high or low
relationship behavior. In terms of the prescriptive theory, one answer is the best for
each   of the situations. The instrument thus measures   the   fit  of the answers   to   the

prescriptions, the number of times a particular style is endorsed, and the flexibility of
style choice. Problematic   is   the   fact   that the instrument  uses an ipsative format   and

that leadership styles     are not measured independent of situational descriptions.

Furthermore, high relationship behavior  on  the   part  of the leader seems to represent
socio-emotional support in the second Quadrant (high task-high relation) and
participative decision making in the third Quadrant (low task-high relation) (Graeff,
1983). In Quadrant four (low task-low relation), laissez-faire type behavior is
prescribed, which seems to be undesirable for most managers. These problems lead
most scholars to shy away from using the instrument in research, although it has been
very  popular in management trainings. Whether other measures are valid enough  to

test the Situational Leadership Theory remains to be seen.

Results
The Situational Leadership Theory of Hersey and Blanchard (1982) has been widely

recognized as useful and valid by practitioners, but has received a limited amount of
empirical validation and has been criticized on account of its weak theoretical
assumptions. For instance, some problems are noted with respect  to the concept  of

maturity (Graeff,  1983):

1.          the  decrease in psychological maturity  from  M2  to  M3  and the subsequent

increase is not consistent with a linear perspective on maturity development;
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2.      it is not clear why a motivated employee who lacks ability is less mature than
an unmotivated employee who has the ability to do his job;

3. causal primacy of task or psychological maturity depends  on the complexity  of
the job; and

4.            there is evidence that motivation and ability combine interactively instead  of
additively as performance determinants.

In addition, scholars have noted that it is questionable whether a leader should
withhold support (relation-oriented leadership) when an employee is characterized by
a low maturity (De Jong, Voorendonk, Boogaarts, Le Blanc, Den Ouden, &
Spuijbroek, 1996).

In a study using judgments of experienced managers, Blake and Mouton (1982) found
that managers prefer a 9*9 style of leadership to Hersey and Blanchard's prescribed
situational alternatives in all 12 situations offered in Hersey and Blanchard's
questionnaire. On the other hand, Hambleton and Gumbert (1982) found some
empirical validation  for the theory. Managers who applied the theory correctly rated
their subordinates' job performance higher  than  when  they  did not apply the theory
correctly. Vecchio (1987), using the LBDQ-XII instead of Hersey and Blanchard's
instrument, found that the Situational Leadership Theory only held for subordinates
with low maturity, and not for subordinates with intermediate or high maturity.
Blank, Weitzel, and Green (1990) did find some, but not much, support for the
Situational Leadership Theory. In a sample consisting of 27 hall directors and 353
resident advisors, leaders    who    used the right leadership style in terms    of    the
Situational Leadership Theory did not have higher performing subordinates, but did
have more satisfied ones. Furthermore, maturity moderated the relation between task-
oriented leadership and work satisfaction. There was a stronger relation between task
behavior of the leader and work satisfaction for subordinates who were
psychologically less mature  than for subordinates  with high psychological maturity.
The results in this study did not support any of the predictions on relationship
behavior, task maturity and the performance and supervisor satisfaction criteria.

2.4.3  Vroom and Yetton's (1973) Decision-Making Model

Theorv
The decision-making model (Vroom & Yetton, 1973; Vroom & Jago, 1988) is not
only a contingency model, but also, as with the Situational Leadership Theory,
normative in nature. It describes what choices managers make and prescribes how
choices should be made on the basis of an evaluation of the requirements and
characteristics of the decision-making situation. A distinction is made between 5 types
of decision methods:

AI  (Autocratic I): the leader makes an unassisted decision using the
information available to him at the time;
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AII (Autocratic II): the leader gathers data from subordinates without sharing
the problem and then makes a decision by himself;

CI (Consultative I): the leader shares the problem with the relevant
subordinates individually, who provide data and give
recommendations and then makes a decision which may
or may not reflect the subordinates' influence;

CII (Consultative II): the leader shares the problem with the subordinates as a

group, obtaining collective ideas and suggestions and then
makes a decision which may or may not reflect the
subordinates' influence; and

GII (Group II): the leader shares the problem with the group of
subordinates, evaluates alternatives and attempts to reach
an agreement, accepting any solution which has the
support of the entire group.

Vroom and Jago (1988) make a distinction between five criteria, against which the
effects of the five decision-making methods are evaluated. Organizational
effectiveness is posited  to be dependent on these five criteria  in the following manner:

OEff = DQI,1 + Dcomm - DTP - Cost + Development,

in which OEff stands for organizational effectiveness, D stands for decision quality,Qua1

Dcomm stands for decision commitment of the subordinate and Drp, stands for decision
time   penalty. Cost stands   for the costs involved   in the hours spent on making  the
decision and Development stands for the increment in human capital that can accrue
through appropriate involvement of others in decision making. The situational
variables in the model consist of specific attributes of the leader, the subordinates, the
task, and the (organizational and task) goals which are related to the problem at hand.
In the original model, Vroom and Yetton (1973) make a distinction between eight
situational variables. In the later model of Vroom and Jago (1988), one situational
variable is deleted and five more are added (Table 2.3). They are linked in a complex
way (Vroom & Jago, 1988, pp. 229-231) to the criteria.

The model provides a set of rules which exclude decision methods inappropriate to
the situation. An example of a rule is the Leader Information Rule: "If the quality of
the decision is important and the leader does not possess enough information or
expertise to solve the problem alone, then AI is eliminated from the feasible set"
(Vroom & Jago, 1988, p. 70). On the basis of a set of rules, a hierarchical tree
diagram is formed, containing acceptable (feasible) and most effective leadership
decision methods. Because the addition of situational variables has made the model

highly complex, the old version will be shown in Figure 2.4.
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Table 2.3: Situational contingencies in the decision making model (Vroom & Yetton,
1973; Vroom & Jago, 1988)'
Criteria Problem attributes Questions

DOual 1. Quality Requirement How important is the technical
quality of this decision?

2. Leader Information Do you have sufficient information
to make a high-quality decision?

3. Subordinate Information Do subordinates have sufficient

information to make a high-quality
decision?

4. Problem Structure Is the problem well structured?
5. Goal Congruence Do subordinates share the

organizational goals to be attained in
solving this problem?

D                     6. Commitment Requirement How important is subordinateComm

commitment to the decision?
7. Commitment Probability If you were to make the decision by

yourself, is it reasonably certain that
your subordinates would be
committed to the decision?

8. Subordinate Conflict Is conflict among subordinates over
preferred solutions likely?

DTP 9. Time Constraint Does a critically severe time
constraint limit your ability to
involve subordinates?

Cost 10. Geographical Dispersion Are the costs involved in bringing
together geographically dispersed
subordinates prohibitive?

11. Motivation-Time How important is it to you to
minimize the time it takes to make
the decision?

Develop 12. Motivation-Development How important is it to you to
maximize the opportunities for
subordinate development?

a Problem attributes  1,2,4,  5,6,7,  8 are derived from Vroom & Yetton (1973); 3, 9,  10,  1 1,1 2
are derived from Vroom & Jago (1988)

Instruments
Vroom and Yetton's (1973) instrument consists of 30 cases. The cases are presented
to supervisors who are asked to choose the decision method they would prefer. The
decision methods, AI through GII, are defined in advance. The answers are compared
with the feasible and effective set in the hierarchical tree diagram. In this way the
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A. Does the problem possess a quality requirement?
B. Do I have sufficient information to make a high-quality decision?
C.  I the problem structured?
D. Is acceptance of the decision by subordinates important for effective implementation?
E. If I were to make the decision by myself, am I reasonably certain that it would be accepted by my
subordinates?
F. Do subordinates share the organizational goals to be attained in solving the problem?
G. Is conflict among subordinates likely in preferred solution?

Figure 2.4: Vroom and Yetton's (1973) effective decision tree-diagram

number of effective answering strategies of respondents and their method preferences
can be ascertained. The model is also applicable to leaders and single subordinates in
which GII is replaced by DI (delegation of decision to subordinate). The types of
decision methods described above are distinct categories. Choice   of one decision
method type excludes the possibility of another. Yukl (1994) has expressed some
doubt about the validity of this assumption. In reality, the process of decision making
is one in which the leader uses a sequence of different decision procedures with
different people at different times, while in Vroom & Yetton's (1973) model they are
treated as a single discrete procedure. Leaders also often use a "trial balloon"
approach, in which a temporary solution is tried out on a few relevant subordinates.
Furthermore,    it is questionable whether there   is   a real distinction between   the   two
autocratic and two consultative methods, since leaders in reality often obtain data and
analyses from different sources and use different methods with different subordinates
to obtain this information. Although more subcategories could be created, a theory
which contains only three broad decision making methods (autocratic, consultative
and participative) would be more parsimonious (Field, 1979). Furthermore, some
other decision-making methods, such as constructive controversion - i.e. the open
discussion of opposing views and ideas - have been found to explain more variance in
decision success than decisions made using the Vroom-Yetton model (Tjosvold,
Wedley, & Field, 1986).

The leadership instruments used in connection with Vroom and Yetton's (1973) and
Hersey and Blanchard's (1974) models are designed to measure implicit situational
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leadership theories. Instead of being asked what behavior is exhibited, leaders are
asked what behavior would be appropriate given a certain situation. The instruments,
thus, do not measure actual behavior but test a leader's theory about the most
effective behavior in a situation. The actual behavior and the most effective behavior
might be related, but are not necessarily. Hersey and Blanchard as well as Vroom and
Yetton     use a forced-choice leadership measurement device.      Only     one     of    the
leadership styles/methods offered can be chosen. With their instrument, correct
classifications (match of correct leadership behavior or action with situational type)
are seen as an index of effectiveness. The reason these theories are called
'prescriptive' or 'normative'  is the fact that there is no proper external criterion to
validate both these modek when using the measurement methods deployed by the
authors.  The only external criterion in both theories are the theoretical notions offered
by the authors, differences between effective and ineffective managers on score
profiles, and 'expert' judgments of the correcmess of the theory. Selection of experts
and of effective and ineffective managers poses some problems when conformity with
the   theory   is a criterion for selection of experts and effective managers. By testing
relations between constructs, instead of testing prescriptive correctness, these
problems can be overcome. Vecchio (1987), for instance, has shown that it is possible
to  test the theoretical notions underlying the prescriptive theories.

Results
Although the model has often been validated, some problems have been noted as
well. When a random decision procedure is taken, 71.1% of the decisions falls within
the feasible set (Pate & Heiman,  1981). In a summary of six validation studies of the
original Vroom and Yetton (1973) model, Vroom and Jago (1988) reported that a
mean weighted average   of  62 %   of the decisions which fell within the feasible   set
were successful, while only 37 %   of the decisions which fell outside the feasible  set
were successful. Similar results were reported by Brown and Finstuen (1993) and Hill
and Schmitt (1977). Subjects in the Hill and Schmitt study seemed to rely primarily
on the problem attributes referring to subordinates' acceptance of autocratic decisions
and subordinates' acceptance critical to effectiveness. The subjects tended to make
less use of the problem attributes referring to quality requirements and problem
structure. The two rules that relate to these problem attributes, the acceptance rule6
and the acceptance priority rule,7 were found by Field (1982) in an experimental
study   to   be most strongly related to acceptance   of the subordinates.    In   four   out   of

The acceptance rule = "eliminate AI and AII from the feasible set when commitment requirement
(Dc  mj)  is  high (i.e., acceptance of the decision by subordinates is critical to effective implementation) and
the commitment probability (Dc-2  is  low  (i.e..  it  is not certain  that an autocratic decision would  be
accepted)"

7   The acceptance priority rule = "eliminate AI, AlI, CI, and CII from the feasible set when
acceptance  of the decision  is  critical  (I*om-3 =high),  but  is  not  certain  to  result from an autocratic decision
(Dcomm.=low), and subordinates share the organization goals of the problem (97™ni =high)".
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seven times, the propositions of the set of rules were supported in his study. Only the
goal congruence rule had a conflicting relation with quality of the decision.

Paul and Ebadi (1989) found that managers of salespersons who scored more in
agreement with Vroom and Yetton's feasible set had groups of subordinates who were
more productive, more satisfied with their supervision, and more satisfied with their
present work situation. Field and House (1990), on the other hand, found that
managers, whose decisions were more in agreement with the feasible set, were rated
as effective by their subordinates as managers whose decisions were not within the
feasible set. When subordinates' reports of the decision and managers' perceptions of
decision effectiveness were used, the results were consistent with the predictions of
Vroom and Yetton. In this study, like in the Heilman, Hornstein, Cage and Herschlag
(1984) study, a positive relation was found between participative leadership and
effectiveness    of the style when rated by subordinates,     but    not when rated    by

managers. The results suggest that subordinates rate participative leadership   more
favorably, regardless of the situation, while leaders rate autocratic leadership more
favorably  when the situation permits.

2.4.4   Evans'  (1970) and House's (1971) path-goal theory of leadership

Theory
In the original path-goal theory (Georgopoulos, Mahoney, & Jones, 1957),
subordinates' behavior is viewed  as a function of their needs and expectations  On  the

one hand, and situations on the other. Whether subordinates are productive or not is a
function of the perceived instrumentality of high productivity for the realization of
desired outcomes, the expectation that certain behavior will lead to productivity,  and
the level of freedom from constraining factors which impede the achievement of a
goal. Although not explicitly linked to the expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964; Van
Eerde & Thierry,  1996), the elements of that theory are clearly present in the original
path-goal theory, such as the action-outcome link in the form of the subordinates'
expectation that behavior will lead to productivity, and the level of freedom from
constraining factors/situations; the outcome-outcome      link      in     the     form     of     the
instrumentality of productivity for outcomes  (e.g., more money  in  the  long  run,
getting along well with the work group, and promotion to a higher base rate); and the
valence of the outcomes in the form of their desirability to subjects.

Both Evans (1970) and House (1971) combined leadership notions with the
expectancy theory of Vroom (1964) and the path-goal theory of Georgopoutos et al.
(1957). However, Evans and House differ in their view on the function of leadership.
In Evans' opinion, leadership    is solely linked   to the path-goal instrumentalities
perceived by a subordinate. According to House (1971) leadership is linked to both
the path-goal instrumentalities and the extrinsic and intrinsic valences associated with
goal attainment. In Evans' view, motivation to follow a path is a function (f) of
perceived path-goal instrumentality and goal importance:
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Motivation = f[E(Path-goal instrumentality x Goal importance)],            (2.1)

where the multiplication of path-goal instrumentalities and goal importance are
summed (E) over the different goals. Motivation to engage in specific behavior
together with ability and task characteristics are expected to determine path
frequency.   Both path frequency and actual path-goal instrumentality are supposed  to
determine goal attainment:

Goal attainment = f[E(Path frequency x Actual path-goal instrumentality)], (2.2)

where again the multiplication of path frequencies and actual path-goal
instrumentalities are summed over different goals. Goal attainment, finally, is
expected to determine job satisfaction.

Consequently, the relation between leadership (which primarily affects path-goal
instrumentalities) and outcomes (such as satisfaction) is inflicted by all kinds of
intervening and moderating variables which potentially lessen the actual influence of
the leader. In a test of the model (Evans, 1970), partial support was offered.
Leadership was only related to path-goal instrumentalities in a utility but not in a
hospital. Weighting path-goal instrumentality with goal importance  did not improve
the relation between the instrumentality  and path frequency. The product  of  path
frequency and actual path-goal instrumentality did determine goal attainment in the
predicted   way.   In the utility leadership was related  to goal attainment   and  job
satisfaction in the way predicted.

This path-goal model was further extended in a later paper in which Evans (1974)
added three moderators of the relation between supervisory behavior and subordinate
motivation: supervisor's upward influence, subordinate's role conflict and
subordinate's locus of control. Evans (1974) does not make clear whether these
variables affect the path-goal instrumentalities, the goal importance or are
differentially related to subordinate motivation in some other way. Some sort of
support for a moderator effect of locus of control on the correlation between
consideration and motivation was found,     i.e., more correlations between
consideration and motivational indices were found to be significant for subjects with
internal locus of control   than for those with external locus of control. No support  for
the moderator effect of supervisor' s upward influence and subordinate' s   role  conflict
was found.

In House's path-goal theory (1971) positive organizational and individual outcomes
are brought about by leaders who increase the rewards subordinates get for
appropriate performance, and who make the path to these rewards clearer and easier
to travel by reducing road blocks and pitfalls, as well as increasing the opportunities
for personal satisfaction en route. In the words of Filley, House, and Kerr (1976)
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" . . .   the strategic functions  of the leader consist  of 1) recognizing and/or arousing
subordinates' needs for outcomes over which the leader   has some control;    2)
increasing personal payoffs to the subordinates for goal attainment; 3) making the
path to those payoffs easier to travel by coaching and direction; 4) helping
subordinates clarify expectancies; 5) reducing frustrating barriers; and 6) increasing
opportunities for personal satisfaction, contingent on effective performance (Filley,
House & Kerr,  1976, p. 254). "

In this way, the path-goal theory expanded by House (1971) is most closely linked to
the expectancy theory of Vroom (1964). In House's view, valences and
instrumentalities are linked to motivation in the following way:

M=IVb + PI[IV, + E(P2,EV,)], with i= 1,.-,n, (2.3)

where M is the motivation to work,
IVb    is the intrinsic valence associated with goal-directed behavior,
IV,    is the intrinsic valence associated with work-goal accomplishment,
EV,    is the extrinsic valence associated with work-goal accomplishment,
Pt        is the path instrumentality of behavior for work-goal attainment, and
P2,       is the path instrumentalities of work-goal for extrinsic valences.

In   this  view, a distinction   is made between two first-order outcomes,   i.e.,   goal-
directed behavior and work-goal accomplishment, and one second-order outcome,
which may consist of, for instance, reward and recognition of the supervisor, higher
salary, and job satisfaction. No instrumentality is attached to the intrinsic valence
associated with goal-directed behavior while it is probably assumed that no other
behavior determines the amount of intrinsic valence of the goal-directed behavior

(there  is,  thus, no action-action or behavior-behavior link).  It is questionable, though,
whether a certain amount of goal-directed behavior will always have the same
valence, since different goal-directed behaviors can be exhibited to reach one fixed

goal, each with its own intrinsic valence.

According to House (1971), leader behavior is relevant for all of the independent
variables in equation 2.3. The leader can increase the intrinsic valence associated with
the goal-directed behavior (IVb) by removing frustrating barriers, being supportive in
times of stress, permitting involvement in a wide variety of tasks, and being
considerate of subordinates' needs. The leader can also change the amount of intrinsic
valence associated with work-goal accomplishment (IV,) by allowing for more
discretion, responsibility, and control of the task. The extrinsic valences associated
with the work-goal accomplishment (EVi) are related to second-order outcomes such

as salary and satisfaction and can be influenced by leader contingent reward or
punishment. Furthermore, the leader can influence the path instrumentality associated
with work-goal attainment (Pi) through mentorship and feedback concerning
appropriate and inappropriate work-goal strategies and through support of efforts of
the subordinate that lead to work-goal accomplishment. Last but not least, the leader
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Figure 2.5: Causal relationships in the path-goal theory of leadership

can influence the path instrumentality associated with rewards for work-goal
accomplishment (P2) by showing behavioral consistency in providing recognition and
rewards for high productivity and by clarification of the linkage between these
rewards and work accomplishment.

Like Evans (1974), both House (1971) and House and Mitchell (1974) proposed some
situational moderators which might enhance or hinder the clarification of appropriate
paths and the influence of the leader on intrinsic and extrinsic valences of the
subordinate. According to House, leader behavior can be redundant when an existing
situation makes the clarification of path-goal relationships superfluous. Several
subordinate and environmental characteristics proposed by House (1971) and House
and Mitchell (1974) can either impair or augment the relation between leadership
behavior and criteria. Subordinate characteristics emphasized are dependence,
authoritarianism, ability, and locus of control; environmental characteristics
emphasized are task structure, role ambiguity, job autonomy, job scope, and task
interdependence. Again House (1971) and House and Mitchell (1974) do not explain
the status of these situational moderators in the theoretical model Or the formula. The
question remains whether these variables are part of, inflict, or are independent of the
instrumentalities and valences described. According to Yukl (1994), the situational
variables act on subordinate expectancies and valences as shown in Figure 2.5.

Situational variables and leadership have an influence on the intervening variables,
i.e., subordinate expectancies and valences, which in their turn influence subordinate
effort and satisfaction. Yukl (1994) does not specify which situational variables
influence which intervening variables. According to House and Mitchell (1974), the
subordinate characteristics influence the acceptance of leader behavior. In other
words, it seems that leader behavior itself is either extrinsically valent (acceptable) or
not   (unacceptable),   and that subordinate characteristics influence the relation between
leader behavior and extrinsic valence associated with that behavior. House and
Mitchell (1974) state three possible ways in which environmental factors act upon
subordinates:
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1.               serving as stimuli that motivate and direct subordinates to perform necessary

task operations;
2. constraining variability in behavior; and
3.               serving as rewards for achieving desired performance.

The environmental factors act on the independent variables in the model through a
number of ways that are not clearly defined. These and other unclear premises have
led to a number of critical notes regarding the path-goal theory. For Schriesheim and

Kerr (1977), the link of this theory to the expectancy theory has been a reason for
concern, since in this way, path-goal theory inherits the problems associated with the
expectancy theory, such as the multiplicative assumption (valence times expectancy),
which has not received support (Van Eerde & Thierry, 1996). The theory also
contains some questionable assumptions.  Lack of task structure, for instance, does not
necessarily have to have a deteriorating effect On the motivation and satisfaction of
subordinates. Individuals who have the desire and the ability to provide their own role
definitions and who expect supervisors not to clarify path-goal relations may actually
prefer an unstructured to a structured task (Stinson & Johnson, 1975). Furthermore, it
is noted that the theory only focuses on a few broad leader behaviors (Yukl, 1994;
Van der Vlist, 1991), ignoring some specific leader behaviors such as contingent
reward and recognition of accomplishments. It also ignores other ways leaders can
influence subordinates such as training of task skills, resource obtention, and
organization of work. Lastly, it ignores the interaction between the leader behaviors
and the interaction between situational characteristics (Yuld,  1994).

Instruments
Research using the path-goal theory has focused on the situational characteristics,
often excluding the intervening path-goal relations between leadership and final
outcomes. Although some authors have argued in favor of including    more    and
different leadership behaviors (Fulk & Wendler, 1982), or more and different
situational variables (Johns, 1978; Schriesheim & DeNisi, 1981; Matsubara, 1988;
Keller, 1989), research using the path-goal theory has mainly focused on supportive
and instrumental leadership behaviors, and on task structure as a situational
characteristic. The preponderance of studies has been directed at testing the following

two  hypotheses:

1. Task structure  is a negative moderator  of the relation between instrumental leader
behavior and subordinate satisfaction   and role clarity,   i.e., the higher   the   taSk

structure  (or  a more routine, repetitive, or unambiguous  task) the weaker the positive
relation between instrumental leader behavior on the one hand, and subordinate
satisfaction and role clarity on the other hand;
2. Task structure   is a positive moderator   of the relation between supportive leader
behavior and subordinate satisfaction   and role clarity,   i.e., the higher   the   task
structure the stronger the positive relation between supportive leader behavior on the
one hand and subordinate satisfaction and role clarity on the other.
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These and other hypotheses have been tested by letting subordinates provide
information (on a survey) about the leadership behavior, the situational
characteristics, and the outcomes. Generally, leadership behavior, situational
characteristics, and outcomes were scored on a Likert (1-5) scale. Sometimes
additional information was provided by other subordinates or the leader on the
outcome variables.

Results
Many studies have investigated the above and other hypotheses derived from the path-
goal theory (Arvey & Neel, 1974; Evans, 1974; House & Mitchell, 1974; House &
Dessler, 1974; Szilagyi & Sims, 1974; Downey, Sheridan, & Slocum, 1975;
Mitchell, Smyser, & Weed, 1975; Sheridan, Downey, & Slocum, 1975; Sims &
Szilagyi, 1975; Stinson & Johnson, 1975; Downey, Sheridan, & Slocum, 1976;
Schuler, 1976; Dessler & Valenzi, 1977; Orpen, 1977; Schriesheim & von Glinow,
1977; Johns, 1978; Greene, 1979; Schriesheim & Schriesheim, 1980; Abdel Halim,
1981; Schriesheim & DeNisi, 1981; Fulk & Wendler, 1982; Podsakoff, Todor, &
Schuler, 1983; Levanoni & Knoop, 1985; Kroll & Pringle, 1986; Matsubara, 1988;
Keller, 1989; Wofford & Liska, 1993; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Ahearne, & Bommer,
1995).  Wofford and Liska (1993) conducted a meta-analysis  of the path-goal theory
on 120 studies  with a total sample  size  of 83,105.  Of a total  of 19 tests of potential
moderator effects,  only  six were significant.  Of the  11 tests involving task structure,
four were found to significantly moderate the relation between leadership behavior
and a criterion. The following results were obtained:

1. task structure moderated the relation between initiating structure and expectancy  II
(instrumentality);
2. task structure moderated the relation between consideration and expectancy I;
3. task structure moderated the relation between consideration and performance;
4. task structure moderated the relation between consideration  and role clarity;
5. ability moderated the relation between initiating structure and satisfaction; and
6. job scope moderated the relation between consideration and performance.

The number of findings exceeded that expected by chance, but did not provide strong
support   for the path-goal theory. The results suggest that additional potential
moderators exist but the available data did not permit the identification of the possible
(combinations of) moderators. Wofford and Liska's (1993) study also shows that
scholars have diverged a lot in the type of criteria and situational characteristics
included in their studies. For instance, while some see expectancy as a criterion (Sims
& Szilagyi, 1975), others see it as an intervening variable on which the situational
characteristics have an effect (Yukl, 1994). The reason for this confusion is the fact
that although the path-goal theory has become a moderator theory of leadership, its
roots are not moderator-oriented. Evans' (1970; 1974), House's (1971) and House
and Mitchell's (1974) theories, in fact, assume a model of leadership in which the
moderators are outside the path-goal relations between leadership and outcomes.
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Since the path-goal theory has been conceptually confusing (Schriesheim & Kerr,
1977;    Van der Vlist,    1991;    Yukl,    1994),    it   has   not been clear which variables   to
include in tests of the path-goal theory. Most researchers have reacted to the theory
by narrowly focusing on task structure as a moderator of the relation between

initiating structure and consideration on the one hand, and several outcomes, such as
satisfaction and role clarity on the other. Although this has helped in clarifying
empirical issues related to task structure, it has not helped to clarify why task
structure works the way it does and what other situational characteristics might be
involved in a situational theory.  Some of these issues are addressed by the substitutes
for leadership theory.

2.4.5   Kerr and Jermier's (1978) substitutes for leadership theory

Theorv
The substitutes for leadership theory (Kerr, 1977; Kerr & Jermier, 1978) is
conceptually closest  to the path-goal theory. The substitutes for leadership theory  sug-
gests that individual,  task and organizational characteristics  can be found which  " . . .

negate the leader's ability to either improve or impair subordinate satisfaction and

performance" (Kerr and Jermier, 1978, p. 377). Kerr and Jermier (1978, p. 376)
recognize the close link between the two theories. There are two major differences.
In the first place, no assumptions are made in the substitutes for leadership theory
concerning the intervening processes, such as the valences, instrumentalities, and
expectancies, which are present in the path-goal theory. In the second place, the
substitutes for leadership theory hypothesizes, in contrast with the path-goal theory,
that in some cases leadership is irrelevant. In the path-goal theory, it is assumed that

even unnecessary and redundant leader behaviors have an impact upon subordinate

satisfaction, morale, motivation, performance and acceptance of the leader. Kerr and

Jermier (1978) make a distinction between the following four subordinate

characteristics, three task characteristics,  and six organizational characteristics:

subordinate: 1. ability, experience, training and knowledge (AETK);
2. need for independence (NIND);
3. professional orientation (PROF);
4. indifference towards organizational rewards (INDIFF);

task: 5. unambiguous/routine/methodologically invariant tasks  (ROUT);

6. task-provided feedback concerning accomplishment (TASKFB);
7.  intrinsically satisfying tasks (INSAT);

organizational: 8. organizational formalization (FORM);
9. organizational inflexibility (INFLEX);
10. advisory and staff support (ADVSTF);
11. closely-knit, cohesive, interdependent work groups (COHES);
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12. organizational rewards not within leader's control (NOCTRL);
and

13. spatial distance between superior and subordinates (SPAT).

Howell, Dorfman, and Kerr (1986) have offered a framework for the classification of
these individual,  task, and organizational characteristics according to their effect  on
the relation between leadership behavior and criteria. They make a distinction
between substitutes, neutralizers, enhancers, and supplements of leadership. A
substitute is a variable which makes leadership unnecessary. Substitutes "weaken the
impact of the leader's behavior on the criterion variable and replace the impact with a
direct effect of their own" (Podsakoff, MacKenzie & Fetter, 1993, p. 26).
Formalization, for instance, was found to substitute for participative leadership of
Commissioned Officers in the U.S. army when satisfaction with work was the
criterion (Dorfman, Howell, Cotton, & Tate, 1992). This means that participative
leadership was positively related to satisfaction with work in a situation with low
formalization. In a situation with high formalization, participative leadership did not
significantly add to the (already high) satisfaction.

Neutralizers are variables that make leadership impossible. A neutralizer paralyzes,
destroys, or counteracts the effectiveness of 'something else' (Childers, Dubinsky, &
Skinner, 1990). A neutralizer is a variable that does not have a relation with the
criterion when leadership is absent. When the neutralizer is combined with
leadership, the relation of leadership with the criterion diminishes or even completely
disappears. In a group of nonprofessional hospital employees, Howell and Dorfman
(1986) found employee ability, training, and knowledge to be a neutralizer of the
relation between the leader's specification of procedures and subordinate job
satisfaction. Employees with high ability, training, and knowledge had lower job
satisfaction than their less able and trained co-workers, and the leader's specification
of procedures did not have any effect on the already low job satisfaction of the able
employees.

Enhancers are variables that strengthen the relation between leadership and a
criterion. In addition to the direct effect of leadership on the criterion, an interaction
occurs between leadership and the enhancer which makes the relationship of
leadership with the criterion stronger. Childers, Dubinsky, and Skinner (1990) report
that clearly defined tasks and responsibilities, and feedback via nonsupervisory means
enhance the effect of sales supervisors' task-oriented behavior on salespersons'  job
satisfaction, which means that the task orientation of the supervisor had a more
favorable influence on the job satisfaction of the salesperson when these
characteristics were present than when a job did not possess these characteristics.
Supplements, finally, are variables which have a positive relation with the criterion
on their own but which do not interact with the leader's behavior.
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Table 2.4: Substitutes, neutralizers, enhancers and supplements of the relation
between human- & task-oriented leadership and performance & satisfaction

Relation of human- Relation of task-
oriented leadership with .. oriented leadership with ..

performance satisfaction performance satisfaction
Substitutes (hum -+ per) (hum -+ sat)  (task -1 per) (task -* sat)
1. ability, experience, substitute supplement substitute substitute

training and knowledge
2.  need for independence neutralizer neutralizer neutralizer neutralizer
3. professional orientation substitute substitute substitute substitute
4. indifference towards neutralizer neutralizer neutralizer neutralizer

organizational rewards
5. unambiguous, routine supplement enhancer substitute neutralizer

and methodologically
invariant tasks

6. task-provided supplement supplement substitute neutralizer
feedback concerning
accomplishment

7. intrinsically substitute substitute supplement supplement
satisfying tasks

8. organizational supplement supplement substitute substitute
formalization

9. organizational enhancer enhancer neutralizer neutralizer

inflexibility
10. advisory and supplement supplement substitute substitute

staff support
11. closely-knit, substitute substitute substitute substitute

cohesive, interdep-
endent work groups

12. organizational neutralizer neutralizer neutralizer neutralizer
rewards not within
the  leader' s control

13. spatial distance neutralizer neutralizer neutralizer neutralizer
between superior
and subordinates

Based on the literature, a classification can be made of the substitutes. Table 2.4
represents such a classification of the thirteen substitutes and their hypothesized effect
on the relations of human-oriented and task-oriented leadership to performance and
satisfaction.
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To remain as faithful as possible to the original theory and to include the most salient
constructs in leadership and work-criteria in this classification, a distinction is made
between only two leadership behaviors and only two criteria. Obviously more
leadership behaviors and criteria could be included in this table.

Instruments
In research on the substitutes for leadership theory, the 13 original substitutes
suggested by Kerr and Jermier (1978) have not undergone much change. Most studies
used less variables than originally suggested by Kerr and Jermier. There have been
few studies (Childers, Dubinsky, & Skinner, 1990; Farh, Podsakoff, & Cheng, 1987)
which have added substitutes   to the original   set of variables. The items   have
undergone some, but not much, change. Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1994), for
instance, have revised and reduced the number of items in order to get sound
psychometric properties for the scales.

However, there have been differences in the type of leadership instruments and
criteria used. Kerr and Jermier (1978) proposed the use of instrumental and
supportive leadership behaviors in testing their substitutes for leadership model.   This
practice has been followed by Howell and Dorfman (1981; 1986) but not by
Podsakoff and colleagues (Podsakoff, Todor, Grover, & Huber, 1984; Podsakoff,
Dorfman, Howell, & Todor, 1986; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Fetter, 1993;
Podsakoff, Niehoff, MacKenzie, & Williams, 1993; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, &
Bommer, 1995) who have also used (non)contingent reward, (non)contingent
punishment, and six kinds of charismatic leadership behavior as leadership predictors
in the substitutes for leadership model. There   are more differences   in   the   type   of
criteria used. Most of the time a form of satisfaction, i.e., general (work) or job
satisfaction, is used as a criterion. Besides satisfaction, organizational commitment
(Howell & Dorfman, 1981; Howell & Dorfman, 1986; Pitner & Charters, 1988;
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Fetter, 1993; Podsakoff, Niehoff, MacKenzie, &
Williams, 1993; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1995), supervisor satisfaction
(Podsakoff, Todor, Grover, & Huber, 1984; Farh, Podsakoff, & Cheng, 1987),
performance (Podsakoff, Todor, Grover, & Huber, 1984; Podsakoff, Dorfman,
Howell, & Todor, 1986; Farh, Podsakoff, & Cheng, 1987; Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
& Fetter, 1993; Podsakoff, Niehoff, MacKenzie, & Williams, 1993; Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1995) and either role conflict, role ambiguity and/or role
clarity are used (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Fetter, 1993; Podsakoff, Niehoff,
MacKenzie, & Williams, 1993; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1995).

Results
A lot of research has been conducted on the substitutes for leadership theory (Kerr &
Jermier, 1978; Howell & Dorfman, 1981; Howard & Joyce, 1982; Podsakoff, Todor,
Grover, & Huber, 1984; Howell & Dorfman, 1986; Podsakoff, Dorfman, Howell, &
Todor, 1986; Farh, Podsakoff, & Cheng, 1987; Freeston, 1987; Pimer & Charters,
1988; Childers, Dubinsky, & Skinner, 1990; Mcintosh, 1990; Dorfman, Howell,
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Cotton, & Tate, 1992; Federle & Maloney, 1992; Podsakoff, Niehoff, MacKenzie, &
Williams, 1993; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Fetter, 1993; Orpen & Hall, 1994;
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Ahearne, & Bommer, 1995; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, &
Bommer, 1995; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1995; Howell, Dorfman, Hibino, Lee, &
Tate, 1995; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1996). A summary of empirical
studies and the type of moderator effects found is offered in Table 2.5, which is
derived from a review of studies conducted on the substitutes for leadership theory. A
complete review of these studies, which includes the number of respondents, the
nature of the sample, and the type of moderator effect found, is offered in
Appendices A.1 , A.2 and A.3.

Table 2.5 shows  that in 9.3 %  of the cases,  some  type of moderator effect was found.
Inspection of Appendix A.3 shows  that  the  type of moderator effect frequently varies.
Formalization, for instance, was found to be a neutralizer, a positive moderator, and
a negative moderator of the relation between charismatic leadership and subordinate
satisfaction. Close inspection of Appendix A.3 shows that some substitutes are
consistently related to the criteria. Indifference towards organizational rewards, for
instance,  is  the most robust moderator (in  16.1 %  of the cases) of the relation between
leadership and criteria. Although the findings are by and large not in line with the
neutralizer effect hypothesized, most of the times the effect is in the expected
direction. Indifference towards organizational reward invariantly is negatively related
to the criteria satisfaction, performance and commitment, and positive to the criterion
(role) stress. When an effect is found, indifference is either a neutralizer, a reducer, a
negative moderator, or a diminisher of the relation between leadership and the criteria
satisfaction, performance, and commitment,   or it negatively predicts these criteria  on
its own. The scale 'intrinsically satisfying tasks' also has consistent effects on the
relation between leadership and criteria. It is almost invariably either a substitute, an
enhancer, a positive moderator, or a supplement of the relation between leadership
and the criteria satisfaction, performance, and commitment, or it positively predicts
these criteria on its own. Although the form of the moderator effects of indifference
towards organizational rewards and intrinsically satisfying tasks does not always
coincide with the form hypothesized by Kerr and Jermier (1978), it is shown that
these variables constitute an important class of predictors or potential moderators.

As many authors have pointed out (Howell & Dorfman, 1986, p. 40; Williams,
Podsakoff, Todor, Huber, Howell and Dorfman, 1988, p. 328; Podsakoff,
MacKenzie and Fetter, 1993, p. 38), the number of corroboratory findings for the
substitutes theory is disappointing. Furthermore, the few positive findings have not
been confirmed by other studies. The lack of proof has led some authors to abandon
the search for moderator effects in favor of direct effects. In this way, Podsakoff,
MacKenzie and Bommer (1996) found that substitutes are an important class of
predictor variables on their own. In a meta-analysis, the substitute variables explained
50% of the variance in employees' organizational commitment, 40% in general

satisfaction, 29% in role ambiguity, and 15% in role conflict. The substitutes
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Table 2.5. Ratios showing support for some form of moderator' of the relation
between human, task and charismatic leadershipb with several criterif

Relation of Relation of Relation of
human-oriented task-oriented charismatic
leadership with leadership with leadership with

Substitutek Sat Per CO Str Sat Per CO Str Sat Per CO Str Tot  ( % )

AETK 1/9 0/6 1/5 0/10 1/8 0/4 0/7 1/8 0/10 0/5 0/5 2/10 6.9

NIND 0/7 0/5 0/5 1/10 1/7 0/4 0/6 0/8 1/10 1/5 0/5 2/10 7.3

PROF 2/15 1/8 1/7 1/10 211 0/4 117 0/8 1/10 1/5 0/5 1/10 11.5

INDIFF 2/13 2/7 1/7 0/10 1/4 1/4 0/4 4/8 2/10 0/5 115 0/10 16.1

ROUT 0/11 0/7 0/5 1/10 1/7 0/4 0/8 1/8 1/10 1/5 1/5 0/10 6.7

TASKFB 1/13 0/7 0/8 0/10 1/7 0/4 0/6 2/8 2/10 0/5 0/5 1/10 7.5
INSAT 1/18 1/9 0/8 0/10 1/4 1/4 0/4 0/8 2/10 1/5 1/5 0/10 8.4

FORM 3/15 0/8 0/6 1/10 0/8 0/4 0/7 1/8 3/10 0/5 115 1/10 11.5

INFLEX 0/6 0/5 1/6 0/10 0/5 0/4 1/5 2/8 1/10 0/5 115 0/10 7.6
ADVSTF 111 0/5 0/6 0/10 0/5 0/4 0/5 0/8 3/10 1/5 0/5 1/10 7.5
COHES 3/19 0/9 0/9 2/10 0/8 0/4 0/8 1/8 1/10 1/5 215 0/10 9.5

NOCTRL 0/12 0/7 0/6 1/10 115 0/4 0/5 2/8 1/10 0/5 1/5 0/10 6.9
SPAT 1/12 2/7 0/6 1/10 0/5 0/4 0/5 1/8 1/10 1/5 1l5 2/10 12.6

Tot (%) 9.7 6.7 4.8 6.2 11.3 3.8 2.6 14.4 14.6 10.8  16.9 7.7 9.3

a                  Results  are a summary of appendix  A. 1  and  A.2; not included are results  from  Kerr and Jermier
(1978) and unspecified results from Howell and Dorfman (1981) and Mcintosh (1990); when an
outcome was obtained but not hypothesized, it is included in this table; when an outcome was not
hypothesized but tested and not supported, it is excluded from this table.

b Human-oriented leadership consists of Consideration, Contingent reward and (Individual or
Leader) Support; Task-oriented leadership consists of Instrumental leadership, Structure, Work
assignment, Specification of procedures and (Role) Clarification; Charismatic leadership consists of
Articulating vision, Providing model, Getting acceptance of group goals, High performance
expectations and Intellectual stimulation.

c          Sat (Satisfaction) consists of (Job, General or Work) Satisfaction, Supervisor satisfaction and Trust
in leader; Per is performance, Co is (Organizational) Commitment and Str (Stress) consists of role
ambiguity, role conflict, anxiety and the reverse of role clarity.

d         AETK = Ability, experience, training, and knowledge, NIND = Need for independence, INDIFF
= Indifference toward organizational rewards, PROF = Professional orientation, INSAT =
Intrinsically satisfying tasks, TASKFB = Task-provided feedback concerning accomplishment,
ROUT = Unambiguous, routine, methodologically invariant tasks, COHES = Closely knit,
cohesive, interdependent work groups, FORM = Organizational formalization, NOCTRL =
Organizational rewards not within the leader's control, INFLEX = Organizational inflexibility,
ADVSTF = Advisory and staff support, SPAT = Spatial distance between superior and
subordinate.

explained a larger amount of variance in these outcome variables than the leader
behaviors. Although the substitutes are important in their own right, the question
whether the basic assumption of situational leadership theories  (i.e., is leadership
effectiveness contingent on certain situations?) is correct can not be answered by
looking at direct effects of the substitutes on criteria. Consequently, some form of
moderator analysis is needed  to  test the situational leadership assumptions. In tests  Of
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the substitutes for leadership theory, it may be true that some methodological reasons
have prevented moderator effects from occurring. In chapter 3, we will inspect the
possible causes for the lack of empirical findings in the substitutes for leadership
theory.

2.4.6   Stability, time span, and the five situational approaches

At first glance, the five situational models presented here differ widely in their use of
leadership styles and situational variables. In this subsection, we will offer a tentative
integration of these models.  We will argue that by including stability of the situational
and leadership characteristics and the time span in which some effects of leadership
are  expected to occur, the seemingly wide differences  may be overcome.

Both leadership characteristics and situational characteristics can be more or less
stable. In leadership, for instance, a difference is made between traits, styles,
behaviors, and methods. A trait is a characteristic of a person that endures over time
and accounts for consistent patterns of responses to everyday situations (Furnham,
1992), while styles and behaviors are more or less adaptable expressions of traits
which are amenable to change. Methods are subject to skill- and knowledge-based
training, thus being most amenable to change. They can be scaled to form a
hierarchy, with on top stable traits, which induce certain behaviors, which in turn can
include different methods. Likewise a hierarchy of situations can be formed, with on
top situational 'traits,' which  are  more  or less stable environmental dispositions,
which include certain situational characteristics, which in turn include situational
problem attributes. For instance, a formalized organization (a more or less stable
environmental 'trait') most likely includes a number of structured tasks (situational
characteristics), which include a number of structured problems (situational problem
attribute), with which employees are confronted. In this way, a hierarchy can be
formed resembling the difference between traits and states in personality psychology
(Figure 2.6).

High
stability

A Leadership trait Situational 'trait'

Leadership Situational
style/behavior Characteristic

v Leadership method Situational problem attribute
Low

stability

Figure 2.6: The amount of stability of leadership (left) and situations (right)
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While Fiedler (1967) speaks of leadership traits in the situational leadership theories,
Hersey and Blanchard (1974; 1982) use the term style or behavior intermittently,
Evans (1970), House (1971) and Kerr and Jermier (1978) use behaviors, and Vroom
and Jago (1988) speak of methods or skills (p. 37). Furthermore, different kinds of
situations are addressed by the theories. Some of these situations can be equated to
situational 'traits,' being  more or less stable over a long period of time. Examples of
these situational 'traits' are organizational formalization and infiexibility,

subordinates' need for independence, and indifference towards organizational rewards
in Kerr and Jermier's substitutes for leadership theory, and dependence,
authoritarianism, and locus of control in House's path-goal theory. Examples of
situational characteristics are leader-member relations and position power in Fiedler's
theory, psychological and task maturity in Hersey and Blanchard's theory, ability and
task structure in House's theory, intrinsically satisfying tasks and team cohesion in
Kerr and Jermier's theory, and geographical dispersion and development motivation
in Vroom and Jago's theory. Examples of situational problem attributes are provided
by  Vroom  and  Jago,  e.g., the amount of leader or subordinate information about  a
certain problem  and the problem structure. All leadership and situational variables
used are shown in Figure 2.7.

A time span notion was introduced earlier by Jacobs and Jaques (1987) and further
explored by Hunt (1991). They used this notion to make a distinction between leaders
who work on the system (systems leadership) versus leaders who work in the system
(direct leadership). Systems leadership is associated  with  a  long  time  span  (more  than
10 years), while direct leadership is associated   with a short   time   span   (less   than   2
years). The critical tasks of leaders   who  work  on the system   is to develop missions
and policies, and to design organizational (sub-)systems. The critical tasks of leaders
who work in the system is to administer operating procedures and to maintain
operational capacities and individual skills. According  to the Extended Multiple-
Organizational-Level Model proposed by Hunt (1991), leadership requires certain
(pre-)dispositions and skills  at all levels  in the model, but cognitive complexity  is
supposed to be more important for top-level leaders.

Hunt's (1991) model shows that leaders at different levels in the organization are
faced with different situations. Although  none  of the five situational theories refer  to  a
specific hierarchical level when discussing leadership, they do differ in the nature of
the situations the leader is facing. In Fiedler's (1967) model, the situations consist of
relations with subordinates (position power and leader-member relations) and of task
structure, which    are    of a lower stability order    than the leadership traits    in    the
hierarchy just described. Consequently,   it is arguable  that the situations  in this model
can be adapted more easily to the most preferable situation (in terms of match with
the leadership trait) than the leadership traits themselves, although it seems logical
that this can not be accomplished overnight. When a long time period is assumed in
Fiedler's model, leaders have more opportunities to change the situations in their
favor.
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High

stability
* Task- vs. Relationship- * Dependence, authoritarianism, locus of
motivated leadership (F.) control (H.)

* NIND, INDIFF, FORM, INFLEX (K.&J.)

* Leader-member relations, position power and
task structure (F.)

* Task- and relation-oriented * Psychological and task maturity (H.&B.)
leadership (H.&B.) * Ability, task structure, role ambiguity, job
* Instrumental and supportive autonomy, job scope, task interdependence (H.)
leadership (H. and K.&J.) * AETK, PROF, ROUT, TASKFB, INSAT,

ADVSTF, COHES, NOCTRL, SPAT (K.&J.)
* Geographical dispersion and motivation
development (V.&J.)

* Quality requirement, leader information,
* Autocratic vs. Participative subordinate information, problem structure,
leadership (V.&J.) goal congruence, commitment requirement,

commitment probability, subordinate conflict,
time constraint and motivation time (V.&J.)

Low
stability

Figure 2.7: A classification of leadership (left) and situational (right) constructs in
situational theories of leadership (F. =Fiedler, H.&B. =Hersey & Blanchard, H. =
House, K.&J. =Kerr & Jermier, V.&J. =Vroom & Jago)

In Figure 2.7, we classified Hersey and Blanchard's (1974) leadership behaviors and
their subordinate characteristics, psychological and task maturity, on the same
stability level. Task maturity in Hersey and Blanchard's (1974) model seems to
evolve over time, since it is dependent for a large part on the employee's experience
with the type of task performed and skills gained through repetitious exposure to task
demands. In simple tasks, task maturity is much sooner reached than in complicated
tasks. Psychological maturity    is less dependent    on task exposure    and    more    on
subordinate characteristics, group, leader, and organizational support. According to
Hersey and Blanchard (1974) 'a leader must be careful not to delegate responsibility
and/or increase socio-emotional support too rapidly" and "the leader must develop
them slowly, using less task behavior and more relationship behavior as they mature"
(p. 29). They refer to their theory as a 'life cycle' theory of leadership.
Consequently,  it can be assumed that they  mean a relatively long timespan in which
their theory applies. If we assume a middle to long time period, psychological and
task maturity are relatively malleable, but to a lesser degree than the situational
characteristics in Fiedler's model, which assumes a long time frame.
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No mention of timespan is made in the path-goal theory (House, 1971; House &
Mitchell, 1974) or the substitutes for leadership theory (Kerr & Jermier, 1978). Both
House and Mitchell (1974) and Kerr and Jermier (1978) mention leader behaviors as
the main focus of interest: House and Mitchell's contingency factors are difficult to
place in a time perspective. Subordinates' dependence, authoritarianism, and locus of
control seem indicate relatively enduring characteristics, while environmental factors,
task, and work group, are less so. In the substitutes for leadership theory some
enduring situational characteristics are present,    such as subordinates'    need    for
independence, indifference towards organizational rewards, organizational
formalization and organizational inflexibility, along with some less stable, or
situation-dependent characteristics, such as: ability and professionalism (which arespecific for a person in a certain job, but may not be so for that same person in
another job), routiness   of   the   job, task feedback, group cohesion, spatial distance
between leader and subordinate,   etc..   Some   of the characteristics in these   two
theories are from a higher stability order and others are of the same order. The
situational ' traits' are relatively fixed      for the leader, while the situational
characteristics  may be relatively adaptable.

The situations in Vroom and Jago's (1988) theory consist of problem attributes which
are only specific for the problem at hand. They may be relatively fixed, such as thegeographical dispersion of the subordinates, but others may change during the
decision process, such as the task structure and the amount of leader information. The
task structure, for instance, may vary from unstructured at the beginning of the
process to highly structured at the end. The period in which the decision needs to be
made is relatively short, varying from minutes to weeks in the 30 cases offered by
Vroom and Yetton.

The time periods in the five models vary, with a short period assumed by Vroom and
Yetton and longer periods by House, Kerr and Jermier, Hersey and Blanchard and
Fiedler.    This    may   help to overcome the seemingly conceptual incongruity    of   the
models. When looking at traits, it seems logical to assume longer timespans. With
longer timespans, situations can be more easily changed. When looking at styles and
behaviors of leaders    it    is more logical    to    look at medium-long timespans.    Some
situations might change during this time, such as task maturity, feedback of the task
and task structure; but it is questionable whether stable characteristics such as
authoritarianism and organizational formalization are amenable to change in this
period of time. A shorter timeframe is more in line with leadership methods, which
might be changed rapidly. The matching situations are problems which may be fixed,such as the geographical dispersion of subordinates, but may also change during the
decision process,  such  as  the task structure (Table  2.6),

8            In  a   consortium  of  the main actors  in the substitutes research (Howell  et  al.,   1990), a hierarchicalapproach has been adopted, in which both leadership traits and skills have a place. In research, a behavioral
stance is supported which seems to indicate a medium-long timespan.
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Table 2.6: Perspectives of five situational leadership theories

Theory Leadership stability Time span Situational characteristics

Fiedler Stable trait Long When considering a long time

(1967) (years) span: malleable situations

Hersey & Stability of style Medium-long Relatively malleable situations
Blanchard dependent on style- (months-years) in a medium-long time span
(1982) adaptability

House Behaviors are more Medium-long Some fixed, some relatively
(1971) or less adaptable (months-years) malleable situations

Kerr & Behaviors are more Medium-long Some fixed, some relatively
Jermier or less adaptable (months-years) malleable situations

(1978)

Vroom & Flexible methods Short Some fixed, some relatively
Jago (1988) (minutes-weeks) malleable situations

Table 2.6 implies that each of the five situational models is only applicable when
considering a certain timeframe. Vroom and Yetton's model is only applicable when
referring to short-term, but fixed situations, in which the leader is faced with a
certain problem. In these kind of situations, the leader can use certain methods,  i.e.,
autocratic versus participative problem-solving to overcome the obstacle facing him.
In contrast, Fiedler's model is only applicable when we refer to a longer period of
time, in which leadership   is a trait  and the situational characteristics   can be adapted
after some time through consistent leader efforts.

2.5 Perception approaches to leadership

Best type and situational approaches to leadership have been exposed to criticism by
leadership perception theorists  (Eden & Leviatan, 1975; Calder, 1977; Pfeffer,   1977;
DeNisi, Cafferty, & Meglino, 1984; Lord & Maher, 1993), who have addressed the
issue of impression formation and causality in leadership research. According to
perception theorists, leadership is characterized mainly   by a cognitive process   (in  the
head of the 'subordinates') instead of a behavioral process  (i.e.,  the  acts of a leader).
A distinction can be made between two types of processes in the formation of
leadership perception: recognition-based processes and inferential processes.
Recognition-based processes are used to select and interpret ongoing social
information through largely automatic categorization processes. Inferential processes
are used to reflect on past events and integrate specific, highly salient information
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such as performance information through controlled attributional reasoning
(Cronshaw & Lord, 1987).

In research devoted to recognition-based processes, outcome variables do not play a
role. The assumption  is that subordinates' leadership perceptions are brought about  by
a categorization process (Eden & Leviatan, 1975; Lord, de Vader, & Alliger, 1986;
Cronshaw & Lord, 1987; Offermann, Kennedy, & Wirtz, 1994). This categorization
process involves, on the one hand, perceptions of behaviors shown by the leader and
on the other   hand an 'implicit leadership theory'   (i.e.,   a lay theory about   the
attributes of leaders), which structures the perception of an observer. Some of these
categories are more at the heart of the concept of leadership. They are called
prototypical categories of leadership. Perception of behavior of a focal person and the
impressions which are based on these perceptions can not exist without the implicit
leadership theory, nor can the implicit leadership theory exist without the perceptions
and impression formation on which it is based. Together they determine whether or
not a focal person is perceived as a leader through a process which will be called
categorization.

Inferential processes are grounded in an attribution process in which leadership is
assessed together with group or organizational successes (Meindl, 1990; Shamir,
1992; Pavitt & Sackaroff,  1990). The strength of the attributional process depends onthe way in which the observer makes causal judgments. A dual process is involved in
causal ascription. On the one hand, perception of prototypical leadership can
strengthen the expectation of success of the observer. Lord, Foti and De Vader
( 1984)  showed that prototypical leaders were viewed  as more responsible for success.
On the other hand, success can lead to an enhancement of leadership prototypicality
perceptions in an observer. Observers can make environmental or personal
attributions of success. When environmental attributions   are made, leadership   is  not
viewed as the cause of group or organizational success. When personal attributions
are made, the leader is viewed as the origin of group success. It was found that at
lower and higher levels of performance, leadership was more person-attributed,  i.e.,attributed to the leader. When intermediate levels of performance were observed,
attribution of the performance to the leader was less strong (Meindl, Ehrlich, &
Dukerich, 1985). In this case, performance was attributed to environmental
circumstances. Apparently, subordinates either blame or attribute success to leaders.

According to Meindl (1990) organizations are highly complex systems. Mental
representations of organizations are simplified in order to provide order and meaning
for the observer. Leadership is an important feature of organizational life, made
salient through selection procedures, titles and other status symbols which provide
observers a focus of attention and attribution. Meindl (1990) shows that leadership is
a more focal concept in explaining organizational performance than either the
employees of a company, the market-forces or governmental regulations. The
attribution of success (or failure) to a leader is called the romance Of leadership

Leadership in organizations         55



Perception of Behavior Implicit Leader Theory

CategoriesImpression Formation t
I Prototypes                               I

Categorization
Recognition-based
Processes

Perception of leadership

Inferential prototypicality
Processes Attribution

Perception of leadership
' ideal

Perception of success

Figure 2.8: Processes involved in the romance of leadership

(Meindl, Ehrlich, & Dukerich, 1985). Meindl (1990) connects his concept of
romance of leadership to transformational leadership concepts,    in   such   a   way   that

when success is attributed to a leader, his leadership style is viewed as being more

charismatic, visionary, and inspirational. Romance of leadership is thus produced by

an inferential process, in which success or failure is attributed to the leader. Leaders

who are romanticized, exhibit in the minds of their subordinates more of the
prototypical characteristics that are part of their implicit leadership theory.
Conversely, romance of leadership leads to stronger prototypical examples in
subordinates' implicit leadership theories. Romance of leadership, furthermore,
influences the perception of subordinates of the leader's behavior and the perception

of the leader's success. Figure 2.8 provides an outline of the romance of leadership

processes.

Many studies have been devoted to leadership perception theories (Lord & Maher,
1993). The first research of recognition-based processes was conducted  by  Eden  and

Leviatan (1975). In an experiment with students in which they let students rate a
fictitious leader of "Plant X" about whom they were given little information, they
found that the LBDQ factors were almost exactly replicated even in conditions in
which students claimed that they completed the questionnaire at random. This
research supported the notion that people have implicit leadership theories which they
use to categorize people. In a similar vein, Rush, Thomas, and Lord (1977) found

that the factor pattern and item loadings on the LBDQ derived in a limited
information condition were similar to those obtained  in real settings.  In a study  by

Rush and Russell (1988), it was found that individuals with similar prototypes of
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leadership described the behavior of their supervisors in a similar fashion. Thus, it is
not only shown that prototypes exist, but also that they are used to evaluate leadership
in     a way consistent     with the mental representations people     have     of leaders.
Furthermore, Lord, Foti, and De Vader (1984) showed that there was a significant
negative correlation between prototypicality and reaction  time to behavioral items.
Behavioral items that were more prototypical of leadership were processed faster than
items which were less prototypical with respect to leadership.

Consistent  with the attribution hypothesis,   Rush  et  al. (1977) found that positive
performance cues led to higher ratings on consideration and initiating of structure of
the LBDQ. Phillips and Lord (1981) studied the effects of competing situational
causal attributions (ability and motivation of the employee), leadership salience, and
performance   cues on leadership style ratings using videotapes. Although the results
were consistent with expectations, they could be explained by an intermediary
variable, i.e., general leadership impression.    With    a more favorable general
leadership impression, subjects rated leaders as exhibiting more consideration and
more  initiating of structure. The effects of causal ascriptions and experimental effects
did not add much to the variance explained by general leadership impression. The
same conclusion was drawn by Rush, Phillips, and Lord (1981). In their study they
found general leadership impression to be the single most important factor in the
behavioral ratings of a leader. Temporal delay of performance cues did not have an
impact on behavioral ratings. In a study by Mitchell, Larson, and Green (1977) it was
hypothesized that high group performance would lead to higher ratings on leadership
and Fiedler's (1967) situational favorability index than low group performance. In
three experiments in which subjects received identical situations and leadership
behavior but in which success/failure was manipulated, Mitchell et al. (1977) showed
that success was more consistently attributed to favorable circumstances in terms of
Fiedler's group atmosphere, task structure and position power, than to the leadership
styles consideration and initiating structure.

Cronshaw and Lord (1987) tested whether undergraduates made use of either a
categorization process, an attributional process, or a combination of the two.
Attribution was measured using consensus information,  i.e., the behavioral similarity
of two or more persons. When consensus information is high, other persons behave
the   same  way  as the focal person (the leader). When consensus information  is  low,
other persons behave differently from the focal person. Cronshaw and Lord (1987)
argued that personal attribution was likely to be more present when subordinates were
distinctively different  from the leader,   i.e.,   with low consensus. They found  that
attribution was mainly brought about by a categorization process. Contrary to
expectations, personal attribution was higher when consensus information   was   high
instead of low. Cronshaw and Lord (1987) explained their findings in terms of a
primer effect. When consensus was high, the corresponding prototypical leadership
behavior became more available to the subordinates and thus served to increase their
categorization of prototypical leader behavior. The findings by Cronshaw and Lord
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(1987) can also offer an explanation for the results of Meindl (1990), Meindl et al.
(1985) and Shamir (1992). In the romance of leadership theory subordinates'
perceived importance of leadership leads to a higher attribution of success to the
leader. Importance of leadership could thus function as a primer, making leadership
behavior more salient  in the attribution process.   In a study by Phillips  and  Lord
(1982), bogus performance information significantly affected prototypical leadership
items  but  did not affect nonprototypical leadership items.  It thus appears  that  if  a
leader is already seen as more prototypical, success is more readily attributed to him.

2.6 Conclusions

Historically, there has been an enormous interest in leaders, their attributes and the
process by which they influence their subordinates. From Plato's leader-philosopher,
via Machiavelli's prince, to research in this century, an overwhelming amount of
opinions and empirical evidence has been produced. Concordant with differences in
definitions, three main areas of research have been put forward which differ in their
assumptions. The areas consist of research done to find the optimal personal or
behavioral characteristics of a leader (a 'best type' approach), the optimal
combination of situations and leader traits (a 'situational' approach), behaviors, or
methods, and the perception and attribution of leadership characteristics (a
'
perception' approach).

At the beginning of the 20th century, the best type approach focused on personal
characteristics of leaders.   Due   to a failure   to find consistent leadership personalities
or personal attributes, this research was abandoned in favor  of a focus on leadership
behaviors. Out of an empirical tradition, a two-dimensional description of leadership

behaviors has emerged. Although many authors  (e.g.,  Yukl,  1994) have complained
about the broadness and the concomitant practical uselessness of a two-dimensions
solution to leadership research, human-oriented and taSk-oriented leadership have
been robust dimensions which have generated a lot of research and evidence about the
relation of leadership to employee and organizational criteria. A meta-analysis by
Schriesheim (1982) provided support for a positive relation between consideration and
subordinate satisfaction but not for a positive relation between initiating structure and
subordinate satisfaction. Fisher (in: Klenke, 1994), though, found that consideration
as well as initiating structure were positively related to several employee and

organizational criteria.

In the last two decades, research into an important and long-neglected aspect of

leadership, i.e., charismatic leadership, came into vogue. Several studies have shown
that charismatic, inspirational, or transformational leadership is strongly related   to

effectiveness criteria. There is still much doubt whether this phenomenon should be
interpreted using a personal characteristics perspective, a behavioral perspective, or
an attributional perspective. Few charismatic leadership studies have empirically
investigated situational contingencies of the relation between these exceptional
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leadership styles and criteria. Bryman (1992), for instance, suggested that crisis might
be an important variable in explaining the effect of charismatic leadership, although
the exceptional quality of this leadership might prevent any moderation from
happening. In chapter 6, we will look at situational contingencies of the relation
between charismatic leadership and criteria.

In the situational approach, relations between leadership and outcomes are seen as
variable across different settings due to the influence of several subordinate
characteristics or task-related aspects of the situation. Although empirical evidence
has been provided for Fiedler's contingency theory (1967) and Vroom and Yetton's
(1973) decision-making model, and to a lesser degree Hersey and Blanchard's (1974)
situational leadership model, all three have been subject to criticism on the ground of
theoretical and empirical fallacies. On the basis of these criticisms, the path-goal
theory and the substitutes for leadership theory have arisen offering a more rigorous
way of testing the situational leadership model.  The  way in which the situational
theories of leadership have been tested will be discussed in the neXt chapter.
Although, seemingly, these theories offer a widely divergent view of leadership, we
have shown in this chapter that they can be integrated if we take notion of the stability
of the leadership and situational characteristics studied, and the implication of stability
on  time  span  and the malleability of situations.

The perception approach has proposed   new   ways   of   looking    at   leadership.    It   has
shown that subjects have implicit leadership theories containing prototypical
leadership categories, such as consideration and initiating structure (Eden & Leviatan,
1975). Furthermore, researchers have shown that the causal reasoning of traditional
scholars could be incorrect, in that success causes subjects to regard their leader as
being more prototypical (Meindl, 1990). Perception theories may also offer an
explanation for findings in situational leadership research. In a study by Mitchell et
al.    (1977), for instance,   it was found that perception of success influenced   the
perception of situational favorability. Thus, it seems warranted to look at perceptional
explanations when interpreting results from situational leadership studies. However,
Lord and Maher (1993) warn of an overemphasis on leadership perception theories.
Although perception can strengthen certain relations, it must also be based on real
behavioral events. This suggests  that both behavioral and perception theories contain
a  grain of truth.
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Chapter 3

Leadership moderators
The previous chapter has shown the theoretical underpinnings of several situational
theories of leadership. It has also been shown that, although theoretically some
substantive reasons are present to assume that leadership is situationally dependent,
empirically these assumptions  are  hard to verify. The question is whether the relative
absence of findings in situational leadership research is due to a theoretical
misrepresentation of the relation between leadership and organizational or individual
outcomes, or whether this lack is due to methodological problems in the research on
situational leadership. We will argue in this chapter that there are strong reasons to
assume that the methodological problems in conducting this kind of research may be
one of the most important causes of the failure to find significant effects. In section
3.1   we will start by describing what statistical methods  have  been  used to explore
situational leadership theories. Subsequently, in section 3.2, we will describe the
problems that guide the use of these methods and we will stipulate the conditions that
have    to be fulfilled to properly conduct    this    kind of research. Some alternative
strategies will be discussed in section 3.3 and a typology will be offered in section 3.4
of the possible kinds of effects found in situational leadership research.

3.1 Beyond one-on-one relations: Moderators

In leadership theories, as well as in a number of other organizational psychology
theories, scholars have gone beyond theorizing 'simple' one-on-one relations between
variables to also include mediator, suppressor, and moderator effects. A mediator
transmits the influence of an antecedent to a consequence through an intervening
variable. It can best be denoted by the following (causal) diagram: x-*z-iy, in which
z is a mediator. A (complete) mediation model thus assumes that x has a direct effect
on z, z has a direct effect on y, and x is not related to Y when z is held constant
(James & Brett, 1984). A suppressor influences the relation between a predictor and a
criterion through its relation with the predictor. A suppressor is unrelated to the
criterion but because it takes away some of the variance in the predictor, a relatively
larger amount of variance in the predictor is related to the criterion, thus augmenting
the relation of the predictor with the criterion. A suppressor, which itself is irrelevant
in predicting the criterion, thus eliminates an irrelevant part of the predictor, thereby
augmenting the relation of the predictor with the criterion (Roe, 1983). A variable z
is a moderator if the relationship between two other variables, x and y, is a function
of the level of z (Zedeck, 1971; Saunders, 1956). At various levels of z, x has a
different relation with y. The predictor x may or may not have a relation with y when
z is held constant. The moderator z has the same properties as x and also may or may
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Mediator Suppressor Moderator

absent absent absent

X *y X -ty X --, y

present present present
Z Z                      Z

F I
/4        Vx y xz -, y x -, y

Figure 3.1: Examples of a mediator, a suppressor and a moderator using arrow-
diagrams

not have a relation with the criterion y. Technically, it could just as well be said that
x is a moderator of the relation between z and y as it is said that z is a moderator of
the relation between x and z. Theoretically often the most important predictor of a
criterion, or the prime cause, is regarded as the predictor, while the less important
predictor is regarded as the moderator.9 Several combinations of moderator,
mediator, and suppressor effects are possible. Moderated mediation, for instance,
which is a combination of an intervening and a moderator effect, is described by
James and Brett (1984), but other combinations are also possible. We will restrict
ourselves to the description of prototypical mediators, suppressors, and moderators,
of which examples are shown using arrow-diagrams in Figure  3.1.

An example of a mediator is found in the attribution theory of leadership, discussed in

chapter 2. Green and Mitchell (1979) propose that leader behavior is dependent on
the attribution a leader makes of the causes of a subordinate's performance behavior.
The following causal scheme would thus apply: subordinate behavior (x) -, leader

attributions    (z) -+ leader behavior   (y). For instance,    when a leader attributes    the

cause of inadequate performance to the effort of his subordinate, he is more likely to
apply direct control   to the subordinate.   On the other   hand,   when a leader attributes
the cause of inadequate performance to the ability of a subordinate, he is more likely

to  support and mentor his subordinate.

Suppressors have been used to identify and eliminate halo from performance ratings
(Henik & Tzelgov, 1985), for instance in predicting job knowledge. Halo, which is

9 This seems strange, as the most interesting moderators would probably be found if scholars started

looking for moderators of absent predictor-criteria relations (see also proposition 6).
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supposed to be present in performance ratings but not in job knowledge ratings, can
reduce the relative amount of variance in a predictor systematically related to a
criterion. By eliminating this variance the relation between the predictor, in this case
performance, and the criterion, job knowledge, can be augmented.

Theories which include moderators are abundant in organizational science. They
encompass the situational theories of leadership described in chapter 2, but also for
instance Hackman and Oldham's Job Characteristics Model (1975), which in fact is a
combination  of a mediator  and a moderator model. Hackman and Oldham assume  that
the effects of the following core job dimensions: skill variety, task identity, task
significance, autonomy, and feedback, on personal and work outcomes (motivation,
satisfaction, performance, and low absenteeism/turnover) is mediated by critical
psychological states, i.e., experienced meaningfulness   of   the work, experienced
responsibility for the outcomes and knowledge of the actual results of the work
activities. The relations between the job dimensions and the critical psychological
states as well as the relations between the critical psychological states and personal
and work outcomes in their turn are supposed to be moderated by employee growth
strength,  i.e., the value employees attach to personal feelings of accomplishment and
growth.

3.1.1    Moderators  of 'form'  vs.  moderators  of 'degree'

A distinction has been made between two types of moderators, one which affects the
'degree' of a relation, and another which affects the 'form' of a relation (Sharma,
Durand, & Gur-Arie, 1981). Degree moderators are moderators of the correlation
between an independent variable (predictor) and a dependent variable (criterion),  i.e.,
r. .   In  the   case  of a moderator  z  of the correlation  r v the correlation varies   with
different levels of z. The presence of a degree-moderator effect is detected by
transforming the correlations to z-scores using a Fisher r-to-z transformation (to
correct for skewness  in the correlations), and testing the differences in z-scores using
a t-test. Form-moderators are moderators of the unstandardized regression
coe fficients at different levels  o f  z. For instance  at two levels  of the moderator  z,   at
z= 1 the unstandardized regression coefficient, bc,   1„   in the equation y=bc,-1,x+e
will differ from the unstandardized regression coefficient, b(*=2), at Z=2, in the
equation  y =b x +e. This moderator effect  has been tested using an F-test  of  the(z=2)
difference between the following two equations:

y=bo +btx +bzz +e, (3.1)

and

y -bo +btx +b2z +b3xz +e. (3.2)
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in which y is the criterion, x is the predictor, z is the (potential) moderator or second
predictor, xz is the interaction between x and z, bo is the intercept, bl, 1)2, and b3 are
the respective (unstandardized) regression coefficients of x, z, and the interaction
term xz, and e is the error-term or unexplained variance. A significant interaction
effect appears when the R  of the full equation (eq. 3.2) containing the multiplicative
coefficient (Rznwk) is significantly larger than the  R 2 of the reduced equation (eq.  3.1)
containing  only  the main (non-interactive) coeffients (R'main),  i.e.. Rimult>R2 Themain ·

procedure described here to find moderator effects has been coined Hierarchical

Regression Analysis or Moderated Multiple Regression (MMR) (Stone-Romero &
Anderson, 1994). The latter term will be used throughout this book.

According to Arnold (1982) degree- (or strength-)moderators are conceptually
different from form-moderators. Moderators which influence the degree of a
relationship do so through the error term. They are not related to either criterion or
predictor and do not interact with the predictor. The strength of the relationship
between an independent variable x and a dependent variable y will depend on the size
of the error term. The greater the error, the smaller the degree of relationship. A
moderator z which varies with respect to the error term has been called a
'homologizer' (Sharma, Durand, & Gur-Arie, 1981). Childers, Dubinsky, and
Skinner (1990), for instance, found Kerr and Jermier's (1978) substitute 'Reward not
within control of the leader' (NOCTRL) to be a homologizer of the relation between
leader's initiating structure and subordinate's job satisfaction. Although the
interaction-term did not add any variance to the main terms in the regression

equation, initiating structure exhibited a higher correlation with job satisfaction in a

high NOCTRL group than in a low NOCTRL group. Many studies have either used

regression analysis or correlational analysis, but not both. In some instances
homologizers could thus have been present without knowledge of the investigator. In
case of the Situational Leadership Theory (Hersey & Blanchard, 1982) it could be
hypothesized that maturity of subordinates is an important homologizer of the effect
of task-oriented and human-oriented leadership on a criterion. In fact, Vecchio

(1987), using correlational analyses, found the Situational Leadership Theory to be
more correct for low-maturity employees and less correct for more mature

employees. Maturity could thus be a homologizer, having a higher predictive power
for low mature employees   than   for high mature employees.    In high mature
subordinates individual differences would play a larger role in determining whether
task-oriented and human-oriented leadership would be effective. A degree-moderator
thus leads to different validity coefficients between subgroups for the predictor
variable.

Although seemingly worthwhile, the distinction between degree- vs. form-moderators
has been controversial (Arnold, 1982; Arnold, 1984; Stone & Hollenbeck, 1984;
Stone & Hollenbeck, 1989; Bobko & Russell, 1990). In the first place the term
' degree'   has  been  used  for the assessment of differential validity in groups using  the
slope of regression lines,  i.e.,  the  form of the relation (Stone & Hollenbeck,  1984),

64        Chapter 3



thus making Arnold's (1982) use of the term 'degree' unduly restrictive. In the
second place, and more importantly, assumptions on which tests using multiple
regression are based must be violated to an extensive degree to find the effects
described by Arnold. These assumptions include distribution normality,
homoscedasticity (equal variance of y in each subgroup z conditional on the level of
x), independence of observations, and uncorrelated error terms (Stone & Hollenbeck,
1989; Cohen & Cohen, 1983). Tests in multiple regression generally are robust to
modest violations   of the above assumptions. Only extensive violation of these
assumptions will result in invalid inferences from multiple regression, the occurrence
of which is very unlikely. For instance, in Arnold's simulated data set, notable
violations of homoscedasticity assumptions were present, which are very unlikely to
be  found in field settings. Correcting for these violations through transformations  of
(the criterion) scales has shown to reduce the effects found (Stone & Hollenbeck,
1989; Neter, Wasserman, & Kutner, 1985). The presence of a homologizer may thus
be an artifact of the data, which may be corrected using scalar transformations. The
scale transformations by Stone and Hollenbeck (1989) have been controversial,
though. They not only corrected for heteroscedasticity within subgroups but also for
heterogeneity of variance (unequal variance of y in each subgroup z, not conditional
on the level  of x), which might control  for true interactions present  in the data (Bobko
& Russell, 1990). When interactions are present the standard errors of a predictor
vary    according    to the level    of the other independent variable (Friedrich,     1982).
Consequently heterogeneity of variance is necessarily inherent in the presence of an
interaction in MMR. Rescaling may thus not be permissible in all instances. Whether
rescaling is allowed and what the effects are of rescaling will be subject of discussion
in the next section.

3.1.2  Scalar characterizations and transformations

Even in recent papers scholars often do not mention whether for instance scalar
transformations such as standardization or centering have been used when moderators
are involved, which may seriously hamper the interpretability of the results obtained.
Therefore we consider it necessary to discuss scale properties and rescaling. In
organizational research, often nominal (i.e., categorical) or ordinal (i.e., scales with
fixed order but unknown distances between the scale indicators) instead of interval or
ratio scales have been used. The properties of the scales used not only influence the
type of analysis which is allowed but also the outcomes of the analysis. It has been
shown that the properties of the dependent scale y can augment or reduce the capacity
to find significant interactions. Coarse Likert response scales, containing only 5 scale
indicators, were shown to negatively affect the number of interaction findings
reported in comparison with a 150-point graphic line segment scale (Russell &
Bobko, 1992; Arnold, 1981). This is due to the fact that coarse dependent variables
will often be associated with information loss, due to an insufficient representation of
all the possible combinations of the interacting independent variables. For instance,
suppose  that both independent variables  x  and  z  can be scored  on  a   1 -5 (completely
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disagree to completely agree) scale. The possible combinations of these two scales
will   include   5x5 = 25 scale points. To allow   for a complete representation   of  the
interaction-term a 25-point scale should be used. The use of a 5-point scale will result
in information loss. causing a loss in power to find an interaction effect.

Not only the scales used to represent the dependent variable, but also the
representation of the independent variables is important in determining an interaction
effect. When a variable x is measured on an ordinal or interval scale, any
transformation   of   the    form    ax     +    c is permissible, since    it   does not change    the

essential properties  of the scale,   i.e., rank order  and,   in  case  of an interval scale,
equal distances between the scale indicators. In correlational analysis, transformations
of the predictor x and the (potential) moderator z have been shown to have an
important effect On the relation between the multiplicative term xz and the criterion y
(Arnold & Evans, 1979; Bohrnstedt & Goldberger, 1969). A transformation of the
form  ax  + c affects  both  the  mean of x  and its variance.  Both are important  in
determining the correlation between an independent variable y and the multiplicative
term xz, since:

cov(y,xz')
ry,x:                                                                                (3.3)00

y  xz

COV(Y,XZ) xcov(Z,y) +Zcov(X,y), (3.4)

and

02  =x 202 +z 202 +2™ov(x,z) +020, +Cov(x,z); (3.5)

if x and z are bivariate normally distributed.  It is clear from equation 3.4 and 3.5 that
the covariance of y and the multiplicative term xz is dependent on the means of x and
z, and the variance of the multiplicative term is dependent on both the means and the
variances of x and z. Since the correlation of y with xz is dependent on both the
covariance of y and the multiplicative term xz, and the variance of xz, changes in the
mean and the variance in either x and/or z will affect the correlation between the
multiplicative  term  and the dependent variable.

Although in Moderated Multiple Regression (MMR) the unstandardized regression
coefficients are altered    by a transformation    of   the    form    ax     +     C, the F-test    to
determine whether a significant interaction effect is found will be unaltered, since
R2main (the R2 of the regression equation without the interaction) as well as R 2mult (the

R  of the regression equation containing the multiplicative interaction term) will be
identical for the original and the transformed scores (Cohen, 1978).
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When x' = aix + cl and z' = aez + C2 the regression coeffients, though, will be
affected  by the transformation. The change will occur   in the following manner
(Arnold & Evans, 1979; Cohen, 1978):

Xt-C Zi-c x 1-C.  Z  -(2y=bo+b11+b22+b] ---1.-+e, (3.6)
al       a2       at    a2

which after multiplication and combination gives:

y=(b,-bic!-_. 15.*bacifi)*(.5.-b3c2),x '.(fi-bici).z,+Cb)).x'z '+e,    (3.7)
al    al   ala2    al ala2 a2 ala2 ala2

which  can be rewritten  as:

y = bj +b i'x '+b j: 1 -1-b,'x 'z ' +e, (3.8)

where

bo'=b - blcl - b2C2 + b3Clt:2,
01    a2    ala2

/ bi  b c2
bi .--3

al  alai

/  bl  b3(1
b2 - - 

a2  ala2

and

b;-_b 3
ala2

Adding (or subtracting) a constant to the x and z leaves 1,3' equal to b3· Centering of x
and  z  scores with respect  to  zero, i.e., transforming  to a scale with means  of zero,
thus leaves the value of b3 unchanged. Another advantage of a centering procedure
(centering both x and z scores) is that the covariance of the product term xz with x,
i.e.,  cov(x,xz),  as  well  as the covariance between  xz  and  z, i.e., cov(z,xz), drops  to
zero (Finney, Mitchell, Cronkite, & Moos, 1984; McClelland & Judd, 1993). Any
covariance between the main terms and the interaction term that is left is due to
nonnormality of the distributions of x and z (Aiken & West, 1991). To allow
interpretation  of  b3 '   and to reduce multicollinearity  in  MMR  it  thus has become
common practice to either set the mean of both x and z equal to zero, or to
standardize both predictors, before multiplying x with z. Transforming x and z to
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standardized scores (z-scores) before multiplication does change  b3', but leaves  the
direction of the sign of the regression coefficient unaltered. Only when either al or a 
is negative, does the sign of the coefficient change in the opposite direction. Because

a negative at or a2 reverses the rank-order of scores on x or z, this is only a
permissible operation when the interpretation of x or z, and xz, is adjusted to reflect
the obtained reverse-scored scale.

Transforming the scale formats of x and/or z does affect the regression coefficients b2

and/or bl ·  When for instance only x is centered before multiplication (e.g.  al = 1  and

Cl < 0, assuming positive scale anchors), the regression coefficient  of  z is altered,

since  4'   =  4  -  4Ct ·  The  same  is  true  for the regression coefficient  of x  when  z  is

centered before multiplication. In both cases the size of c and b3 determine the
(1 or 2)

amount of change. Because scalar transformation rearranges the terms  in bt'  and 132',
the t-test associated with both these regression coefficients become unstable, varying
with the type of transformation conducted. In contrast with the t-test associated with

the multiplicative term, the t-tests of the additive effects will not be correct indicators
of the significance of the main terms involved in the moderated multiple regression

equation, unless both main terms are centered before multiplication. When centering

both x and z before multiplication any variance explained by xz will become

independent of the variance explained by the main effects x and z, when x and z are
bivariate normally distributed. Although the unstandardized regression coefficients
change because of scalar transformations, the standardized regression coefficients of
x and z (and consequently the t-tests associated with these) will thus be hardly
affected by the interaction term xz. Consequently the interaction effect can only 'take
away' some of the variance in the predictors when the predictors in the interaction
term are not centered before multiplication or when the predictors are not bivariate

normally distributed.

As shown, the scale format of y, x, and z have implications for the chance to find an
interaction-effect and the coefficient of the interaction-effect. For the dependent
variable, y, the implications of coarse scales is an information loss and consequently a

reduced chance of finding a significant interaction. Permissible transformations of the
scale format of the independent variables x and z will alter the correlation coefficient
of xz with z. In MMR, these transformations will also have their effect on the
regression coefficients  b 1,  b2,  and b3· Although affecting (rearranging) the values  of
the t-tests associated with both b, and 1)2, it will not change the t-test associated with

b3 and, consequently, the F-test of the differences between Rimain and R2mult in MMR.
More importantly, the t-teStS associated with all terms in the moderated regression

equation obtained by multiplication of the centered (or standardized) main predictors
will be robust and interpretable. MMR thus seems the obvious mean to conduct

studies which hypothesize an interaction-effect.
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3.2   Problems in MMR

Although seemingly the obvious way to conduct research using interaction-effects,
MMR is far from perfect. Many authors have complained about the problems
involved in conducting MMR and the repercussions it has on the chances of finding a
significant interaction. Notably problems of small effect size, reliabilities of measures
employed, size of the sample, type of setting, and common method variance will be
discussed. All these issues   will   have an effect   on the power   to   find a significant
interaction in MMR, which will restrict the capability of a researcher to verify a
theoretically presumed interaction.

3.2.1     Power  in  MMR

The power of a statistical test of a null hypothesis is the probability that it will lead to
the rejection of the null hypothesis (Cohen,  1988). Low power will lead to high Type
II error rates, which is tantamount to the failure to detect a significant effect in the
sample when there is a true effect in the population. In moderator research, the power
of the test of the significance of an interaction term is associated with the chance that
a significant multiplicative effect is found in the sample when one is present. As will
be shown, power to find a significant interaction effect is generally low in field
studies which hypothesize an interaction effect. Consequentially, while it might be
true that certain interactions exist in the population, they will rarely be found if
researchers do not pay heed to the restrictions of moderator research. These aspects
may be of consequence to the chance of finding an interaction in leadership research,
which only in the last few years has acknowledged the warnings given by
methodological oriented scholars.

In research most of the attention has often been devoted to a reduction of Type I
errors,    i.e., the error to falsely conclude   that an effect is present   when   in   the
population it is not. Although it has been important to reduce as much as possible
capitalization on chance in regression analyses, in moderator research the question
has not been so much to prevent Type I errors, but to find the effect sizes of
interactions which are generally very small. The power (1 ) of a statistical test
depends on several parameters: the size of the sample, the effect size, the reliability
and validity of the instruments used, and the significance level (a). A small sample
size, small effect size, low reliability and validity, and a low significance level will
generally lead to a failure to reject the null hypothesis. In contrast, a large sample
size, large effect size, high reliability and validity, and a high significance level will
often lead to a confirmation of the alternative hypothesis. The requirements which
Moderated Multiple Regression (MMR) or Moderated Correlational Analysis (MCA)
should  meet  to  find a significant interaction effect,  i.e., to reject the null hypothesis
of no significant interaction, is extensively greater than the requirements on a
bivariate analysis. For instance,   with   (a) two predictors   x   and   z, each having   a
reliability of .70, (b) a difference of .20 in the correlations of the predictors with the
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Table 3.1: Statistical power to detect  a true moderator effect  of  .05  (i.e.,   an  R 
increment of .05 associated with the xz product term) in addition to an R2* y.z=.20 for
differing sample sizes and differing reliabilities of the independent variable x at
a =.05 (Arnold,  1982)

Sample Assumed power Actual power (reliability x=..)
size (reliability x= 1.0)                   .6                      .7                       .8

50 .41 .15 .21 .28

100 .71                       .31              .41              .52

200 .95 .56 .70 .82

300 .99 .74 .86 .94

400 .99 .85 .94 .98

500 .99 .92 .98 .99

criterion  y   (rxy-r:, =.20),   (c)   p =.05,   and   (d)  a   1-tailed test, Schmidt and Hunter

(1978) have shown a total of 741 subjects to be needed to reach a power of .90.
Arnold (1982) concludes that  " . . . the power to detect 'true' differences in correlations
between groups   in most organizational research is extremely low" especially   when
considering the average size of the samples and the low reliability of the instruments
used  in most organizational studies.

The same problem occurs when we want to investigate different forms of
relationships. Unreliability of independent variables seriously impairs the possibility
to detect an interaction effect in MMR. Arnold (1982) has shown that if one employs
a sample size of 100 and measures an independent variable with a reliability of .70,
the  power  to  find a moderator effect  size  of  .05   (i.e.,   an R2 increment  of  .05
associated with the xz product term) in addition to an R<...=.20 with an a of .05 is
only .41 (Table  3.1).  In  100 such studies, one would erroneously conclude in 59 cases

that no interaction occurred while in fact it did. When the scale used to measure the
moderator  also  is not perfectly reliable, the power to detect an interaction effect  will
diminish even further.

Table  3.1

It has been shown (Bohrnstedt & Marwell, 1978; Busemeyer & Jones, 1983) that the
reliability of the product term (p..) is a function of the reliabilities of x and z, and the
correlation between these variables when both x and z are standardized, i.e.

(px. p,) +4
(3.9)

            1 +42      ,
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where r** is the correlation between the predictors x and z. If the correlation r.* is
zero then px, will be solely determined by the reliabilities of x and z. If, for instance,
the reliability of x is .80 and of z is .70, which is not a very unlikely situation in
organizational research, the reliability of the product term will be  .56 (when r*z =0),  a
number far below the .80 suggested by Nunally (1981) as being appropriate for social
science research. The low reliability of the interaction term will restrict the
opportunity to falsify the null hypothesis of no interaction. When x and z are related
the reliability of the product term p.* will increase. However, a strong correlation
between x and z can indicate multicollinearity, which may affect the chance of MMR
to find significant interaction effects. The effect of spurious correlation between the
predictors will be discussed in the next paragraph.

3.2.2   Multicollinearity  of the predictors

Multicollinearity exists when a substantial correlation between predictors is present.
This may cause problems in multiple regression. For instance, with strong
multicollinearity it may be true that the predictors explain a significant amount of
variance   in a criterion, while   none   of the predictors' regression coefficients   are
significant (Bobko, 1995). Furthermore, in MMR these problems may be
exacerbated. Multicollinearity can be caused by a systematic correlation between
predictors or by correlated error variance. Evans (1985) has shown that correlated
errors can substantially attenuate the chance of finding a significant interaction. As
was earlier hypothesized by Cummins (1972), Evans (1985) demonstrates that
correlated errors cannot create artifactual interactions. Concerning systematic
correlation between predictors the type of scale used can have an influence on
multicollinearity in MMR. When multiplying ordinal or interval scales with no fixed
zero points (for instance the common 1-5 or 1-7 Likert-like scales), the predictors and
the interaction term tend to get highly correlated to each other. As a remedy to this
multicollinearity it has been suggested to use Principal Component Regression
(Morris, Sherman, & Mansfield, 1986) instead of MMR (see also subsection 3.3.2).
Although it has been shown that this method can result in a reduction of
multicollinearity, it has also been criticized on the ground that PCR results in
uninterpretable and unacceptable results and an overestimation of the likelihood that
significant moderator effects are present (Cronbach, 1987; Dunlap & Kemery, 1987;
Paunonen & Jackson,    1988). As Cronbach   (1987) and others (Finney, Mitchell,
Cronkite, & Moos, 1984; McClelland & Judd, 1993) have shown, centering with
respect to zero of both bivariate normal distributed predictors does eliminate the
collinearity problem by forcing the relation between the predictors on the one hand
and the interaction   term   on the other towards   zero.   In   this   way the interaction  term
can explain an unique (not explained by x or z) portion of variance in the criterion.

Still, Lubinsky and Humphreys (1990) showed that collinearity between predictors
can cause problems after all. With high correlations between predictors it can often
be the case that not the product term of the predictors, but the quadratic term of a
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single predictor explains the extra amount of variance in the criterion, offering a
more parsimonious model. This is logical, given the fact that the explained variance
of the interaction term might in fact be carried by the product of that part of predictor
x  which is shared by predictor  z. The product  of the collinear  part of predictor  x  and
z   can   thus   in   fact be explained   by the quadratic   term x2. Lubinsky and Humphreys

(1990) and Cortina (1993) offer a procedure in which the interaction term is entered
in the regression equation together with the quadratic terms after the main terms are

entered, i.e.

Stepl: y =bo +btx +b2z

Stepl: +b3xz+b4x 2 +bsz 2 +e. (3. 10)

Because of loss in degrees of freedom this procedure may result in a loss of power,
although Cortina (1993) maintains that this power loss is not very big. Moreover, and
more  importantly, a larger sample is needed to provide  the same power when using
more than one product-term (Jaccard, Turrisi, & Wan, 1990). Consequently, using

more than one product-term can lead to an increased loss of power. On the other

hand, entering extra product-terms may lead to spurious findings due to an increase in
the probability of committing Type I errors because normally t-tests instead of
omnibus tests are used to ascertain the significance of the regression coefficients

(Shepperd, 1991). Both Type I and Type II errors are negatively affected by the
addition of quadratic terms. This procedure only seems to be indicated when both the
predictors are heavily correlated with each other. However, this strength of the
multicollinearity will hardly ever be found in social science research. Mason and
Perreault (1991) conducted a Monte Carlo simulation experiment to study the effects
of multicollinearity on multiple regression. They found that only in extreme cases,
when the correlation between two predictors is .95 or higher, multicollinearity poses
a problem in multiple regression. Even then, the effects of multicollinearity can be
offset by a large sample size or a high R2. Consequently, only when substantive
reasons seem to indicate a quadratic instead of a multiplicative model, and only when
collinearity between the predictors is extremely high, can this procedure be
advocated.

Although it seems that multicollinearity does not pose a great threat to moderated
multiple regression, multicollinearity plays a larger role in field studies than in
experimental studies. In experimental studies people are assigned to certain
conditions, which inhibits the multicollinearity   of the predictors. Consequently,

experimental studies  are less affected by multicollinearity than field studies.

3.2.3     Experimental  vs.  field  studies

In contrast with field studies, experimental studies have had fewer problems in
finding statistically reliable interaction effects in moderator research. McClelland and
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Judd (1993) point out a number of arguments which may augment the chances of
experiments   to find significant interactions.   In the first place they argue that overall
model error is possibly less in experiments because they are conducted under more
controlled laboratory conditions than is possible in most field settings. For instance,
in laboratory conditions, observations can be assigned to different levels of the
predictors x and z, thus reducing (but not eliminating) measurement error and the
subsequential effect these measurement errors have on the detection of a moderator
effect. Secondly, the detection of a moderator effect is influenced by the form of the
interaction effect which is proposed by the theoretical model. 'Cross-over' effects
(i.e. , effects which are positive   at one level   of the moderator and negative   at   the
other), which are proposed by expelimentalists, are easier to verify  than ' fan-shaped'
effects (i.e. , moderators which differ in steepness  of  the  line,   but  do not differ  in  the
direction of tile line), proposed by field researchers. Although some theorists have
proposed cross-over effects, generally    they were found   to be fan-shaped in field
settings. For instance Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) have proposed a bi-polar
multiplicative model of attitude towards an object, in which attitude is a function of
the sums of the beliefs about an attitude object multiplied by the evaluative aspects of
the beliefs (A.=EB*Et, in which  i=l t o n). Hewstone and Young  (1988)  show  that
the bi-polar model, in which beliefs and expectancies are scored on a -3 to +3 scale,
is inferior to a uni-polar model, in which beliefs and expectancies are scored on a 1 to
7 scale. " Thirdly, the functional form and the nonlinearity of x and z pose difficulties
in the detection of a moderator effect. The influence of peculiar nonlinearities will
more likely occur in field settings because they generally have more levels of x and z.

Finally, McClelland and Judd (1993) and Fisicaro and Tisak (1994) show that
properties of the joint distribution of predictors and criterion contribute to the
difficulty of detecting moderator effects in field studies. Fisicaro and Tisak argue that
MMR is inappropriate for situations in which predictors should be viewed as random
variables. In fact only in situations in which variables show heterogeneity of variance
moderator effects are likely to occur (Bobko & Russell, 1990; Aguinis, 1995).
According to Fisicaro and Tisak (1994), field studies, but not experimental studies,
are heavily biased against finding moderator effects. When moderator effects    are
found, this might be due to Type I errors instead of to actual moderator effects. In a
simulation McClelland and Judd (1993) showed that the standard errors of the
estimate of the coefficient for the interaction were much different, which resulted in
dramatic differences in the values of the t-statistics for field studies and experimental
studies. The standard error was much higher in the case of the field studies, resulting
in a loss of power and consequentially an augmented chance of committing a Type IIerror. With 100 observations and similar interaction parameters (13*z) for field and
experimental studies, in 9% of the simulated field studies the null hypothesis of no

10 It is questionable though whether even multiplicative terms are needed in this model, since using
only an additive model, in which  A, =EB, + E„ proved  to  be as adequate as the multiplicative model.
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moderator effect was rejected, while in 74 %   of the simulated experimental studies
this   was   the case. These results are obtained while experimental studies   in   fact
oversample extreme observations, thus making their design more optimal, but also
less  representative.

3.3   Strategies to find interactions

It  has been shown that several problems are present  in MMR. These problems,  i.e.,
the fact that research is often conducted in field settings with concomitant small effect
sizes, not big enough samples, low reliabilities of the interaction term, low validities
of the predictors, and high common method variance between the predictors, result in
a low power to find interactions. Low power will result in increased rejection rates of
the alternative hypotheses suggesting moderator effects. In these cases a Type II error
will occur more frequently. To handle the problems inherent in MMR, strategies are
proposed which may offer a solution  to  this ' fight against  the  odds.'

The prime recommendation has been to use large samples and reliable measures when
testing for interaction effects.   Next to these global, but surprisingly hardly  ever
implemented recommendations, some scholars have resorted to subgrouping to
correct for unreliable measurements. Others have used backward regression or
Principal Component Regression (PCR) to enhance the power of the test to find
interaction effects. A recent approach   is the structural equations approach, in which
the multiplicative term is represented by a latent interaction variable. However, most
of these techniques have not won wide support. Instead, hierarchical MMR is
advocated as the best way to check for interaction. In the following subsections

subgrouping, backward regression and Principal Component Regression, latent
interaction structural equation modelling, and hierarchical MMR will be discussed.

3.3.1      Subgrouping

As  shown in subsection 3.1.2 scale properties  have  been an important guide  in  the
choice of techniques    used to assess moderator effects. Researchers have often
resorted to the use of correlational analysis of data when the moderator was poly- or
dichotomous, thus Splitting the data into a low (several middle groups in the case of
polychotomous moderators) and a high moderator-group, and testing the difference
between correlations in the subgroups. Sometimes ordinal or interval scales have been
split into two (or several) subgroups and have subsequently been used to inspect
differences in degree of relation between the independent and the dependent variable.
As Bobko (1986) shows, ordinal variables split into high and low groups can be used
to detect ordinal interaction through planned comparisons. In planned comparisons the
means of the combination of x and z subgroups in which no interaction occurs are
compared  with the mean(s)  of the  x  and z subgroup(s) in which interaction occur(s).
Using studies done by Ilgen and Moore (1982) and Shaw et al. (1981), Bobko (1986)
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showed that planned comparisons can show significant interaction effects when those
studies only found a significant main effect.

Experimental researchers often select extreme respondents or manipulate a variable to
obtain extreme values in order to obtain subgroups. McClelland and Judd (1993)
suggest that oversampling of extreme responses is a way to ensure optimal efficiency
of the estimation of regression parameters and thus to enhance the power to find an
interaction effect. They and Bobko and Russell (1994) warn against this practice,
though, since oversampling produces a seriously inflated estimate of R2, which may
be subject to misinterpretation. This in fact can be a serious problem in experimental
studies when interpreting the sizes   of the regression coefficients. Although   the   odds
are against field studies, and sizable samples    have    to    be    used to detect a small
interaction effect, misrepresentation of regression coefficients in field studies will  less
likely occur when the data is properly sampled.

Some scholars have used subgrouping because it simplifies data analysis. Others have
defended this practice, reasoning that it does more justice to the crudeness and
unreliability of the data. In this vision, dichotomization of a variable is more truly
representative of the data. The practice of subgrouping has not been very laudable,
though. Cohen and Cohen (1983), Cohen (1983), Stone and Hollenbeck (1984) and
Aguinis (1995) among others have strongly argued against dichotomization. Cohen
(1983, p. 249) argues that "in fact, to the measurement error in the original scale,
dichotomization simply adds errors of discreteness. That is, the amount of
(unmeasured) true score variance for the cases at each of the two points of the
dichotomy is necessarily greater than it would be for cases at each of the multiple
points  in the original scale". Dichotomization  at  the  mean  of an independent variable
reduces the correlation of the variable with a dependent variable. Cohen (1983) shows
that a resulting dichotomized variable x explains .64 as much y variance as the
original x does. When the x variable is not split at the mean a further loss of power
will result (Cohen, 1983; Stone Romero, Alliger, & Aguinis, 1994). Consequently,
because of waste of valuable information (Stone-Romero & Anderson, 1994),
subgrouping results in the underestimation of effect sizes and the loss of power in
statistical hypothesis tests. In a Monte Carlo simulation Stone-Romero and Anderson
(1994) manipulated the magnitude of the moderating effect, the size of the sample,
the   reliabilities   of two predictor variables   and the number of subgroups. Across   all
effect size, sample size, and reliability of predictor variable conditions, MMR is
superior to subgrouping. Overall (correct) rejections of the null hypothesis of no
moderator effect  is 1.5 times greater  in  MMR  than  in the subgrouping strategy.
MMR thus proves  to  be  a  lot more powerful than subgrouping.

3.3.2  Backward regression and Principal Component Regression

Recently, two strategies     have been proposed    to    deal     with the power problem
mentioned in earlier paragraphs, i.e., backward regression and Principal Component
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Regression. According to Blood and Mullet (1977) the conventional entry of the
regression terms, with main terms entered first and the interaction term entered last,
biases heavily against finding a significant interaction. The rationale of this statement
is that (a) after entry of the main terms there is little variance left to be explained,
and (b) given the small amount of variance left, Type II error prevents an interaction
effect to be found. To deal with these problems they suggested entering the
interaction term first and then, subsequently, entering the main effects, which they
referred  to aS 'backward regression.' This approach  has been disputed. Using  a
Monte Carlo simulation, Stone and Hollenbeck (1984) among others, show that
backward regression leads to highly erroneous results. For instance, in a situation
designed to have an interaction effect which explained all the variance in the
dependent variable, in backward regression only 10% of the variance in the
dependent variable was explained by the interaction term, while main effects

explained 90% in the dependent variable. The reason    for the misbehavior    of
backward regression is the fact that the interaction term consists of variance
attributable to both the main terms which make up the interaction term: 1 First entry
of the interaction term thus prevents the researcher from knowing what the meaning
is of the effects found.

Another method which has been briefly depicted in paragraph 3.2.2. is the method of
Principal Component Regression (Morris, Sherman, & Mansfield, 1986). This
method has been advocated as a remedy against situations in which severe
multicollinearity between x, z, and the product-term xz is present. Severe
multicollinearity is present when a latent root of the correlation matrix of the
variables x, z, and xz approaches zero. Principal Component Regression can be used
to rearrange the loadings among the x, z, and xz variables. Subsequently, the new
factors can be used in a regression equation. Using empirical data Morris, Sherman,
and Mansfield (1986) found conventional MMR not to produce any significant
interactions.   In  PCR  the   1 3 ' s associated  with the third factor representing interaction
were found to be significant in ten out of twelve cases.

Although the findings are hopeful, the problems associated with the use of PCR offset
the advantages of this procedure. In the first place, and Morris, Sherman, and
Mansfield (1986) recognize this, PCR does not allow researchers to exactly assess the
unique variance attributable to the interaction term xz. Thus an interpretation of the
findings becomes difficult. Furthermore, standardization of the predictors before
multiplication eliminates collinearity between predictors and the interaction (Dunlap
& Kemery, 1987; Cronbach, 1987), thus reducing the multicollinearity problem
described by Morris et al. by augmenting the smallest latent root. Lastly, PCR
appears to grossly overestimate the presence of significant moderator effects

" Although not fully explicated in the articles describing the procedure of backward regression this
situation obviously only exists when the predictors x and y are multiplied without centering, thus producing
an interaction term which is highly dependent on (and consequently related to) both main predictors.
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(Paunonen & Jackson, 1988), resulting in severely augmented Type I errors. In a
Monte Carlo study Paunonen and Jackson (1988) showed that the Type I error rate of
PCR is on the average 7.5 times higher than the actual Type I error rate. Because, as
shown earlier, multicollinearity does not pose a great threat to MMR, the method of
PCR advocated by Morris, Sherman, and Mansfield (1986) does not seem to offer a
solution to the power problems noted in research using interaction terms.

3.3.3     Structural  equations  with  interaction  terms

One of the methods which actually may offer some hope for the future of research
using interaction terms is Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). Interaction terms   in
structural equations are modeled using latent variables which determine the
underlying product-terms. An advantage  of  SEM   is   that it corrects for attenuation  in
the manifest variables. Two procedures have been suggested. The first procedure uses
multi-group analysis with either nominal scales or dichotomized ordinal scales (Sauer
& Dick, 1993; Scott-Lennox & Lennox, 1995). In this procedure two models are
compared. In the first model the structural parameters are constrained to be equal
across groups. In the second model the structural equation constraints are removed,
resulting in a %2 with additional degrees of freedom. The moderator effect is
examined by testing the differences between the %2-value of the constrained and the
%2-value    of the unconstrained model. Although appropriate for nominal    data,    for
ordinal to ratio data the same reasoning applies for the multi-group analysis as for the
subgrouping procedure,  i.e.,  a los of information and consequently a loss in statistical
power associated with a dichotomization.

For continuous data another procedure may be more appropriate. This second
procedure suggests using the interaction terms in a manner similar to MMR (Hayduk,
1987;      Bollen,      1989).      In a structural equation with interaction terms     a     new
measurement model is formed in which the latent (product) variable is based on the
multiplied indicators. Consider for example the following latent variable model:

TI -71<1 +72<2  73ft<2  <' (3.11)

where 11 is the latent dependent variable, 41, 42, and 4142 are the latent independent
variables for respectively the main indicators (for instance xi and x2 for 61, and zi and
Z2  for  42)  and the product indicators (i.e., xtzt, x,Z2, X2zt, and XzZ2 for <162), Yi, 72.
and Y3 are the structural equation parameters of the effects of the latent independent
variables  ft,  62,  and  6,62  on  the latent dependent variable  n,  and  <  is the error  term
(with expected value   of   zero).    When the latent independent variables measurement
model of the non-product terms consists of two indicators as described above, the
following equations can be made to describe the model with the interaction terms:

Y=B
xi=<1 +61
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X,=11(1+62
Zi =C,+63
Zl = Al(1 + 64
Xtzt=<1<1--<163' <261+6163
X  ZZ=Al< 1 <2   <164 +12<26 1 +6164

X2ZI =;li<1<2+ ;ll<163-1-(261 -1-6263
X17 2 = A l Al< 1 <2 + A 1 < I 64 + 11<2 62 + 62 64, (3.12)

where the y and the different x's and z's and the combination thereof are the manifest
indicators of the latent variable model, the A 's contain the measurement parameters
and  the  6's  are the error terms associated  with the measurement model.

The model above can be identified, but several equality constraints or phantom
variables have to be used to create nonlinear restrictions on the parameters (Hayduk,
1987).  Furthermore, the assumption  of a multinormal distribution  for the product
indicators, which is important in tests used in SEM, is not tenable, although Bollen

(1989) has introduced a procedure which can treat this problem. Last but not least, in
SEM the assumption of multinormal distribution of the non-product terms is essential
in conducting the analysis. When this assumption is violated, several constraints
necessary to conduct the analysis will be erroneous (Bollen, 1989; Jaccard & Wan,
1995).

Jaccard and Wan (1995) conducted a Monte Carlo simulation using two exogenous
latent variables with three indicators each and four out of the nine product indicators
for their latent interaction   term. They found structural equations with interactions   to
increase the power relative to conventional MMR, to have acceptable Type I error
levels,  and to yield unbiased estimates  of the structural equation parameters  y i,   72,

and Yl. For example using the same simulation as McClelland and Judd (1993) for
field-surveys they found SEM with interaction terms to increase the power from .09
to .73. However, they raise several limitations and points of discussion on conducting
this   type   o f analysis.    In the first place,    they   show   that   the %2 traditionally   used   to
ascertain the viability of the structural equation model is not an adequate indicator of
the fit in a model with latent interactions. They suggest using the CFI-value as an
indicator of the fit of the model instead. In the second place extra care should be
taken to ensure reliability of the indicators. Using 2x2 indicators for their product
term, they suggest reliabilities greater than .70 for the main terms. With two items
per scale this might be quite cumbersome in psychological research. In fact, items
should almost exactly be alike to find reliabilities of .70 using two items.
Furthermore they admit it is unclear at the moment how SEM will behave when more
than 4 indicators are used for the product term. It is likely that with a larger number
of indicators the model will become more unstable. Although SEM with interactions
is thus a promising addition to the discussion of moderator effects, the practical
usefulness for research in which the measurement model contains more than two
indicators per latent variable still has to be proven.
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3.3.4    Hierarchical  MMR

Although different authors have advocated otherwise, at this moment the hierarchical
MMR procedure suggested by several authors seems to be the most useful and robust
procedure today for the detection of moderator effects (Aguinis, 1995; Aiken &
West, 1991; Jaccard, Turrisi, & Wan, 1990; Cronbach, 1987; Cohen & Cohen,
1983). As explained in section 3.1.2 several conditions  have  to be fulfilled  to  make
MMR interpretable. In the first place the main predictors (e.g. x and z) have to be
centered or standardized before multiplication. This substantially reduces the
correlation between the interaction term and the main terms. In the second place the
interaction term should be entered last, after    the main effects are entered.     The
hierarchical MMR procedure teSts the following two models:

Y B°+Btx+B23+€, (3.13)

versus

v=8 +AX+B z+B xz+€. (3.14)' ro rl  r-2  r3

The F-test comparing the two models is the following:

22
Rmult-Rma nF- (3.15)

(1 -R,203/(n-m -1)

in which m is the number of predictors (including xz) in the multiplicative regression
equation (in this case  m =3)  and n is the number of cases  in the sample.

When the beta coefficients associated with x and z are not significant, this F-test can
still be used to ascertain whether or not there is a cross-over (or X-shaped) interaction
effect. To enhance the efficiency of the estimator in this case, the F-test can be
reduced to testing   the   beta coe fficient   of the interaction coefficient   only.    Some
authors have suggested Splitting the hypothesized moderator into a low and high group
and testing the main effect of y on x for both these groups, but it may in fact be true
that both regression coefficients are opposite to each other but not significant while
the interaction effect in fact is significant. Consequently, it is better to conduct this F-
test even when the main effects are not significant.

Aiken and West (1991) furthermore suggest using a 'step-down' hierarchical
procedure. They recommend to always include and report the t-test and beta values
associated with the interaction term. When there has not been a strong a priori
theoretical reason to include the interaction term and this interaction term is not
significant, they propose to remove the interaction term from the equation and to use
the betas associated  with the predictors  x  and  z in equation  3.13 as indicators  of  the
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main    effects    (or use their unstandardized version).    In    this way interpretational

problems are minimized and efficiency is maximized.

3.4   Typology of moderators

The interpretation and classification of moderators has been a controversial issue in
social science research. Because theoretically as well as practically the interpretation
of the typeS of effects found has serious consequences for the models used and the
recommendations provided to the companies or individuals involved in the studies,
this issue should not be left unattended. Furthermore, classification will be important
to the interpretation of the effects found in the studies reported in subsequent
chapters.    For this reason first   we   will   turn   to a global classification provided   by

Sharma, Durand, and Gur-Arie (1981), then we will provide an account of the
different procedures used by authors to discern the different (quasi-) moderator
effects, and last of all we will describe a typology of moderator effects based on
MMR.

3.4.1    Classification  of specification variables

A   ' specification variable'   is a variable which either relates  to a criterion or influences
the relation of another variable with the criterion. In a typology by Sharma, Durand,
and Gur-Arie (1981) four typeS of specification variables are distinguished (Table
3.2).    Some   of the specification variables depicted   in the cells have already   been

described in this chapter. The specification variable in Quadrant 1 is a variable that is
related  to the criterion and/or the predictor  but  does not interact  with the predictor.
These are no moderators of the relation between a predictor x and a criterion y. A
distinction  is made between five types of non-moderators. An exogenous variable  has
a causal effect on both predictor and criterion. An intervening variable is determined
by the predictor and causes the criterion. In both cases adding the variable to the
regression equation will nullify the zero-order relation between a predictor and a
criterion. Adding a suppressor augments the relation between the predictor and the
criterion. An antecedent causes the predictor, which in its turn causes the criterion.

Although Cohen and Cohen (1983) make a distinction between indirect (intervening)
effects and spurious (exogenous) effects, all the four effects described above can be
classified as (borderline cases of) suppression effects because "when any one of three
correlations, rv., irp, or r.. is less than the product of the other two, the relationship is
what is commonly referred to as suppression" (Cohen and Cohen, 1983, p. 94). In
this case exogenous, intervening and antecedent variables    can be classified    as
borderline cases of suppression. In both the case of an exogenous or intervening

variable z, r * (the correlation between the predictor x and the criterion y) is equal to
the product of r,* and r.*. In the case of an antecedent the correlation between the
antecedent and the criterion, rp. is equal to the product of rp and r.. (the effect of the
antecedent  on the criterion disappears  when the predictor is taken into account).   In
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Table 3.2: Typology of specification variables

Related to criterion Not related to criterion
and/or predictor and predictor

No interaction with Quadrant 1: Quadrant 2:
predictor No Moderator Moderator

- intervening - homologizer
- exogenous
- antecedent
- suppressor
- predictor (either
supplement or
diminisher)

Interaction with predictor Quadrant 3: Quadrant 4:
Quasi Moderator Pure Moderator

- substitute - simple (pos. or
- neutralizer neg.) moderator
- enhancer - pure (pos. or
- reducer neg.)  moderator

the case of "classical" suppression the correlation between the antecedent or classical
suppressor and the criterion, r *, is lower than the product of r v. and r .r Roe (1983)
classifies   all the effects described   here as suppressor effects. According   to   Roe   a
suppressor effect is classified as such when a relation between the (potential)
suppressor and the predictor is present and when the partial p coefficient of the
predictor is outside the range 0-r

predictor-criterion · Howard and Joyce (1982) classify a
suppressor when there is a relation between the predictor and the criterion and
between the predictor and the (potential) suppressor and when the partial 11 coefficient
of the predictor is outside the range 0-r

suppressor-criterion ·

Whether a variable is an exogenous or an intervening variable on the one hand, or an
antecedent or a classical suppressor on the other, cannot always be ascertained with
the  cross-sectional data commonly employed in social studies.   In some cases logic  can
help to determine whether a variable comes first; in other cases longitudinal or
experimental studies have to be conducted.

A supplement as described by Howell, Dorfman, and Kerr (1986) is a moderator of
the intercept but not a moderator of the relationship between the predictor and the
criterion. It is another predictor in the sense that it is related to the criterion.
However, the supplement does not have a relation with the other predictor. A
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supplement is related to the criterion in the same direction as the other predictor. A
diminisher is a variable which is related to the criterion in the opposite direction from
the other predictor.

Quadrant 2 through Quadrant 4 do contain moderators. Of these, homologizers have
already been described in section 3.1.1. Quasi-moderators and moderators  are  the
ones which are of special interest. They encompass for instance the substitutes,
neutralizers, and enhancers described by Howell, Dorfman, and Kerr (1986).
Although it has been shown that the F-test of the main versus the multiplicative model
can indicate whether an interaction effect is present, the definition of the type of
interaction effect  has been elusive. Therefore  we will first  turn  to the interpretability
of interaction effects before describing a typology of quasi-moderators and
moderators.

3.4.2   Interpretability of regression coefficients in MMR

Cohen contends that the inclusion of a multiplicative term resulting from the product
of two uncentered/unstandardized predictors " results in general  in the distortion  of the
partial coefficients for x and z, " making them "arbitrary nonsense"  (1978, p.  861).  In
fact, the unstandardized regression coefficients  are  not that arbitrary. Friedrich  ( 1982)
shows that, although the t-tests associated with the unstandardized regression
coefficients are worthless, the unstandardized regression coefficients can still  be  used
to    interpret the effects.    The only difference between the unstandardized regression
estimates in an additive model and the unstandardized regression estimates in a
multiplicative model is the fact that the unstandardized regression coefficients in the
multiplicative model depict

' conditional' effects of predictors. A conditional effect  of
a   predictor   is the effect   of the predictor at different levels  of the other predictor.   In
order to show what conditional effects are, the terms in the regression equation (3.2)
should be rearranged as follows:

y=(bo+b2z)+(b, +blz)x+e. (3.16)

In this equation it is clear that the effect of x on y is conditional on the level of z. For
instance    when z becomes larger    and    the coe fficients    b2    and    b3 are positive,    the
intercept increases as well as the relation between x and y. The relation between x
and y is thus dependent on the level of z. For interpretation of the conditional effects,
one might resort to the range of values of x and z; it is not possible to interpret the
form of the regression without resorting to these values. For instance using the values
of z one standard below the mean and one standard above the mean provides two
equations   of the relation  of  x   with y. Filling   in   the   values  of x provides   two
regression lines of x on y which may differ substantially when a large interaction
effect is involved.
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These regression coefficients cannot be taken at face value, though. One should
incorporate the values associated with x and z before inspection of the form of the
regression  can take place. Several procedures  have been suggested to specify  the  form
of a relation. Champoux and Peters (1987) suggest using the change in the
standardized y to x slope accompanying a one standard deviation change in the
potential moderator  z, i.e., bja:(ox/oy),  as a standardized measure  of the moderator
effect. Nye and Witt (1995) suggest another procedure, called the "Zero Slope
Comparison".  In this procedure the moderator value that would result in a zero slope
for the relation between a predictor  and a criterion is calculated, i.e., zo=-bt/b3·
Subsequently it is determined whether zo is inside or outside the range of possible
values  of the potential moderator  (ziow  to  z higo ·   When zois within this range,   some
slopes will be positive and others will be negative. When zo is smaller than z thenlow'

the slopes will increase across the total range of moderator values. When zo on the
other hand is bigger than z then the slopes will decrease when the moderator

high,

values increase.

Still, these procedures   do not offer   a full description  of the types of moderators.   A
way to fully interpret the possible types of effects is by using all three coefficients in
the MMR. In order to use these terms, standardized coefficients should first be
obtained. Aiken and West (1991) suggest standardizing the predictors and then
calculating the interaction term using the standardized predictors.    If the correlation
between the predictors is zero, then the interaction term will automatically be
standardized. If not, the intercept will reflect the correlation between the predictors
(Bo = -B3riz)   and the interaction  term   will   not be standardized (Friedrich,    1982).   The
two regression coefficients obtained    (i} t    and     2)    reflect    the mean effects    of   the
predictors,  i.e., the effects of the predictors when the value of the other predictor is
set to zero. The third regression coefficient (133) refers to the angle between the
regression lines low on the moderator and high on the moderator. If the angle
between for instance three regression lines (at z=low (1), medium (2), and high (3))
is great, the coefficient associated with xz will be high. If the angle is low on the
other hand, the coefficient will be low and possibly not significant. For interpretation
purposes the coefficients should not be standardized any further (Aiken & West,
1991). Except when the predictors are perfectly independent, second-order
standardization will change the intercept and the coefficients, making the beta
coefficients not conditional on the other predictor at zero but on another (unknown)
value   of this predictor. To interpret   tile   form   of the regression, all three regression
coefficients, associated with x, z, and xz should be used. Mossholder, Kemery, and
Bedeian (1990) justly warn against the use of only 1 3 estimates, because it does not
indicate what type of relation is present between x and y at different levels of z.
Therefore in the following section a typology of moderators is offered using all
regression coe fficients.
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3.4.3  Quasi-moderator and pure moderator effects

For the typology of moderator effects we will return to Quadrants 3 and 4 of the
specification variables shown in Table 3.2. When a quasi-moderator effect is present
a predictor is related to the criterion and/or the other predictor and interacts with this
latter predictor. In this way, the form of the relationship between the predictor and
criterion variable is affected. A substitute has a quasi-moderator effect, but other
variables could be thought   of  as   well   that   fit   into this category. Consider   the
following relation between x and y, where x is the predictor or independent variable
and y is the criterion or dependent variable: 12

v B°+B +C. (3.17)

If z is a moderator, the equation conforming to the definition of a quasi-moderator
effect would be

Y -P° +P x +1 2Z +1 3XZ+€. (3.18)

In this equation, z is related to the criterion, but so are x and the interaction between
x   and z. Substitutes, neutralizers, and enhancers are quasi-moderators. A condition
that is necessary before a variable can be classified as a substitute, neutralizer, or
enhancer is that there is a main effect of the independent variable, in this case
leadership, on the criterion. If leadership has a positive main effect on a criterion, the
main effect of a variable to be classified as a substitute or enhancer should also be
positive.   The main effect  of a variable  that  is  to be classified  as a neutralizer should
be  negative. The interaction effect should be positive  for the enhancer and negative
for the substitute  and the neutralizer. Theoretically a fourth  type of quasi moderator
can be distinguished. This quasi moderator, which we will call a reducer, should have

a negative main effect and a positive interaction. A supplement which has a positive
main effect, is not classified as a quasi moderator, since it does not have an
interaction effect. For this reason Sharma, Durand, and Gur-arie (1981) object to
calling a supplement a moderator at all. The equation defining a supplement would be

y =il°+01x +132z +€, (3.19)

12 In this and following equations 'first-order' standardized beta coefficients are provided. First-order
standardized beta coefficients are the estimates that arise when the predictors x and z are standardized
before multiplication. Only when x and z are independent will the xz interaction term be standardized too
and the intercept equal to zero. In this case the first-order standardized beta coefficients will equal the
second-order coefficients. Second-order standardized beta coefficients are the coefficients which are fully
standardized,  i.e.,  the standardized first-order beta coefficients.  In a fully standardized model,  B is always
tantamount to zero.
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Figure 3.2: Types of moderators (z) of leadership when leadership (x-axis) is positi-
vely related to a criterion

where B2z corresponds to the supplemental predictor and its regression coefficient. In
this equation 1 3 is equal to zero. The reverse of a supplement would be a variable
which has a negative main effect. We will call this variable a diminisher.

Pure  moderators can either reverse a relation  (i.e.,   turn a positive relation  into  a
negative one or vice versa) or can be a sign that the regression lines cross each other
at the mean of the main predictor. Several pure moderators can be distinguished. The
first one, which reverses a relation, i.e., causes a classic cross-over interaction or X-
shaped figure,  can be described as follows:

V- 0+ 2%+€. (3.20)

The  second  One,   i.e.,a moderator which crosses   at  the   mean  of  x, is described  with
the following equation:

Y-Po +Plx +113XZ+€. (3.21)

The absence (on the average) of the impact of the pure moderator is described in this
equation   by the absence   of an independent effect   of   z.    When   a pure moderator   is
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Figure 3.3: Types of moderators (z) of leadership when leadership (x-axis) is not
related to a criterion (y-axis)

present, the regression lines cross each other at the mean of x. To distinguish this
moderator  from  the pure moderator,  we  will  call  this  a

' simple' moderator, because  it

only moderates x, i.e., there is no significant effect of z involved.

In   Figure 3.2, Figure   3.3, and Figure   3.4   all the possible forms of moderated
regression are shown. These pictures show representations of the forms. The exact
form can be obtained by using the unstandardized regression coefficients and plotting
the regression lines at the mean of z, one standard deviation below the mean of z, and
one standard deviation above the mean. Another procedure of plotting the regression
lines can be by splitting the moderator z in a low, medium, and high group, and then
plotting the respective regression lines of the three groups. The first procedure has
been recommended by Cohen and Cohen (1983) and others (Stone & Hollenbeck,
1984; Aiken & West, 1991; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Ahearne, & Bommer, 1995); the
second procedure (but using only a low and a high group) has been advocated by
several researchers of the substitutes of leadership theory (Howell, Dorfman, & Kerr,
1986). Although both are defensible strategies, we will suggest using the former
procedure, since    the    type of selection   of   high    and low moderator subgroups    can
substantially affect the form of the regression lines in the groups.
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Figure 3.4: Types of moderators (z) of leadership when leadership (x-axis) is
negatively related to a criterion (y-axis)

When x and z are transposed, we obtain exactly the same pictures, but now with z as
the predictor of interest and x as the (potential) moderator. In all three Figures the top
and bottom row represent the (quasi-) moderators. The corners of Figures 3.2 and 3.4
represent the quasi-moderators and the drawings in the middle of the top and bottom
row of these Figures represent simple moderators. All drawings  in  the  top and bottom
row of Figure 3.3 represent pure moderators. We will call the corners of Figure 3.3
reversers, since   they   do not cross each other   in the middle   of  x   (or   z)   as   the   pure
moderators do.

3.4.4  Type A, B, and C moderators

What are the theoretical and practical implications of the regression lines shown in
Figures 3.2 through 3.4? Theoretically all types of relations are interesting.   The
Figures depict whether a relation exists between one Or tWO predictors and a criterion
and whether or not the predictors can affect the relation of the other predictor with
the criterion. Practically, though,   some   type of effects   may   be more important   than
others. Podsakoff et al. (1995) make a distinction between type A, B, and C
moderator effects.   A  type A effect  is  one in which the relation between a predictor  x
and a criterion y does not change direction at different levels of z, and does not
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become zero at any level of z. No type A moderators are shown in Figures 3.2
through 3.4, but if we were to disregard the low levels of z (z ) in the bottom row of
Figure 3.2 and the top row in Figure 3.4 and we were to disregard the high levels of
Z (Zh) in the top row of Figure 3.2 and the bottom row of Figure 3.4, all drawings in
these rows would be called type A. If the remaining medium level of z (zm) then
represents a low or high level of z in all these drawings, the relation between x and y
would remain in the same direction, irrespective of the level of z. If x represents
some leadership behavior, it would always have a positive effect in the presence of a
type A moderator. Consequently, practically, it would always be advisable to show
this behavior, making the moderator of little importance for leadership advice or
training.

In  Figures  3.2.  and  3.4 true representations  of type B moderators are offered  in  the
top and bottom rows. When at some level of the moderator there is no significant
relation between the predictor and the criterion any more, a moderator is called a
type B moderator. In the drawings the substitutes, neutralizers, enhancers, reducers,
and simple moderators shown are all type B's. The difference between type A and
type B moderators is that type A moderators retain either positive or negative
relations between predictor x and criterion y at all levels of z, while type B
moderators contain a zero relation between x and y at some level of z. According to
Podsakoff et al. (1995) the practical implications of type B moderators are unclear. If
a leadership behavior (x) is functional, one could argue that one should engage in the
leader behavior at one level but not at another. On the other hand one could argue
that the leader behavior will never be dysfunctional, so one could advise, for safety
purposes, to always exhibit the behavior.

The last type, type C moderators, is considered to be extremely important. Type C
moderators reverse the direction of the relation. At one level of a type C moderator
the   relation is positive, at another  it is negative. All drawings   in  the  top and bottom
row of Figure 3.3 (the reversers and pure moderators) fulfill this criterion. Practically
this means that leaders should be warned that at one level of the moderator they
should act in an opposite way from the other level of the moderator, making the
leader behavior harmful in some circumstances and helpful in others.

3.5    Use of moderators in situational leadership research

Methodologically, the situational theories discussed in chapter  2  can be divided  into
those which use situational typologies and those which use situational dimensions.   In
situational typologies, situations are represented with the use of categorical variables.
Three   of the situational theories described in chapter   2, i.e., Fiedler's   (1967)
Contingency Model, Hersey and Blanchard's (1974) Situational Leadership Theory
and Vroom and Yetton's (1973) Decision-making Model, are typology-based.
Fiedler's (1967) theory contains eight discrete categories of situational control;
Hersey and Blanchard's (1974) theory contains four categories of maturity, and the
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original Vroom and Yetton (1973) decision-tree contains 17 situational 'paths'
(categories).  In all three models the categories are created using (resp.  3,2,  and 8;
see chapter 2) dichotomous variables, in which situations either are present or absent.
This  gives a rather coarse description of reality.  In the later version of the decision-
making model (Vroom & Jago, 1988) some paths have been deleted and numerous
others added, making the theory very unparsimonious in its use of situational
categories. Furthermore, Vroom and Jago (Vroom & Jago, 1988) corrected their
theory and provided five-point-scales for all of their 12 problem-types,  but they still
gave decision trees in which either the problem was absent or present, thus making
their stance ambiguous.

As we have shown in this chapter, using dichotomous variables when the underlying
constructs suggest a continuum, may result in a loss of power in tests of these
theories. This problem may be absent when experimental research is conducted. In
the case of Fiedler's contingency theory (1967) supervisor teams were sometimes
selected on the basis of the situational characteristics which were present. Although
this may explain the empirical support for the theory, it may also reduce the
ecological validity. Thus, it may be that the results of the contingency theory are only
generalizable to extreme samples in the population instead of to the population as a
whole.

In situational dimensions, situations are represented using continuous variables,
ranging from fully present to absent. The path-goal theory (House, 1971) and the
substitutes for leadership theory    (Kerr & Jermier,     1978)   have   used a dimensional
approach, in which the situational variables, as well as the leadership constructs, are
conceptualized as being continuous. They have used MMR as a basis for the analysis
of  the   data. The advantage  of this approach   is   that   less  of the systematic variance   in
the situational and leadership variables is lost, and that it is possible to test the
underlying theoretical notions.

Although the methodology used by the path-goal and substitutes for leadership theory
seems sound enough, the results, as described in chapter 2, have been disappointing.
Three methodological reasons seem to account for the lack of evidence for
moderators in the substitutes for leadership research. First of all, in the early studies
the reliabilities of the instruments used to measure substitutes were rather poor, thus
augmenting the chances of a Type II error. In the second place sample sizes of these
studies were too small to ensure sufficient power. In the third place there was insuffi-
cient variation of organizational characteristics, task characteristics or subordinate
characteristics in most of the studies. Podsakoff, Niehoff, MacKenzie, and Williams
(1993) increased the reliability of the substitutes and drew a sample of 612 respon-
dents from three different organizations, but they found only 19 out of 728 possible
moderating variables  to be significant.   On the average the interaction-term explained
one percent of the variance in the criteria. Taking the three methodological reasons
into consideration, there still seems to be not much proof for the substitutes for

Leadership moderators        89



leadership theory. Consequently, it seems that another  road  must be travelled in order
to adequately test the existence of situational moderators of leadership. This will be
our subject of discussion in chapter 4.

3.6 Conclusions

In this chapter   we have described the methodology behind moderator effects.   It  has
been  shown  that  the  use and interpretation of moderators  has been controversial.   In
the first place most research, and especially field research, is heavily biased against
finding a moderator effect. There are severe restrictions in studies   on the power   of
tests to  find a moderator effect.  Only in studies in which there is a strong theoretical
assumption  that a moderator  may be present  (thus  when a large effect  size is present),
reliable (and valid) predictors are used containing sufficient variability, and a large
sample is used, do we stand a chance of finding a significant interaction effect. Most
of the studies which have hypothesized interaction effects, i.e., studies  on  the  path-
goal theory and the substitutes for leadership theory, have not fulfilled these
requirements, making it impossible to judge whether the lack of finding significant
interactions  has  been  due to theoretical or methodological reasons.

Several procedures have been offered to correct for the inadequacies inherent in
MMR. The different procedures suggested, i.e., subgrouping, backward regression,
PCR, and structural equations with interactions have either been dismissed on
methodological grounds or have not yet been sufficiently developed to be usable in
work and organizational research. Consequently, hierarchical MMR seems to be the
best available option  at this moment for conducting research on interactions.

In this chapter a typology of moderators is offered using the first-order standardized
regression coefficients.   In  this  way we combine the classification of specification
variables of Sharma, Durand, and Gur-Arie (1981) with the distinction of
neutralizers, enhancers, and supplements, offered by Howell, Dorfman, and Kerr
(1986). This typology will be used in chapters 6 and 7 to describe the effects found in
the studies. Before that we will turn to chapter 4 in which a solution to the theoretical
and methodological problems in situational theories of leadership will be presented.
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Chapter 4

Need for leadership
As shown in chapters 2 and 3, methodological, and therefore empirical, problems
have plagued situational theories of leadership. Because of this some scholars might
falsely conclude that there is no proof for leadership contingencies while in fact some
variables are true moderators of leadership. In this chapter, the concept 'need for
leadership'  will be introduced in section 4.1 to solve these problems. In section 4.2,
we will provide a nomological network of need for leadership. A conceptual and
theoretical model of need for leadership will be presented in section 4.3. This model
enables us to distinguish between situationally dependent and situationally independent
leadership characteristics. Furthermore,   it will provide a means for easily checking
the existence of situational variables. The chapter will conclude with some research
questions and hypotheses.

4.1 Conceptual issues

In  subsections  4.1.1  and 4.1.2, the domain  of the concept need for leadership  will  be
described and a definition will be provided. We will argue that need for leadership
has a situational and a perceptual basis. We will discuss three situational components
in subsection 4.1.3., i.e., type of function, tasks, and hierarchical level of leadership.
In   subsection  4.1.4,   we will provide an overview   of the research on constructs
resembling need for leadership.

4.1.1 Social contextual quasi-needs

According   to   Kerr and Jermier   ( 1978), leadership substitutes and neutralizers    are
variables which make leadership unnecessary. This statement implies that one may
perceive leadership as being either necessary or unnecessary. Some articles have
referred to the 'need for supervision' to address this issue. This term has been used,
for instance, to describe the relations between an organizational member and elderly
or disabled patients who should be supervised (Clair, 1990; Lund, 1992). In these
articles need for supervision refers to the organizational need to enforce certain
behaviors regardless of whether this behavior is valued by the individuals or not. The
term 'need for supervision' has also been used to refer to need for leadership within
organizations (Cohen & Schneider, 1992; Ashkanasy & Gallois, 1994). It can be
looked   upon  in  a  similar  way,   i.e.,   as a necessity to provide certain functions
(information, direction, coordination) in order to achieve organizational aims. For
example, from an economic point of view, leadership may be needed to reduce the
agency costs associated with lateral communication patterns by implementing a
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hierarchy   in the organization (Williamson,    1975).   We   will   call this organizational
need 'necessity of leadership.'

Need for leadership may also be understood in a different way. Individuals may need
leadership to fulfill their wants and provide the means to attain their own goals.
According to Burns (1978), leaders induce followers   to   act for certain goals   that
represent the wants and needs    of both leaders and followers.     Leadership    is   thus
inseparable from fullowers' needs and goals. Instead of directly fulfilling these needs,
subordinates can turn to a leader to facilitate the need fulfillment, something which
makes the subordinate dependent on the leader and instills a -derived need: the 'need
for leadership.' The point of introducing this concept is not to add another need to the
list or to enter into the discussion between defenders of a multitude of (psychogenic)
needs (Murray, 1938) and those who posit only a few basic needs. Instead we regard
need for leadership as a quasi-need in the sense of Lewin (1935; 1938; 1951).
According to Lewin, " . . . needs have the character of 'organizing' behavior.  One can

vlistinguish a hierarchy of needs.   One  need  or a combination of several needs  may  set
up derived needs or quasi-needs" (Lewin, 1951, p. 273).

Need for leadership will thus be regarded as a quasi-need of a subordinate which can
be  induced  by the environment,  i.e., the leader himself, the organization,  the  task,
and/or the co-workers. Ryan (1995) has highlighted the environmental inducement in

g e his 'social-contextual view' of needs. According to Ryan, needs are a function of

./
r innate integrative tendencies in the personality and social circumstances supporting or

+  <'  · halting these tendencies. Ryan combines   both the orthogenetic view, which assumes
f J    needs to be based upon the phase in the development, and the situationalist view,

.' ·f which views needs as dependent on the circumstances. Ryan, furthermore, argues that
there are domain-specific differences in the relative integration of the person and
consequently in the relative strength of his needs. "Domains and situations in which
individuals find their basic psychological needs supported will be those in which
integrative processes will be most evident, and in which persons will tend to
experience the greatest well-being and satisfaction" (Ryan, 1995, p. 411-412). His
social-contextual approach thus allows for variations in the amount of need
experienced in different domains. Although  we  will not posit  need for leadership  as  a
fundamental need, we endorse the social-contextual approach described by Ryan. In
this way, it will be considered here as a social-contextual quasi-need, which can serve
as     a    means for fulfilling a central need (Lewin,     1938),     such    as    the    need    for

competence and the need for affiliation.

4.1.2 Domain and dejinition of need for leadership

Before deploying a definition of need for leadership, we will first discuss some
aspects of the concept. In order to do so, we will deconstruct the underlying
semantics of social-contextual quasi-needs.
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Social, in the term social-contextual quasi-need, refers to the social setting in which
needs develop. According to Lewin (1951) the needs of an individual are, to a very
high degree, determined by social factors. Acculturation determines the growth   of
new needs and the decline of others. Lewin distinguishes between three types of cases
in which needs pertain to social relations:   1. the action  of the individual   may  be
performed for the benefit of someone else (in the manner of an altruistic act); 2.
needs may be induced by the power field of another person or group (as a weaker
person' s obedience    of   a more powerful    one);     and 3. needs    may be created    by
belonging to a group and adhering to its goals. Although Lewin makes a distinction
between these three cases, he admits that they are closely interwoven (Lewin, 1951,
p. 290). While all three types have to do with affiliative needs, only the last two seem
to be present in the case of need for leadership. In the case of strong leader powers,
subordinates'  need  of for instance leader rewards  may be strongly enhanced  by  the
leader's way of controlling these rewards. Furthermore, in the case of a cohesive
group, the make-up of the group can alleviate or enhance the need for leadership
among its members.

Contextual refers to environmental contingencies of the need. Ryan (1995) argues that
people may have different needs in different settings and/or at different times. People
who are self-confident and capable in one setting may feel insecure and adroit in
another. Need for leadership may thus be differently experienced by subordinates
according to the organization they are in, the type of work they perform, and their
tenure. An experienced, professional employee who works at a separate location from
his supervisor may thus need his leader to a lesser degree than his younger, newer
colleague, who, because of the complexities of his job, is afraid to make crucial
mistakes.

Quasi refers to the position we take with respect to needs. We will not regard need
for leadership as a basic need, since there is no strong and enduring urge for its
gratification. Need for leadership primarily relates to covert (mental) activities. The
mental activities consist of cognitions denoting the content of what is needed from the
leader and affects,   i.e., the strength   of the feelings associated   with the needed
leadership behaviors. The combination of cognitions and affects    may   or   may    not
result in overt (behavioral) activities. The overt actions may either be of a conscious
or a subconscious nature. Employees may make it clear to their leader what they
want, or may transmit signals to their leader about what they desire from him.
Behavior may  also be of a passive nature, i.e., waiting and hoping that a leader acts
in ways the employee finds pleasing. The acts of the subordinate, again, may or may
not result in a response from the leader. Thus, although mental activity will be related
to need for leadership, overt activity of the subordinate towards his leader, as well as
the behavior of the leader towards the subordinate, may thus be only remotely related
to the subordinate's need for leadership.
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To recapitulate, need for leadership is brought about in social settings through

acculturation, its strength is dependent on contextual and personal factors,    and    it

evokes certain cognitions and affects, which may or may not show itself through overt
behavior. Looking at Figures 2.6 and 2.7 in chapter 2, we would categorize 'need for
leadership' mid-range  at the level  of the situational characteristics, between situational
traits on the one hand and the situational problem attributes on the other, because it is
neither an enduring characteristic of the subordinate or his function, nor a brief

temporal state.  We will define need for leadership a s. . .

...   the social-contextual perception  of an employee  of  the  relevance  of
the leader's legitimate acts of influence towards him-/herself or the
group (s)he belongs to.

The acts of influence may result in the fulfillment of subordinate and/or organizational
goals. Organizational goals may or may not be compatible with the goals of the
employee. When employees have internalized organizational goals, they may have
become individual goals for which   they need leadership to fulfill them. These goals

may be different, though,  from  the ones implied in 'necessity of leadership,' in which

an optimum is reached at the number of leaders in an organization for which agency
costs are smallest.

4.1.3      Tasks,  functions,  levels  and need for  leadership

In the extended multiple-organizational-level leadership model, Hunt (1991) shows that

different individual capabilities of leaders are needed for different critical tasks.

Although not explicitly stated, the argument, in fact, assumes that subordinates at
different levels in the organization have different needs, and that leaders have to fulfill
different duties to alleviate those needs. At a higher level in the organization, the
cognitive complexity associated with the work becomes much greater (Hunt, 1991;
Jacobs & Jaques, 1987) and therefore intellectual stimulation (Bass & Avolio, 1994) or
cognitive resources (Fiedler & Garcia, 1987) become more important. Fiedler and
Garcia   ( 1987) hypothesize   that the leader' s intellectual abilities will contribute   to   the

team's performance when the task has high intellectual demands. For instance, in an
infantry division study, Fiedler and Garcia found that intellectual abilities  of a leader

correlated more highly with performance as the intellectual demands of the tasks
increased (1987, p. 193). Furthermore, they found in a laboratory study that
intellectual capacity was positively related to outcome variables when the group of
subordinates experienced stress, but negatively when member stress was low (Fiedler
& Garcia, 1987 , p.  151). The authors conclude that the nature of the tasks determines
what abilities of the leader are needed by the employees.

6. O       In order for a leader to be successful, studies suggest that leaders should adapt their

c.,1,
leadership behavior  to the particular needs  of the subordinates. According   to  Bass

6                  (1990),  this  is what makes transformational leaders successful.
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"Transformational leaders show individualized consideration by paying attention to the
particular development needs of each of their employees. Employees' jobs are designed with
those needs in mind, as well as the need of the organization. One employee needs experience
leading a project team. Another needs an opportunity to reinforce what she has learned in an
advanced computer programming class. Their transformational leader assigns them tasks
accordingly" (Bass, 1990, p.30).

Bass  ( 1990) specifically talks about  need for leadership when describing the effects  of
rules and regulations. "Rules and regulations for getting things done, when clearly
understood and accepted by the employees, can eliminate the need for leadership under
some circumstances" (Bass, 1990, p. 30). In this case he seems to refer to lower-level
workers whose jobs are more straightforward and less affected by environmental
turbulence.

Besides task characteristics, subordinate characteristics are also important indicators of
the type of leadership effective for subordinates. According to Hollander and
Offermann (1990) delegation can not be indiscriminate but must be contextually
dependent. Leana (1987) and Herold (1977) found that some conditions need to be
fulfilled before a manager is willing to relinquish control. In this way, delegation often
involves a less important decision, capable subordinates and work-overload on the part
of the manager. It can thus be argued that delegation will often occur only when
subordinates are capable and independent, and consequently have a weak need for
leadership. Delegation in these instances was found to be related to higher subordinate
performance whereas participation was correlated with lower performance.

On the basis of the level in the organization and the type of task, a taxonomy could be
made of the leadership needs of subordinates. The few studies in this area seem to
indicate that at higher organizational levels, with more difficult and stressful tasks,
more leadership expertise is demanded. Furthermore, at higher levels, transformational
and visionary leadership might be needed to a greater extent to fulfill the strategic     P
functions belonging to that level. On the other hand, at lower organizational levels,  '4
House (1971) indicates that with duller and more routine tasks, leadership support may  *.F
be needed to a greater extent. Last but not least, Hersey and Blanchard (1974) suggest
that instrumental leadership is needed to a greater extent in the beginning of a career.Jf
4.1.4 From leader-centered to follower-centered

Need for leadership differs from other relevant conceptualizations in the leadership
domain because it is not an asset of the leader, but an asset of the subordinate in his or
her situation, job, or organization. In this way, the concept of need for leadership
fulfills the wish of scholars for a more follower-centered theory of leadership (Meindl,
1990; Hollander & Offermann, 1990; Mmobuosi, 1991). Leader-centered approaches
have dominated the leadership research agenda with their focus on the personality
traits, behavioral styles, and decision-making methods of the leader. According to
Hollander and Offermann (1990), it has become important to incorporate the
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subordinates in leadership models in order to deepen our understanding of the
leadership process. Meindl (1990) points at a lack of theories fitting leader traits and
behaviors to the needs and personalities of subordinates. Need for leadership, with its
focus on followers, may be a solution to the theoretical gap by filling this vacuum.

Little research has been conducted on constructs which resemble need for leadership.
Most of the studies have provided limited or no information on the definition and
operationalization of these constructs. Furthermore, the subordinate leadership needs

have   usually been explored   as   part   of a wider study. Consequently, although these

studies have been precursors of a promising area of research, they have not been
integrated    in the mainstream of research on leadership. Because of their obvious
similarities to need for leadership, we will provide extensive details of these studies.

The subsequent studies can be roughly divided into two types; research on need for
leadership and research on need for work without a leader. Examples of the first type
are studies on need for closer supervision (Ashkanasy & Gallois, 1994), need for
supervision (Martin, 1983), need for clarity (Keller, 1989), need for structure (Stoker
& De Jong, 1996), and leadership need strength (Seers & Graen, 1984). Examples of
the second type are studies on need for autonomy (Emans & Radstaak, 1990;
Landeweerd & Boumans, 1994) and need for independence (Kerr & Jermier, 1978).

Ashkanasy and Gallois (1994) studied the effects of leader-subordinate relations on
(among other things) the need for closer supervision of subordinates as rated by the
supervisor. 13 In a laboratory setting, 65 students high on internal locus of control

(LOC) and 63 students high on external LOC supervised work groups (consisting of
research confederates) under varying conditions     of task complexity, supervisory

control, task control   and task outcomes. Failure   of the confederates to successfully

complete the task was positively related to need for supervision as perceived by the
assigned supervisor. Both when the task was completed successfully and
unsuccessfully, need for supervision was negatively related to attribution of ability and
effort. Thus, with high attribution to ability and effort there was a lower attributed
need for supervision.

In Ashkanasy and Gallois' (1994), study supervisory control and task control were also
related to need for supervision. In a high supervisory control situation supervisors were
told they had full responsibility for their subordinates, and full control over them. The
low supervisory control version stated that subjects had full responsibility for the
performance of their subordinates but were not to control them. In a situation of high
supervisory control, there   was a higher   need for (future) supervision as perceived  by

the supervisor. According to Ashkanasy and Gallois, supervisors with higher levels of
control appeared to have viewed their situation as normal and one to be maintained in

1, On a continuum from need for leadership to necessity of leadership, need for closer supervision
as rated by a supervisor may, in fact, be closer to necessity of leadership than to need for leadership.
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future interactions, regardless of subordinate performance levels. Task control was
divided into a high task control condition, in which confederate subordinates completed
the work according to strict instructions, and a low task control condition, in which
confederates were innovative in completing the work. Contrary to the expectations of
the researchers, it was found that supervisors in the innovation condition saw more
need for close supervision than those in the strict instruction condition. This is in
agreement with what would be suspected from the substitutes for leadership theory,
though, since routine tasks should make (task-oriented) leadership unnecessary. Task
complexity and LOC were not related to need for supervision.

From this study it can be concluded that attributed ability and effort, supervisory
control, and task control are all related to need for supervision. Need for supervision,
though, was rated by the supervisor him- or herself. Although not clear from the
article, it probably pertains to the need for supervision in order to successfully
complete a task. Data on need for supervision (Martin, 1983), need for clarity (Keller,
1989), and leadership need strength (Seers & Graen, 1984) were, on the contrary,
provided   by the subordinates themselves. Martin studied   the   need for supervision   in
different settings,  i.e., 154 non-managers  from city, state, and federal agencies,  320
employees from a city department and 790 nurses from a nursing department.
Although most subordinates granted that the supervisors did have some influence on
their performance and admitted that no supervision would be detrimental to their
satisfaction, they also noted that the supervisors had almost no influence on the
completion of their work. Martin (1983, p. 70) concludes that supervision of
subordinates consumes a large portion of the time and energy of supervisors while it is
largely unnecessary to the completion of the work by subordinates.

Keller (1989) used need for clarity in the theoretical framework of the path-goal
theory. According to Keller,  need for clarity  is  akin  to (but opposite from) tolerance  of
ambiguity. Need for clarity was operationalized by items such as "How important is it
to  you to receive feedback  on  how  you are accomplishing  your job?" (Ivancevich  &
Donnelly, 1974). In a study with 477 professional employees from four research and
development organizations, need for clarity was hypothesized to moderate the relation
between leader's initiating structure on the one hand, and satisfaction and performance
on the other (Keller, 1989). Need for clarity was found to be negatively related to both
satisfaction and performance and to positively moderate the relation between initiating
structure and both overall and supervision satisfaction. In one of four organizations, it
was found to positively moderate the relation between initiating structure and
performance. Using the typology provided in chapter  3,   it  can  thus be concluded  that
need for clarity was a reducer of the relation between initiating structure and
satisfaction/performance. With higher need for clarity, a stronger relation between
initiating structure and satisfaction was found, although this relation was at a lower
mean level of the criterion.
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In a study by Stoker and De Jong (1996) among 242 employees of recently started
autonomous work groups,   need for structure assessed subordinates'   need for rules  and

regulations. Employees    with    high    need for structure were characterized    by    more
burnout.     Need for structure    was not related    to job satisfaction, perceived group
effectiveness, and amount of cohesion. Need for structure moderated the relation
between task-oriented leadership and perceived group effectiveness. Among employees
with a high need for structure, task-oriented leadership was more strongly related

(1  =.32) to perceived group effectiveness, than among employees  with  low  need for

structure  (1} = .15).

Leadership need strength (Seers & Graen, 1984) assesses the extent to which an
employee has a strong versus weak need for a high-quality exchange relation with the
supervisor. According to Emans and Radstaak (1990), this pertains to a relationship
which is characterized by 'adult' and 'equivalent' social intercourse. Leadership need
strength thus differs markedly from need for supervision and need for clarity since it
does not involve the 'need' for leadership behavior which can fill the gap between what
is   demanded   in  the   task   and the assets and capabilities   of the subordinate. Leadership
need strength, on the contrary, refers to a preference for a relationship which is
characterized by cooperation instead of authority. According to Seers and Graen (1984,
p. 301) leadership need strength might be thought as of "preferences subject to change

rather than stable needs characteristic of the individual. " In this way, it resembles need
for leadership because leadership need strength  is also social-contextually dependent.

Seers and Graen (1984) proposed the following 'dual attachment model' in which
leadership need strength plays a role. The dual attachment model is a hybrid of the task
characteristics model (Hackman & Oldham, 1975) and the leader-member exchange
model (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982). It
is  shown in Figure  4.1.

Although in the model it is assumed that leadership need strength has a direct effect on
the leader characteristics as well as the personal and work outcomes, it was also
hypothesized that leadership need strength moderates the relation between leadership
characteristics and personal and work outcomes. More specifically, it was hypothesized
that the relationship between leadership characteristics and personal and work
outcomes will be stronger for individuals with higher leadership needs than for
individuals with lower leadership needs (Seers & Graen, 1984, p. 287). In a study of
101 respondents from a large agency of the federal government, the direct effects
proposed in the model and the hypothesized moderator effects did not occur. Of the 15
zero-order correlations between leadership need strength and other variables in the
model,   only one reached significance (the relation  with pay satisfaction;   r=.20,
p < .05),  which is barely higher than chance predicts. Furthermore, leadership  need

strength failed to moderate the different possible relations between leadership

characteristics and outcome variables. Seers and Graen (1984) note that the absence of
significant findings may be due to a lack of refinement in the conceptualization and
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Figure 4.1: The dual attachment model (Seers & Graen, 1984)

measurement of leadership need strength. Indeed, since their measure consisted of only
one item, and given the power problems (low n, low reliability (and consequently
validity) in leadership need strength and some outcome variables measured with only
two   items, thus reducing the range  of the criterion) noted in chapter  3, the absence  of
empirical verification of the model is hardly surprising.

In contrast with need for supervision, need for clarity and leadership need strength,
need for autonomy, and need for independence are constructs which refer to the extent
a subordinate has a preference for being self-managing, self-sufficient, and self-
regulating. High need for supervision, high need for clarity and high leadership need
strength would presumably be compatible with a low need for autonomy and a low
need for independence. According to Emans and Radstaak (1990), need for autonomy
is a construct which combines aspects of leadership need strength and growth need
strength in the dual attachment model. Need for autonomy thus not only refers to
leadership but also to the task. Both Emans and Radstaak (1990) and Landeweerd and
Boumans (1994) have studied the influence of need for autonomy on the relation
between leadership and outcome variables. Emans and Radstaak found  in a sample  of
86 nurses that the relation between social (i.e., human-oriented) leadership and quality
of work is contingent on the level of need for autonomy. Splitting the nurses into three
groups of low, medium, and high need for autonomy, they found human-oriented
leadership to be positively  (r=.79,  n= 18, p=.00) related to quality of work for nurses
with a low need for autonomy, moderately positive related to quality of work for
nurses  with a medium  need for autonomy  (r =.30,  n= 18,  p=.22), and unrelated  for
nurses with a high need for autonomy (r=-.07, n=23, p=.74).

Although, as noted in chapter 3, criticism can be raised against using subgrouping
methods in moderated regression, Landeweerd and Boumans (1994) also used
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subgroups to assess the moderating effects of need for autonomy. Using median-splits
of need for autonomy in a sample of 561 trained staff nurses they found three out of 36
subgroup  (8.3 %) analyses containing the relations between  nine  task and leadership

characteristics on the one hand, and four outcome variables on the other to be
significant, which is only slightly above chance. One of the significant subgroup
moderating effects   (t=2.30,   p < .05)   of  need for autonomy involved the relation
between instrumental leadership behavior and job satisfaction. In the group of nurses
with relatively little need for autonomy instrumental leadership was more strongly
related to greater job satisfaction (11=.12,  n=226,  p=.02) than in a group of relatively
much need for autonomy (11=-.03, n=266, p=.53).  On the other hand, no significant
moderating effects were found for social leadership, nor were any moderating effects
found with the outcome variables health complaints, experienced significance of work,
and absence frequency.

The findings of Keller (1989), Stoker and De Jong (1996), Emans and Radstaak (1990)
and Landeweerd and Boumans (1994), although subject to many of the problems noted
in chapter 3, point in the same direction. In those cases in which a significant
moderator effect was detected, i.e., whenever employees needed clarity in their job or
needed less autonomy, leadership   was more strongly related to subordinate outcomes
than in cases in which employees did not need clarity or did need autonomy. The
findings concerning need for independence (Kerr & Jermier, 1978) have not been that
unequivocal in terms of the direction of the findings. Although not defined by the
authors, semantically, need for independence is close to need for autonomy. Maybe
need for independence has a somewhat stronger social connotation, is more
individually determined, and has a bit narrower domain than need for autonomy. For
instance a need for independence item is: "When I have a problem I like to think it
through myself without help from others" (Podsakoff, Niehoff, MacKenzie, &
Williams, 1993). An example of a need for autonomy item is: "I find it unattractive to
have a job in which I would be told exactly how I must carry out the tasks" (Crouch &
Yetton, 1988). In need for independence, the emphasis is on doing something myself
(instead of with or through others), while in need for autonomy the emphasis is on not
having regulations. We have shown in Table 2.5 that need for independence did
moderate the relation between several forms of leadership behavior and criteria in
7.3 %  of the cases. There  was no consistency, though,  in  the  type  of the moderator
effect in these instances. In three of the cases, a negative (simple or pure) moderator
effect was found, while in the other three cases a positive (simple or pure) moderator
effect was found:4 Although need for independence thus points to less need for

I4 See  Appendix A. 1: The homologizer (Howell and Dorfman,  1986)  in this table  is  classified  as a
negative moderator, because   at high levels   of  need for independence, the relation between instrumental
leadership and satisfaction was negative and at low levels this relation was reversed. The negative
moderator found by Podsakoff, MacKenzie and Fetter (1993) is classified as a positive moderator, because
the criterion, role conflict, was formulated negatively.
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supervision and more need for autonomy, the results do not support the hypothesis that
need for independence affects the leadership process.

The studies described above involved a more follower-centered view of the leadership
process. Most of them, though, have not provided adequate definitions and
operationalizations of their (quasi-)need, nor have they delved deeper into the
predictors of the (quasi-)needs. Furthermore, the moderated regression analyses
described here have not all been carried out adequately. In most cases, the odds of
finding interaction effects have been low due to low sample sizes, low reliabilities, and
inadequate usage of the moderated regression procedure. Simple power problems could
thus have prevented the researchers from finding interaction effects. Theoretically,
though, advances have been made by concentrating on characteristics of the
subordinates and on how these characteristics may influence the leadership process. To
explore the causes of a strong or weak need for leadership, we have to turn to
theoretical issues. The theory described below will result    in a model    of   need    for
leadership which will be described in section 4.3.

4.2 A nomological network of need for leadership

Instead of probing characteristics of leaders or the influence leaders have on
subordinates, follower-centered studies focus on (1) characteristics of subordinates,
their perception of the tasks and the organization, and (2) transactions between leaders
and     subordinates. The former have either been interested    in the psychodynamic
development of dependency in subordinates, personal characteristics of subordinates
which make leadership influence less likely to occur, or contextual aspects which
increase or decrease the likelihood of self-leadership by individuals. The latter focus  on
the interplay between individuals, i.e., leaders and subordinates, in order to arrive  at
mutually beneficial work arrangements, individual, and organizational outcomes. We
will argue that both types of theories implicitly acknowledge that subordinate
characteristics and the transactions between subordinates and leaders increase or
decrease subordinates' need for leadership.

In this section, we will discuss concepts which may have a causal link with need for
leadership.    We    will    use    some of these concepts    as the upbeat    for the model    and
hypotheses which will be presented in section 4.3. In this section, first of all, we will
turn to characteristics of the subordinate in relation to his leader using a
psychodynamic point of view; then we will turn to personal and contextual
characteristics, self-determination, self-efficacy and self-management perspectives.Finally, we will discuss transactional points of view using the social exchange theory,
reviewing their possible links  with  need for leadership.
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4.2.1 Psychodynamic subordinate theories

What makes a subordinate receptive to the influence of a leader or, in terms of the
definition provided, what makes leadership legitimate for a subordinate? Perception of
the legitimacy of leadership by a subordinate may be influenced by the power bases

perceived to exist in the relation between a subordinate and a leader. French and Raven

(1959)  made a distinction between  five such social power bases, i.e., expert power,
reward power, coercive power, referent power, and legitimate power. Although the
notion of power bases can be used in any social setting, we redefine the power bases in

terms of leadership as follows:

- Expert power is based on the perception of a subordinate of a leader's competence;
- Reward power depends on a leader's ability to provide rewards for a subordinate;
- Coercive power is based   on a subordinate' s perception   that a leader can provide

penalties for not complying with him;
- Referent power is based on the identification of a subordinate with, or liking for, a
leader;
- Legitimate power is based on the internalization of common norms or values.

Expert power thus depends primarily on the characteristics of the leader and the (direct
or indirect) communication of these characteristics    to the subordinate. Reward   and

coercive power depend, to a great extent, on the resources the leader can apply.

Referent and legitimate power, finally, depend more on the characteristics and motives

of the subordinate.

Identification with a leader and internalization of norms and values which allow
leadership to occur in a group may thus be an explanation of the need for leadership of

a subordinate. Identification and legitimation  can be explained by group processes   or

by personality characteristics. Extreme instances of group processes, in which a leader

attains a more or less god-like status, occurs, according to Meindl (1990) through a
process of social contagion. Social contagion "denotes a phenomenon of the

spontaneous spread of affective and/or behavioral reactions among individual members
of a group or social collective" (Meindl, 1990, p. 190). It is more likely to occur in
situations in which there is a crisis or a general increased feeling of arousal in group

members. The arousal provides an impetus fur group members to act out, though

group or societal norms may inhibit such behavior. This inhibition may be undone by
modeling of group members who are either more socially isolated and who do not
share the group or societal norms, or by members who are more disinhibited by
nature. It may result in the spread of affective or even hysterical behavior in the group.
In the presence of a focal person, these feelings and behaviors may be attributed to that
person's leadership capabilities, which, on the one hand, enhances the identification
with this person and the legitimacy of his leadership, and on the other, repudiates any
responsibility for the disinhibited behavior.
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As an explanation for phenomena such as social contagion, Lindholm (1990) refers to
the 'regressive desire' of individuals to merge   with a beloved person   (i.e.,   a
transference of feelings originally intended    for the mother figure). According    to
Meindl (1985), subordinates have a 'romanticized' picture of leadership, attributing
more control of a leader over events than they actually have. Social contagion may thus
result from (repressed) fantasies of love and an extreme form of dependency on the
part   of the subordinate.    One   of the personality characteristics which may trigger   the
susceptibility of social contagion is authoritarianism (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik,
Levinson, & Sanford, 1950). Authoritarianism is the extent to which an individual
believes that power and status differences are appropriate within hierarchical social
systems like organizations (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford,   1950).
Authoritarian persons are characterized as politically and religiously conservative,
emotionally cold, power seeking, hostile toward minority groups, resistant to change,
and opposed to humanitarian values (Bass, 1990). Authoritarianism has been linked to
leadership for a long time. Hollander (1964), for instance, found that among military
cadets authoritarian personalities were believed   to have greater leadership potential.
One of the characteristics of authoritarian personalities is an enhanced respect for
authority and leadership. Consequently, leadership may have more influence on
authoritarian subordinates than on non-authoritarian subordinates, although this, in
turn, may depend on the leadership style in question.

In an experimental study, no difference was found between low and high authoritarian
subjects on supervisor satisfaction for different leadership styles (Weed, Mitchell, &
Moffitt, 1976). In a study by Kenis (1978), in a sample of 147 bank employees,
authoritarianism of subordinates was found to affect the relation between participative
and considerate leadership with supervisor satisfaction, but not the relation between
initiating structure and supervisor satisfaction. In a group of high authoritarian
subjects, a lower correlation between participative and considerate leadership    and
supervisor satis faction was found   than    in a group    of low authoritarian subjects.
Contrary to expectations, initiating structure did not have a more positive relation with
supervisor satis faction     for     high     than     for low authoritarian subjects. Concerning
participative leadership, Schuler (1976) found that it was related to job satisfaction in a
group of authoritarian subjects only when task repetitiveness was low. In a group of
low authoritarian subjects, participative leadership was related to job satisfaction
regardless of whether task repetitiveness  was  high  or  low. From these studies no clear
picture emerges     of the effects of authoritarianism     on the leadership process.
Furthermore, methodological artefacts may have made it difficult to find significant
effects in these studies.

4.2.2 Personal and contextual characteristics

Social contagion and extreme forms of authoritarianism seldom occur in organizational
settings. Still, although extreme forms    of   need for leadership    are not likely    to    be

present in organizations, a more adequate need for leadership probably will be. The
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substitutes for leadership theory described in chapter 2 offers the most comprehensive

list of variables which may affect the need for leadership. Although no clear-cut
definitions are provided in the articles on substitutes for leadership, we will offer a
short description of these variables      here. Four individual characteristics      of

subordinates, which may negatively affect their need for leadership are:

1. Ability, experience, training, and knowledge: refers  to the job-relevant skills   an

individual has obtained through formal and informal education, through examples and

transfer of knowledge by peers and leaders, and through on-the-job learning;

2.   Need for independence: refers  to the desire or motivation  of an individual  to  be  self-

determining in carrying out tasks and forming opinions; conceptually this scale is
closest to need for self-determination (Deci, Connell, & Ryan, 1989; Deci & Ryan,
1985) or need for autonomy (Ryan, 1995; Emans & Radstaak, 1990; Landeweerd &

Boumans,   1994);
3. Professional orientation: refers  to the identification  of an employee  with  an  own
occupational specialty not belonging to one organization, which contains a specialized

body of knowledge, normative standards, and an ethical code of conduct. Conflicts
between employees with a professional orientation and the organizations which employ

them can arise due to an incompatibility of organizational control needs and
professional wants. Professionals typically    want    to    work    with an abstract    body    of

knowledge, openly distribute their programs, methods, inventions and discoveries to
professional peers and the society as a whole, maintain loyal to peer standards, and
maintain their autonomy. Organizations typically want concrete information to increase

performance, retain secrecy in the face of competitors, maintain organizational

performance standards, and restrict the autonomy of organizational members while

fearing hobbyism (Filley, House, & Kerr, 1976); and
4. Indifference towards organizational rewards: refers   to the relatively low value   an

individual attaches to organizational intrinsic, extrinsic, and social remunerations.

The contextual characteristics consist   of  task and organizational characteristics.    The

three task characteristics which may negatively affect subordinates' need for leadership

are:

5. Unambiguous, routine, and methodologically invariant tasks: refers  to work which
is to a great extent standardized, making the activities an employee has to carry out

highly predictable;
6. Task-provided feedback concerning accomplishment: refers to the -informational
aspects of results obtained from work done concerning the adequacy of these results
and the adequacy of behavior leading to these results; although task-provided feedback
concerning accomplishment is most closely related to knowledge of results (Locke &
Latham, 1990), there is an implicit reference to goal setting too, since without goals

one would not be able to define accomplishments; and
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7. Intrinsically satisfying tasks: refers to inherent motivational aspects  of  the  work
itself; if routine work refers to the push of work, intrinsically satisfying tasks refers to
the pull of work (Kerr & Jermier,  1978).

The six organizational characteristics which may negatively affect subordinates'   need
for  leadership  are:

8. Organizational formalization: refers to organizations which have standardized their
organizational plans, procedures, objectives and areas of responsibility through written
documents containing procedural guidelines, policies, and job descriptions;
9. Organizational inflexibility: refers to organizations which have rigid, unbending
rules and regulations, which have to be strictly obeyed by employees and which are
subject to punishment when offended;
10. Advisory and staff support: refers to information, guidance, advice, and feedback
obtained through (staff) personnel located outside the work unit or department;
11. Closely-knit, cohesive, interdependent work groups: refers to teams which
members share a mutual liking and respect for each other, are dependent on each other
in order to perform well, share information with each other, and provide guidance,
advice and feedback to each other;
12. Organizational rewards not within the leader's control: refers to a lack of influence
of a leader on the distribution in his work group of organizational remunerations such
as pay raises, bonuses, promotions, fringe benefits, and resources needed to fulfill a
job such as budgets and equipments; and
13. Spatial distance between superior and subordinates: refers to the lack of contact a
subordinate has with his superior due to geographical dispersal of activities.

The substitutes for leadership theory argues that these individual and contextual
characteristics can be panaceas for ineffective leadership. Ineffective leadership can be
substituted by individual, task, or organizational characteristics which are positively
related to organizational and individual outcomes and which reduce the need for
leadership of an employee. According to Howell et al. (1990), three options are
available   for the organization   when the leader is functioning inadequately.   The
organization can either replace him, train him, or 'substitute' him. Replacement may
sometimes be very costly in terms of the time spent on the conflict with the employee,
costs of lawsuits, and/or costs of ransom. Training may sometimes be ineffective.
Consequently, organizations may sometimes want to rely on the creation of substitutes
in order to make a team function effectively. Howell et al. (1990) make a distinction
between two levels of inadequate leadership: inadequate personality and/or traits and
inadequate skills and/or knowledge. When either or both of these are inadequate,
substitutes may be created to alleviate the problematic leadership qualities, as shown in
Figure 4.2. For instance, when there are shortcomings in the knowledge of the leader
in question, according to the substitutes theory, personnel officers may want to create
more staff support, in order to provide subordinates with needed training and feedback.
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Are the traits and/or personality   -
No Yesof the leader adequate?

Are the skills and/or
No knowledge of the Yes

leader adequate?

-                               -

Is replacement Is training feasible
feasible for the for the leader?
leader?

No
E- 7 Yes      Not               1 Yes

Consider Consider Eliminate
Create replacement Create training or neutralizers
substitutes. or creation of substitutes. creation of and create

substitutes. substitutes. enhancers.

Figure 4.2: A decision tree for overcoming ineffective leadership (Howell et al.,  1990)

When the leader     has     an
'
appropriate

'
personality profile (i.e. , which     fits     the

organizational culture), and his skills and knowledge are adequate, organizations may
react  in two different  ways.   In the first place, organizations can choose to promote  the
leader to a higher position in the organization. Because of its clear rewarding effect
and because it sets an example for the rest of the organization, this is an often chosen

alternative. The potential danger  of this strategy   is  that the applicant  does not function
as well in his new role as he did in his former one (cf. the Peter Principle), with its
dilapidating consequence for a larger part of the organization (because of the higher
place in the hierarchy of the employee). In the second place, organizations can profit
from the leader's qualities by creating enhancers and eliminating neutralizers, as shown
on the far right side of Figure 4.2. In this way, the full potentials of the leader can be
more   adequately   used. For instance, in terms   of the substitutes theory, leader reward
and punishment powers can be augmented and inflexibility of the organization can be
reduced to allow the leader to have more influence. The principal technique, thus, is to
enhance the leader' s position power. Of course, enhancing a leader' s position power
also has its potential dangers, especially when the checks on the leader's behavior are
loosened.

One option, not discussed by Howell et al. (1990), is the possibilities which substitutes
would offer in terms of unit size. Mintzberg (1993), for instance, shows that there is a
large difference    in   the    unit    size of teams/departments reporting    to one supervisor.
According to Mintzberg, the unit size is dependent on the interdependence of the
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subordinates, the complexity of the job, the rules and regulations involved, the
indoctrination of the company, and the professionalism of the job-incumbents. With
greater interdependence and complexity of the job, coordination becomes more
important, and unit size should consequently be reduced to allow for adequate
functioning teams. Mintzberg observes a larger  unit   size when there are either tighter
rules and regulations, a greater amount of indoctrination of employees by the
organization, and a higher degree of professionalism on the part of the employees.
Rules and regulations reduce the discretionary power of employees, and thus reduce
the amount of diversion from goals set by the organization. Control thus becomes
easier to exert and consumes less supervisor's time. Through indoctrination, employees
internalize organizational goals, norms, and standards of behavior which then in turn
do not have to be controlled by the supervisor. In this way, hierarchical control is
replaced by self-control, thus freeing up supervisors' time which can then be spent on a
larger number of subordinates. Finally, according to Mintzberg, professionals may be
harder to supervise because of the problems involved in measuring professional output.

Some of the concepts described by Mintzberg are, in fact, already present in the
substitutes for leadership theory. Rules and regulations (formalization), indoctrination
(cohesive work groups), and professionalism   are all supposed   to   act as substitutes   for
instrumental leadership (Kerr & Jermier, 1978; Yukl, 1994). Substitutes may thus be
used to widen the span of control of effective leaders. If, for example, a supervisor
spends 20 hours each week on 5 subordinates, substitutes which would halve the need
for leadership of employees could be compensated by a doubling of the span of control
of the supervisor. With 20 hours, a supervisor now would be able to supervise 10
subordinates. Consequently, transactional costs spent on the maintenance of an
organizational hierarchy may more adequately be spent on the instatement of
substitutes for this hierarchy. According to Lawler (1988), enormous cost savings can
be obtained when organizations reduce their number of hierarchical levels. Although
Lawler does not believe that hierarchy can be dissolved completely, according to him
reduction in need for supervisors and staff groups can be obtained through work design
(using autonomous work groups), information systems technology, distribution    of
financial data to teams, rewards systems such as gain-sharing, profit sharing, and skill-
based pay, contacts of teams with suppliers and customers, training, shared common
values and visions, and relying on emergent leadership instead of on hierarchical
(position) leadership.

Although some delayering has occurred in the last decade (Dopson & Stewart, 1993),
especially in large Western companies, it is not clear whether the 'substitutes'
described above have been responsible for this change. One of the reasons which might
have made it difficult to find substitutes is, in fact, this delayering process. In cases
where substitutes such as task-feedback (for instance through information technology)
have eliminated the need for middle managers, we are not able to test whether IT is a
substitute for middle managers' leadership; the middle managers are simply not there
anymore.
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4.2.3 Self-determination theory

Self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) is basically a motivational theory of
behavior. Self-determination is viewed as a proactive motivation, stimulating people to
explore, understand, and assimilate aspects of their environment (Deci & Ryan, 1994).
Deci and Ryan (1987) make a distinction between behaviors which are initiated and
regulated through choice and behaviors which are pressured and coerced by
intrapsychic and environmental forces. The former behaviors, those which are
characterized by autonomous regulation from within, are called self-determined
behaviors. The latter, those which are characterized by heteronomous regulation,   are
called controlled behaviors. Central to self-determination theory   is the notion  of
internalization,  i.e., the transformation of external regulations into internal regulations,
and the subsequent integration of these regulations into one's sense of self. The process
of internalization is characterized by introjection and integration (Deci, Eghrari,
Patrick, & Leone, 1994). In the words of Deci et al. "introjection refers to partial or
suboptimal internalization resulting in internally controlling regulation, and integration
refers to optimal internalization resulting in self-determined behavior  (1994,  p.  120). "

Introjection alone is suboptimal, because of a lack of identification and acceptance of
the introjected regulations. Threats and external pressures, for instance, result   in   a

process of introjection without integration, in which case the concomitant behavior will
not be intrinsically motivated. Integration of internalized regulations, on the other

hand, will lead to intrinsically motivated behavior, because an individual identifies with
the values of an activity and accepts the responsibility for doing it. According to Deci
and   Ryan (1987) intrinsically motivated behavior   is by definition self-determined
because it is done freely for the inherent satisfactions associated with certain activities.

Self-determination is triggered by a mix of innate needs, such as the need for
autonomy, competence, and relatedness, and social contexts (Ryan, 1995). Self-
determined behavior of subordinates is enhanced in organizations when choice,
noncontrolling feedback, and acknowledgment of the subordinate's perspective is
provided (Deci, Connell, & Ryan, 1989). According to Deci and Ryan (1987), support
of a subordinate's self-determination will lead to more intrinsic motivation, greater
interest, less pressure and tension, more creativity, more cognitive flexibility, better
conceptual learning, a more positive emotional tone, higher self-esteem, more trust,
greater persistence of behavior change, and better physical and psychological health
than control does. In an experimental study by Deci et al. (1994), it was found that in
situations characterized by support for self-determination (in which there was provision
of a meaningful rationale for the experiment, acknowledgment of the subject's
perspective, and the presence of choice), the free choice engagement time on the task
was    greater    than in situations which were characterized by control. Furthermore,
several affective variables which were attained post-hoc, i.e., feelings of choice,
usefulness of the experiment, and interest were positively correlated with the free-
choice engagement time, while they were negatively related to free choice engagement
time under conditions of control.   Deci  et al. concluded  that,   in the latter instance,   the

108 Chapter 4



Depotaanvraag: 2008-11-29 14:11:

ANR: 839101
NAM: I. van den Berg
MAI: I.vdnBerg@uvt.nl
ADR: P.O. Box 90153
PLA: NL-5000 LE

TTL: Need for leadership : a
solution to empirical probl
in situational theories of
leadership

AUT: Vries. Reinout Everhard de
JAA: 1997
SIG: CBM 407 H 15
STA: f



behavior of the subjects was introjected but not integrated; the subjects performed the
activity not because they wanted tO, but because they felt they should.

In an experiment, Pelletier and Vallerand (1996) led supervisors to believe that they
either dealt with intrinsically or extrinsically motivated subordinates. Subordinates who
were believed to be intrinsically motivated, perceived the supervisor to be significantly
more supportive of autonomy and showed significant more interest in the task than
subordinates who were believed to be extrinsically motivated. Apparently, there is a
reciprocal relation between intrinsic motivation and support for autonomy/self-
determination. Subordinates who are perceived to be intrinsically motivated are, to a
greater extent, supported in their autonomy by their supervisors, which may lead to
more intrinsic motivation for the task.

Not only experimentally, but also in a field study, some positive effects of support for
self-determination were found. Managers receiving training to support their
subordinates' sel f-determination were found  to have significantly higher scores  on  a
support for self-determination questionnaire in a posttreatment group than in a control
group (Deci, Connell, & Ryan, 1989). Furthermore, subordinate trust in the
corporation and satisfaction with the potential for advancement were higher in a
posttreatment group compared to a pretreatment group. The relation between support
for self-determination and subordinates' affects were inconsistent, though. Managers'
support for self-determination correlated positively in the posttreatment group but not
in the pretreatment group with subordinate-affective variables, such as trust in the
corporation, feeling nonpressured, satisfaction with the quality of feedback, satisfaction
with the opportunity for inputs, and satisfaction with the potential for advancement.
Deci et al. (1989) explain the change in relation of support for self-determination with
subordinate-affective variables by referring to broad corporate conditions affecting this
relation. When broad corporate conditions, such as pay and security were bad, it was
impossible for self-determination support to have a relation with the affective variables,
while in a situation in which these conditions were improved, the relation between
support for self-determination and subordinates' affects became stronger.

Logically, apart from having an effect on the intrinsic motivation and affect of
subordinates towards the leader and the task, support for self-determination should
have a negative effect on need for leadership, since after some time it should lessen
this need. Through introjection and internalization, heteronomous control  by the leader
should be needed to a lesser degree. On the other hand, it can be argued that with
strong subordinate need for leadership, a leader will react with more support for self-
determination in order to reduce the amount of time spent on the subordinate.
Consequently,  we will argue  for a reciprocal relation which acts as a thermostat,  i.e.,
keeping the amount of need for leadership relatively constant. In the need for
leadership thermostat, support for self-determination lowers the need for leadership
which will reduce the support for self-determination, which may in its turn augment
the  need for leadership,  etc.. The ultimate  test of the self-determination theory would
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thus be whether there is a reciprocal 'thermostat' relation between support for self-
determination and need for leadership in a longitudinal study.

4.2.4    Self-efficacy theory

While self-determination theory is focused on the motivational qualities of contexts and
on the way regulations become internalized, self-efficacy theory deals with the beliefs

and cognitions of individuals which guide actions. Perceived self-efficacy is defined as
"people's judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action
required to attain designated types of performances" (Bandura, 1986, p. 391). Instead
of   being a motivational theory, self-efficacy is mainly a social cognitive theory.
Furthermore, it is situation-specific; individuals may vary in the perception of self-
efficacy according to the situation which they come across. Sadri and Robertson (1993)
distinguish between three dimensions   of sel f-efficacy: the level,  i.e., the number  of
tasks a person can do, the strength,  i.e., how resolutely a person believes  in an ability
to perform each task, and the generality of self-efficacy,  i.e.,  the  extent  to  which  the
expectancy generalizes from one situation to the next. According to Bandura (1986),
optimal judgment of self-efficacy slightly exceeds the actual capabilities of an
individual  at a given time. This leads individuals to undertake realistically challenging
activities which promote development and growth. 1Although perceptions  of high  self-

' efficacy may promote effort expenditure and persistence in the activities undertaken, it
may also lead to unrealistically high goal-setting and, consequently, failure. On the
other hand, low self-efficacy can hinder optimal goal-setting and can lead to premature
resignation from a taskj Self-efficacy thus acts as a precursor to motivation, affecting
it, but not necessarily affecting performance when the required skills are not present.
Optimal judgment of self-efficacy may lead to high performance, though, while

2 affecting the choice of challenging tasks and persistence in conducting that task.

Bandura     ( 1986) distinguishes between four sources which affect an individual' s

perception     of    his sel f-efficacy: enactive attainment, vicarious experience, verbal

persuasion, and physiological state. Enactive attainment refers to the successes or

failures experienced by the individual when doing the task. Vicarious experience refers
to the experience of an individual with successes of similar individuals. Seeing or
visualizing individuals doing a task successfully may enhance the feelings of a person
that he also has the competence to perform successfully. Verbal persuasion refers to
the arguments used to talk a person into believing that he has the capabilities to do a
certain task. According to Bandura (1986), this is a less powerful source of self-
efficacy, because it does not lead to enduring beliefs of self-efficacy. Physiological
state refers to the internal stimuli, such as arousal, fatigue or fitness, which may lead

individuals to either read situations as being too difficult to tackle or otherwise lead
them to feelings of adequacy and optimism. The information obtained from these
sources are selected, weighted, and integrated by the person. This cognitive process
may be more important than the actual information obtained, since it may, for
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instance, result in the neglect of important success information and overemphasis of
failure information.

In a meta-analysis, self-efficacy was found to be positively related to performance and
behavioral choice/intention (Sadri & Robertson, 1993). Performance in simulated
settings   was more strongly related to self-efficacy than real-life performance.    In   an
experimental study by Redmond, Mumford, and Teach (1993), it was found that a
leader's emphasis  on sel f-efficacy resulted in higher perceptions of self-efficacy.   This
subsequently enhanced subordinate creativity as expressed by the judgment of four
experts on the quality and originality of a marketing plan. In an experimental study
using 110 students in an Air Traffic Controller task, Mitchell et  al. (1994) found  self-
efficacy to be important in predicting performance on first trials. However, in later
trials past performance scores become the main factor in predicting self-efficacy and
future performance. Although self-efficacy remained positively related to performance,
the expected score of participants and the goals they set became better predictors of
performance in later trials than the self-efficacy beliefs. In a study by Silver, Mitchell,
and Gist (1995), students with high self-efficacy were found to attribute unsuccessful
performance externally (self-serving attributions), while students  with low self-efficacy
attributed unsuccessful performance internally (sel f-effacing attributions). This relation
was not found when performance was successful, although generally attributions  were
more self-serving when efforts were met by success. Belief of self-efficacy may thus
act as a kind of defense mechanism for high self-efficacy individuals, protecting them
from potentially harmful feedback, but not so for low self-efficacy individuals, whose
negative self-belief is verified by failure.

 ' Consequently, we belief that employees with a high self-efficacy may have less need
for leadership. A positive belief in their own capacities may lead subordinates to
devalue the importance of leadership influence in accomplishing a task. The self-
serving attributions may guard them from negative thoughts about their performance
which might have triggered a higher   need for leadership.    In   this view, self-efficacy
will probably result in less need for leadership.

4.2.5 Self-management and self-leadership theory

In contrast with self-determination as a motivational construct, and self-efficacy as a
social-cognitive construct, self-management and self-leadership theory addresses the
strategic aspects of self-control (see also chapter 1). The question is not so much "why
do employees independently become (and remain) proficient  at a given  task?"  but  "how
can   we get employees to function independently and proficiently   at a given   task?"
Although it is suggested that self-management can act as a substitute for leadership
(Manz & Sims, 1980), according to most authors, leaders (coordinators, facilitators, or
' super' leaders) are needed first  to make teams self-managing  (Manz  &  Sims,   1987;
Manz & Sims, 1991; Laiken, 1994; Stewart & Manz, 1995; Keller & Dansereau,
1995). Manz and Sims (1987) distinguish between six leader behaviors which can
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promote self-management of a team, i.e., encouragement of rehearsal, encouragement
of self-goal-setting, encouragement of self-criticism, encouragement of self-
reinforcement, encouragement of self-expectation, and encouragement of self-
observation/evaluation. In a study of a manufacturing plant already practicing self-
management in teams, these six leader behaviors correlated positively with subordinate
effectiveness ratings.15 In order to empower subordinates, Keller and Dansereau (1995)
suggest that leaders should provide support for self-worth and negotiating latitude.
These leadership behaviors empower subordinates by increasing their perceived self-
control, and augment their satisfaction with, and perceived fairness of, supervision.
Consequently, subordinates are more likely to perform in accordance with supervisory

preferences.

Strategies for promoting self-managing or self-leading teams incorporate self-
determination and self-efficacy theories. In order to cultivate these features, it is
suggested that feelings of competence, self-control, and purpose (Manz, 1986) be
enhanced. In order to do this, Manz suggests using strategies based on employees
wants instead of oughts. Three strategies are proposed:  1. work environments should,
to the extent possible, enhance the natural impact of the physical work setting on
performance; 2. natural rewards should be built into the process of performing; and 3.
positive thinking in terms of challenges and learning opportunities should be promoted.
As a result of these strategies, teams can become self-managing or self-leading. The
distinction between self-management and self-leadership is more qualitative than
quantitative. According to Manz (1992), self-managing teams determine how things
should be done, while self-leading teams determine what things   should   be   done.   Sel f-

leaders have, in the words of Neck, Stewart and Manz (1995), "the self-direction and
self-motivation needed to perform"   (Neck   et   al.,   1995,   p.   281). The distinction
between self-management and self-leadership is shown in Table  4.1.

Although members of self-leading teams can elect a leader, he will be a 'primus inter
pares.' Leadership will necessarily  be  of a participative kind, being more devoted  to
setting agendas   than to determining courses of action. Consequently,   the   main
distinction between self-managing teams and self-leading teams is that the former still
need leadership of some sort, while the latter can do without. Creating a self-leading
team can create a leadership vacuum, though (Randolph, 1995). Consequently,
leadership roles and skills are still needed. Barry (1991) refers to distributed leadership
when describing the skills necessary to function adequately as a self-leading team. He
makes a distinction between project-based leadership dynamics, problem solving
leadership dynamics and policy making leadership dynamics. During the course of a
project, according to him, these three dynamics are necessary, respectively, at the
beginning, middle, and end of a project. Consequently, in a self-leading team it is

13 Although formulated at the team level, the unit of analysis in this and other self-management
studies has often been tile subordinate.
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Table 4.1. Examples of organizational features of self-managing and self-leading teams
(Manz, 1992)

Self-managing teams Self-leading teams

1. Meeting standards and goals 1. Setting standards and goals

2. Making implementation decisions 2. Making strategic decisions  on  what
on how to do work work is to be done and why (strategic

analysis)
3. Workers are members        of 3. Workers are members of strategic

empowered teams decision making bodies

4.      Providing team members with 4.   Providing team members  with  self-
technical and social skills training leadership and management skills

training
5. Providing teams with information 5. Providing teams with information
relevant to group performance concerning organizational strategy &

management
6. Providing teams with leaders that 6. Teams decide    if   they   will    have   a
serve as facilitators/coaches team leader(s) & who he/she (they)

will be
7. Team members interact with other 7. Team members interact with
organizational employees within and customers and suppliers outside the
outside the group organization

important that team members are familiar with each others skills. In this way, different
team members can fulfill different roles at different times in the course of a project.
Furthermore, according to Flynn, McCombs and Elloy (1990), employees in a self-
managing/self-leading team should have several characteristics which make them fit to
join such a team. According to these authors, individuals should be dependable team
members showing low absenteeism, high acceptance of work assignments, and high
ability to complete tasks; have strong interpersonal (communication and socialization)
skills; have strong self-motivation, manifesting itself  in the willingness to expend
energy to accomplish team goals; and have high internal integrity in order to build
strong team member trust. However, it should be noted that these characteristics
generally seem to differentiate between well- and ill-functioning employees, whether in
a self-leading team or in a 'traditional'  team (i.e.,  with a leader). These characteristics
do not seem to distinguish between well-functioning members of a self-leading team
and their counterparts in a traditional team.

Although, as in sociotechnics, self-management and self-leadership have been set up to
describe teams functioning with minimal or no leadership, the recommendations and
measurements generally have been in terms of leadership behaviors that would promote
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these teams. The encouragement of self-management leadership behaviors, described
above, seem to reflect the support for self-determination behaviors of Deci et al.
(1989):6 The same reasoning which has been applied in connecting support for self-
determination to need for leadership, thus seems to apply to encouragement of self-
management. We expect encouragement of self-management to be reciprocally related
to need for leadership, with a higher need for leadership triggering a high
encouragement of self-management, which in time may lead to a lesser need for
leadership.

4.2.6 Social exchange and transactional theories

The social exchange or transactional view of leadership (Hollander, 1964) treats it as a
two-way influential process. Influence is exerted by the leader upon the subordinate as
well as by the subordinate upon the leader. In this way, it contrasts with behavioral or
personality theories of leadership, which treat leadership as a one-way process, with
the influence being exerted solely   by the leader   upon the subordinate. According   to
Hollander (19923), the path-goal and substitutes for leadership theory are, in fact,
social exchange theories. In these theories, the leader 'offers' guidance and support in
exchange for performance. In contrast with these theories, however, Hollander views
leadership as part of a dynamic group process, in which giving and taking by group
members, including the leader, plays an important role.

Key issues in the dynamic group process include the issues of legitimacy and   I
' idiosyncrasy credit'   of the leader. Legitimization of leadership   is the social exchange
process in which acts/favors of the leader are reciprocated by signals of acceptance of
the leader's position and influence, such as status and esteem. According to Hollander
(1992b), legitimacy has its roots in subordinates' perception of the leader's bases of
power. The power bases shape his authority and have significant implications for the
influence   he is allowed to exert   (cf. the definition in chapter 2). Legitimization   of
leadership begins with followers' perception  of  how the leader attained  his   role.
Election, for instance, creates a heightened psychological identification with the leader
and gives followers a greater sense of responsibility for and investment in the leader.
Consequently, legitimacy to exert authority is greater for elected leaders than for
appointed leaders. On the other hand, elected leaders who fail to perform adequately
have been found to be more vulnerable to criticism than appointed leaders, particularly
if they were seen as competent in the first place (Hollander, 1992b).

Idiosyncrasy credit is defined as the extent to which a given group member's behavior,
which is perceived  by the group to deviate  from a given group expectancy, is allowable
before group sanctions are applied (Hollander, 1964, p. 171). Idiosyncrasy credits are

!6 The items in the encouragement of self-management questionnaire are formulated at a dyad level
instead  of  at a group level,   i.e., for instance whether the supervisor encourages the subordinate  (not
subordinateh) to formulate  his own goals (instead of group goals).
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attained according to Hollander (1992b) through displays of competence and
conformity to group norms, and can provide a person with the latitude to deviate from
these norms, for instance, in order to bring about change. In an informal group,
legitimacy of a leadership role can only be attained through the building of enough

idiosyncrasy credits. When people experience somebody's leadership role as being
legitimate, because of loyalty, conformity, and competence, the idiosyncrasy credit
associated with this role can be used to exhibit innovative behavior, which is then,
again, perceived as 'leaderlike.' These leadership    acts can further legitimize    the
leadership role resulting in even more idiosyncrasy credit when the outcomes are
perceived as favorable (or at least not unfavorable) for the group. Legitimacy of a
leadership role can follow from a process of election and the idiosyncrasy credits
obtained from the results of the election process can be used directly after the election
to foster change. Leadership resulting from appointment is generally seen as legitimate
when this appointment has used competence and loyalty as criteria, but these leaders
generally receive less idiosyncrasy credit at the beginning of their term than elected
leaders do.

Favors of the leader are not only reciprocated by status and esteem, but also by
performance and commitment on the part of the subordinate, for instance. Subordinate
performance and commitment can then be reciprocated by leadership behavior. Viewed
in this way, some areas of leadership research fit into the social exchange paradigm
while they examine the nature  of a leader's transactional behaviors. Podsakoff  and  his
colleagues (Podsakoff, Todor, & Skov, 1982; Podsakoff, Dorfman, Howell, & Todor,
1986), for instance, make a distinction between contingent and non-contingent reward
and punishment behaviors on the part of the leader. Contingent reward (and/or
punishment) behaviors of a leader are those exhibited as a result of adequate (and/or
inadequate) behaviors of a subordinate. Non-contingent reward and punishment
behaviors do not result as a consequence of subordinate behavior but are exhibited
indiscriminately. In the case of contingent reward and punishment, the leader makes a
direct transaction, i.e., providing support/praise or rejection/hostility in return  for
performance or failure, respectively. In the case of non-contingent reward and
punishment, the behavior is not directly of a transactional nature, although it may be
true that the leader expects long-term benefits from this behavior. Research has shown
contingent reward to be superior to the other three types; it has a positive relation with
subordinate satisfaction, commitment, and performance, while the relations of
contingent punishment and non-contingent reward with criteria are generally negligible
or negative in the case of non-contingent punishment (Podsakoff, Todor, & Skov,
1982; Podsakoff, Todor, Grover, & Huber, 1984; Podsakoff, Dorfman, Howell, &
Todor, 1986; Podsakoff, Niehoff, MacKenzie, & Williams, 1993).

Other classes of leader behavior which fit in the transactional paradigm are 'active
management by exception' (MBE-A) and 'passive management by exception' (MBE-P)
(Bass & Avolio, 1994). In MBE-A, the leader actively monitors subordinates to correct
deviations from standards and procedures. In MBE-P, the leader waits for mistakes to
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occur and takes corrective actions subsequently. Both these behaviors are of a punitive
kind, since they hinge on mistakes being made by subordinates and the corrections
thereafter (which can be regarded as forms of contingent punishments) of the leader.
Bass and Avolio (1994) make a distinction between the transactional behaviors
contingent reward, MBE-A, MBE-P on the one hand, and a form of nontransactional
behavior on the other hand, i.e., laissez-faire. Laissez-faire behavior on the part of the
leader is the avoidance or absence of leadership and is, according to Bass and Avolio,
by definition nontransactional. 17

The transformational behaviors which are viewed by Bass and colleagues (Bass &
Avolio, 1994) (see also chapter 2) as different from (and superior to) transactional
behaviors, are regarded by Hollander (1992) and Hollander and Offermann (1990) as
an extension of transactional behavior. According to them, the only difference between
transformational and transactional behavior is that the intensity of the leader behavior,
and the consequence, in terms of subordinate arousal, is enhanced in the case of
transformational/charismatic leadership. Whether transformational or charismatic
leadership is transactional or not depends on whether it is seen as a trait or as a
behavior.    Seen   as a trait, charismatic leadership    is an enduring characteristic   of   a
person for which presence or absence should not depend on the type of situation. Seen
as a behavior, the amount of charisma may vary in different situations. The
transactional (behavior) view of charisma and the nontransactional (trait) view may be
integrated if we take account of the frequency and degree of charisma. Although
charisma may be regarded as trait-like, as, for instance, suggested by Atwater, Penn,
and Rucker (1991), the number of charismatic acts vis-a-vis a subordinate may be
dependent on the social exchange with that particular subordinate. In this way, a leader
may increase the number of charismatic acts towards a subordinate when the
subordinate strongly legitimizes his leadership. The idiosyncrasy credit received   may
thus be reciprocated   by an increase   in the frequency of charismatic leadership   acts.
Consequently, although the frequency of charisma may be of a transactional nature, the
degree of charisma  does  not  necessarily  have  to  be.

One of the theories which views leadership as a social exchange process is the Vertical
Dyad Linkage (VDL) theory (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975), more recently called
the Leader Member Exchange (LMX) theory (Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982).
The LMX theory asserts that leadership comes into being as a result of social
exchanges. The dynamics   of the process of producing dyadic social structures   in   an

organization has been coined 'role-making' (Graen, 1976). A differentiation between

'1   It should be noted that non-contingent reward and punishment, and laissez-faire, may be
considered transactional. For instance, acceptance of leader influence  may be greater when non-contingent
reward   was used beforehand. Non-contingent punishment may prevent subordinates from asking   for
supervisor help (which may be desired by the supervisor). Thus, although the behavior of the supervisor
may not be contingent on the behavior of the subordinates, the behavior of the subordinates may be
contingent on the behavior of the supervisor. Laissez-faire can be considered a contingent leader behavior
when it results from adequate (or better, belief in the adequacy 00 subordinate behavior.
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leader and member roles   is   one  of the possible results  of this role-making process.   In
leader-member exchanges, a pattern emerges in which members commit themselves
"to higher degrees of involvement in the unit's functioning, including greater time and
energy expenditures than required by formal contract, acceptance of greater
responsibility,  and a vested interest  in the success of unit functioning," in exchange  for
positional resources such as privileged information and challenging projects from the
leader (Graen, Novak and Sommerkamp, 1982, p. 111). According to the LMX
theory, because of time pressure, leaders develop close relationships with only a few
subordinates. Consequently, teams are split in in- and out-group members.
Membership of the in-group develops as a result of the leader's personal preferences,
perceived competence and trustworthiness, and the motivation of the group member to
carry a greater responsibility for activities in the team. In exchange, the leader rewards
these individuals with all kind of benefits including greater trust, discretion, support,
and privileged information.

The aforementioned transactional leadership styles (i.e., contingent reward    and
punishment, MBE-A and MBE-P) do not make a distinction between transactions Of
the leader with the group or transactions with individuals in the group. The LMX
theory is a reaction to theories which assert that leadership behavior is the same for
every team member (so-called Average Leadership Style (ALS) theories). It states that
the leader makes social exchanges with each team member separately. Differences
between the leadership style exhibited towards different team members should thus be
noted. On the basis of studies investigating the LMX versus the ALS theory, Podsakoff
and Mackenzie (1995) concluded that there is no clear superiority of either the LMX or
the ALS approach. In a review of eight studies, they found the LMX theory to be
endorsed slightly more often than the ALS theory, but according to the authors this
might be due to the small samples of groups (on the average 37) in the studies
reviewed, thus making it less likely for significant group effects, supporting the ALS
theory, to occur. Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1995) conducted a study using 265 groups
in which the effects of the LMX and ALS approach were compared for both leadership
behaviors and substitutes for leadership on in-role criteria and extra-role criteria  (i.e.,
criteria which have to do with extra effort and dedication on the part of the subordinate
such as altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue; they are
generally called Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCBs)). Regarding    the
leadership behaviors, it was found that the LMX theory generally received more
support for both in-role and extra-role criteria. Regarding the substitutes for
leadership. within-group level analysis showed more support in the case of the in-role
criteria, but not in the case of the extra-role criteria; in four out of five cases, between-
group level analyses explained more variance in the extra-role criteria than within-
group level analyses.

More direct research into the LMX theory has been conducted by Le Blanc (1994). She
distinguished between two LMX leadership dimensions, labeled 'consideration and
coaching by the leader' (coaching) and 'the assistant role of the subordinate'
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(assistance).   The two scales consist of items which describe the relationship between
the    leader   and a particular subordinate (instead   of the group).    In a sample   of   1147

dutch professional nursing personnel, 95 groups were used to compare the LMX and
ALS   theories. Le Blanc found   that the percentage of variance explained  by   the  two
LMX scales on the within-group level in criteria such as satisfaction, perceived
responsibility, and intention to quit, was far greater than the variance explained on the
between-group level. The scales used by Le Blanc thus clearly seem to reflect dyadic
behavior on the part of the leader and the subordinate. Furthermore, she found that the
relations between coaching and assistance on the one hand, and some of the criteria on
the other, were moderated by individual criteria such as years of experience, feelings
of competence, and growth needs. For instance, the relation between coaching and

perceived responsibility was positive for nursing personnel with a high growth need,
while this relation was negative for nursing personnel with a low growth need.

The underlying premise of social exchange and transactional theories   is,    in   fact,   the
assumption that subordinates need their leader to obtain valued outcomes. This need is
a result of the perception of subordinates that the leader has something to offer which
is valued by the subordinate. Need for leadership, thus, is a second-order (or quasi-)

need, derived from the fact that the need is more easily fulfilled in the company of a
leader than without him. The higher this quasi-need is, the more power a leader has to
influence his subordinate. Furthermore, if a leader fulfills this need, the subordinate is
more likely to reciprocate with behavior which, in turn, is wanted by the leader.

4.2.7         Situational  stability  and  need  for  leadership

The nomological network of need for leadership described above contains individual,
contextual, and transactional characteristics. Again, using the framework provided  in

chapter 2, these situational characteristics  can be divided into stable  and more fleeting
characteristics, corresponding to the situational traits and situational problem attributes
which are shown in Figures 2.6 and 2.7. With a focus on need for leadership, we can
also regard leadership itself as a situational characteristic (with respect to need for
leadership). A presentation   of the aspects   in the nomological network   and   need   for
leadership on the stability continuum is provided in Figure 4.3.

As in Figure 2.7, we regard some of the substitutes for leadership as more, and others
as less stable. Furthermore, authoritarianism    (of the subordinate) is regarded    as    a

stable trait. As discussed in subsections 2.3.3 and 4.2.6, charismatic leadership can be
regarded as either a trait, an attribution process, a transaction, or a behavior. Since we
are working within the situational leadership paradigm, we will treat charismatic
leadership   as a predictor of individual and organizational outcomes, instead of being
predicted by it. We choose to treat charisma as a more stable attribute of a person,
since Avolio and Bass (1995) do not find significant training effects on idealized
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High
stability

* Authoritarianism,
* NIND, INDIFF, FORM, INFLEX
* Transformational (or charismatic) leadership

* AETK, PROF, ROUT, TASKFB, INSAT,
ADVSTF, COHES, NOCTRL, SPAT

* Need for leadership * Self-efficacy
*  Encouragement of sel f-management/support
for self-determination
* Transactional (or human- and task-oriented)
leadership

Low
stability

Figure 4.3: Need for leadership and the stability of leadership and situational characte-
ristics

influence (i.e. , charismatic leadership).  We  have thus classified it relatively  high  on  the
stability dimension. 18

At   a lower stability level, the individual, task, organizational and leadership
characteristics are more or less situationally dependent. Most of the substitutes for
leadership fall into this category. A change in job description, job requirements, or the
use of new technology, for instance, may change the amount of expertise of a
subordinate (AETK) and the amount of task feedback (TASKFB) received. A new
member may change the amount of cohesion (COHES) in a team. Due to a new
project, the leader may move to be further away from his subordinate (SPAT). A
leader's social power bases, encouragement of self-management/support for self-
determination, and transactional leadership behavior   also    fall    into this category.    A
leader's social power bases may change with the advent of new technologies or the
implementation of new rules and regulations. As shown in section 4.2.3, support for
self-determination, which resembles encouragement of self-management, is trainable
and, consequently, a behavioral attribute of the leader instead of a trait. Transactional

'          Actually, the items of the scale to be used in our research, which will be discussed in chapter 5,
suggest that charismatic leadership is operationalized in terms of a mixture of subordinate perceptions,
leadership traits, and leadership behaviors.
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behaviors and the human- or task-oriented behaviors may also be used discriminately,
and can thus be classified at the same level of stability.

4.3 The generic need for leadership model

4.3.1 Model

In chapter 2, several situational theories of leadership were discussed. Although
advances have been made in identifying situational moderators, research results have
not been very supportive. Theoretical and methodological reasons may have prevented
the verification of the situational leadership theories. We discussed the methodological
artefacts, which may have caused the absence of findings, in chapter 3. Instead of
relying on a number of different situational moderators, we propose testing the
situational leadership theories by relying  on one variable,  i.e.,  need for leadership,
which has been discussed in this chapter. We suggest using need for leadership as an
intermediary moderator, which transmits the possible moderator effects of all
situational variables on the relation between leadership and outcomes. Some theoretical
and practical advantages  are  to be expected  from this model:

1.    By   opening the black box between the situational characteristics supposed    to
moderate the relation between leadership and outcomes, and filling it with need for
leadership, we hope to obtain a more profound insight into the nature of their effects;
2.  One  instrument  can more easily  be made reliable enough to ensure the power needed

in MMR; it will thus be an advantage over and above a wide range of (unreliable)
substitute measures in finding support for situational leadership theories;
3. One variable, transmitting all situational variables effects, will more likely moderate
the relation between leadership and outcomes. Kerr and Jermier (1978), in fact, would
favor such an approach, arguing that "several substitutes, each fairly weak by itself,
might combine to collectively impair hierarchical leader influence" (Kerr and Jermier,
1978, p. 399);
4. Howell" has argued that in different settings, different moderators may be present.
Since need for leadership transmits the effects of all possible moderators, it is likely
that need for leadership will be a moderator in all settings; and
5.   By  using   need for leadership  we can parsimoniously test whether   a   'best  type'
approach (as, for instance, supported by Blake and Mouton (1978; 1982)) or a
situational approach is closer to the truth, since with other situational models it is
always possible to suggest that other contingencies are present which do moderate the
relations between leadership characteristics and criteria.

The need for leadership model, which is shown in Figure 4.4, is a generic model (Ten
Horn & Roe, 1992). It contains a great number ot variables (described in chapter 5)

t 9 Personal communication, 8/24/1995.
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which characterize the different situational domains in organizational leadership
research. The generic   need for leadership model consists   of four parts,   i.e.,   the
relationships between situational characteristics and need for leadership, the
relationships between situational characteristics and the criteria, the relationships
between leadership and need for leadership and vice-versa, and the relationships
between need for leadership, leadership behaviors, and criteria. The numbers in the
model refer to the hypotheses which will be discussed below.

In the first place, need for leadership is supposed to moderate the relation between
leadership behaviors and criteria. Need for leadership is predicted by all the
contingency variables discussed in chapter 2 which make leadership behavior less
powerful. The contingency variables and substitutes are supposed    to    act as causal
agents of an enhanced or reduced receptiveness of the subordinate towards the leader
(need for leadership) which augments the impact of the leadership behavior on criteria
such as subordinate satisfaction, commitment, and performance.

In the second place, the upper part shows the relations between individual, task, and
organizational characteristics, and need for leadership. These characteristics are
supposed to act as predictors of need for leadership. For instance, it is hypothesized
that subordinates' greater abilities, experience, training, and knowledge (AETK) will
lower their need for leadership. Authoritarianism of the subordinate, on the other hand,
will possibly lead to a stronger need for leadership. It should be noted that it is not

Need for leadership 121



logical to assume that need for leadership will lead to higher authoritarianism;
personality traits will precede situation-specific attitudes   most   of  the time. Figure  4.3
can thus be read as follows. By virtue of their stability, situational 'traits' by nature
precede need for leadership. Situational 'characteristics' such as task-provided
feedback (TASKFB) may, on the other hand, be a cause or an effect of need for
leadership. In our study, we will treat all the substitutes as predictors of need for
leadership since the substitutes for leadership theory (Kerr & Jermier, 1978) proposes
that the substitutes make leadership unnecessary which suggests that need for
leadership is caused  by the situation instead  of vice versa.

In the third place, need for leadership and leadership characteristics are supposed to be
reciprocally related. When subordinates start a new job, they will probably need more
guidance and Support to perform adequately. In such a situation, leaders will most
likely reciprocate by being supportive and task-oriented. The resulting clearer job
requirements will probably lead to a weaker need for leadership, which may in turn
diminish the human- and task-oriented leader behaviors.    For   some   of the leadership
characteristics, the relation with need for leadership will probably be stronger or in a
di fferent direction   than for other leadership characteristics. For instance, charismatic
leadership may have a strong positive effect on need for leadership since it may make
these subordinates dependent on the charismatic appeal of the leader. This may also be
true for leader's expertise, but probably to a lesser extent for human- and task-oriented
leadership. Encouragement of self-management/support for self-determination should
lead to less need for leadership in the long run, and should thus be negatively related to
need for leadership. A high need for leadership, in its turn, will probably be
reciprocated by more task- and human-oriented leadership and more encouragement of
self-management.

Finally, the predictors of need for leadership are also supposed to act as predictors of
the criteria in the model. Criteria consist, for instance, of subordinate performance, job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and stress. Generally, the substitutes for
leadership have been found to have an important relation with these and other criteria
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Fetter, 1993; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Ahearne, &
Bommer, 1995; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1995; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer,
1996), explaining even more variance in criteria than leadership behaviors do.

4.3.2 Main hypotheses

On the basis of the generic need for leadership model and the preceding theoretical
discourse, the following hypotheses can be formulated. Our main general hypothesis
will be as follows:

Hypothesis  1.  Need for  leadership  is  a simple  (positive)  moderator  of the
relation between different leadership characteristics/behaviors and different
criteria.
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Although very generally formulated, this statement implies that when need for
leadership is high, the relation between a certain leadership characteristic and a
criterion will be stronger than when need for leadership is low. This simple (positive)
moderator effect will be expected to hold for both positive and negative relations
between a certain leadership behavior and a criterion.

Dealing with the upper part of Figure 4.4, the following hypotheses can be formulated
concerning the relations between the subordinate, task, and organizational
characteristics,    and    need for leadership. A central    role    in the theory    of   need    for
leadership is played by the substitutes for leadership, mainly because the need for
leadership model has been put forward in reaction to the problems plaguing the
substitutes and path-goal theories. Since Kerr and Jermier (1978) have argued that the
substitutes generally make leadership unnecessary, we hypothesize that the substitutes
for leadership diminish  the  need for leadership in subordinates.

Hypothesis 2a: The substitutes for leadership are negatively related to need
for leadership.

The relation of the substitutes to need for leadership, together with the relation of these
substitutes to the criteria, may be used as a way of classifying the substitutes. This can
be made clear by giving an example. For instance, in Kerr and Jermier's (1978)
model, ability, experience, training, and knowledge (AETK) were supposed to
substitute  for the relation between task-oriented leadership and performance. In terms
of   the    need for leadership model, this hypothesis would be translated   to    the    two

hypotheses: 1. AETK has a negative relation with need for leadership, and 2. AETK is
positively related to performance. Although seemingly unparsimonious, practically, it
will still require three instruments (namely, AETK, need for leadership, and
performance, instead of AETK, task-oriented leadership, and performance), but it will
substantially diminish the number of respondents in the sample to ensure sufficient
power to investigate this hypothesis. In Table 4.2, a comparison between the
specification variables of the substitutes for leadership and the need for leadership
model  is  made.

There is no one-on-one relation between the substitutes and the need for leadership
classification.     Only by assuming    that    need for leadership transmits the moderator
effects (and nothing    else),    does    the   need for leadership classification represent   the
substitutes classification.

We can interpret the need for leadership vis-A-vis the substitutes classification as
follows. Substitutes are supposed  to  have a negative relation  to  need for leadership  and
a positive relation to criteria (N-C+). Neutralizers are hypothesized to have a negative
relation to need for leadership and criteria (N-C-). Enhancers, on the contrary, have a
positive relation to both (N+C+). Reducers have a positive relation to need for

Need for leadership 123



Table 4.2: Classification of specification variables in the substitutes for leadership
model (when there is a positive relation between leadership behavior and a criterion,
i.e.  1}1 >0)  and the need for leadership model*

The substitutes for leadership model The need for leadership modelb

classif. classif.

name                 B2             133             Yn             Yc             name
Substitute ill>0 03<0                         +             N-C+
Neutralizer Bl<0 133<0 N-C'

Enhancer  2>0 B3>0     +        +       N+C+
Reducer 112<0 13)>0                  +                         -                            N+C-

Supplement BZ> 0 133=0                            0                                            +                                         N0C +

Diminisher 112<0 113=0                  0                           -                            N C-

Simple (+) mod.  2=0 #3>0     +       0        N+Co
Simple (-) mod.  2 =0 1}3 <0                                               0                           N-Co

a         Y=Bo+PiX+B:Z+B,XZ+E, in which Y i s the criterion, cp  is the inwcept an(1 P e p  anq    are
the regression effects of respectively leadership (X), the moderator (Z) and the interaction between
the moderator and leadership (XZ) and € is the error or unexplained variance. When A is negative
all the p-coeficents in this table must be reversed

b yn is the relation between a specification variable and need for leadership (W); y is the relation
between a specification variable  and a criterion (C); these gamma' s are obtained using LISREL  VIII
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993)

leadership, while having a negative relation to the criteria (N+C-). Supplements have
no relation to need for leadership but have a positive relation to criteria (N 'C+).
Diminishers also have no relation to need for leadership but have a negative relation to
criteria (N0C-). Simple (positive or negative) moderators, finally, have a positive and
negative relation respectively to need for leadership and no relation to the criterion
(N+Cpand N-C  respectively).

As  has been argued in subsection 4.2.1, authoritarian individuals are believed  to  be

characterized by an enhanced respect for authority and leadership (Hollander, 1964).
As a consequence of the preference of authoritarian people for working in hierarchical
social systems and the romanticization of a strong leader, it is suspected that
authoritarianism is linked to need for leadership, with those high on authoritarianism
showing a high need for leadership. This leads to hypothesis 2b:

Hypothesis  2b:  Authoritarianism is positively  related to need for leadership.

In    subsection   4.2.4, we argued that self-efficacy could   lead   to a reduced   need   for

leadership while a subordinate with high self-efficacy is more likely to view a situation
as one in which he himself is capable of performing adequately without help from
others. Consequently, the following hypothesis can be formulated:
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Hypothesis     2c:     Perceived    self-efficacy    is    negatively    related    to    need   for
leadership.

As has been stated in this section, leadership may be reciprocally related to need for
leadership. Because we have not used longitudinal data, we will divide the hypotheses
concerning leadership in those characteristics which we think will act as causal agents
for need for leadership, and those we think will more likely be caused by need for
leadership. We will treat charismatic leadership as a more stable attribute of the leader.
Consequently, it will not likely be influenced by characteristics of the subordinate.
Furthermore, concomitant with expert power, leader expertise is a property which may
change the behavior and cognitions of subordinates more than be changed by them.
Although we acknowledge the perceptual basis of charismatic leadership and leader
expertise, we choose to treat these leadership characteristics as predictors  of  need  for
leadership.

Hypothesis 3a: Charismatic leadership and leader expertise are positively
related  to  need  for  leadership.

As explained, we think that the encouragement of self-management is reciprocally
related to need for leadership. Encouragement of self-management is hypothesized to
eventually lead to less need for leadership. When there is less need for leadership,
encouragement of self-management will probably become less. Hersey and Blanchard
(1974) also assume this to be true for task-oriented leadership. In their model, task-
oriented leadership is only important in the two lowest maturity stages. Task-oriented
leadership will lead to a higher maturity which, in their model, is reciprocated with
less task-orientation. Furthermore, we think that need for leadership may result in
requests   for  help  on  the  part  of the subordinate, which  will most likely result  in
enhanced human-oriented behavior on the part of the supervisor. In its turn, human-
oriented leadership may lead to higher subordinated confidence and consequently, to a
lower need for leadership. The following hypotheses therefore apply:

Hypothesis 3b: Encouragement of self-management. task-oriented
leadership, and human-oriented leadership are reciprocally related to need
for  leadership,

4.3.3    Additional  hypotheses  and questions

Some additional hypotheses may be formulated. Consistent with the findings of
Mintzberg (1993), we have argued in subsection 4.2.2, that the substitutes may be
more    present in large units   than in small units. Furthermore,    we have argued   that
substitutes may actually obliterate leadership. Consequently, we hypothesize a positiverelation between the substitutes and unit size and think substitutes will be more present
when a leader is absent than when he is present. Since we expect the substitutes to be
negatively related to need for leadership, the opposite should be true for need for
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leadership. We expect a negative relationship between need for leadership and unit
size, and a weaker need for leadership when leadership is absent, than when leadership
is  present. This leads  to the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 4a: The substitutes for leadership are positively related to unit
Size.

Hypothesis 4b: When a leader is absent, substitutes for leadership are more
present than when a leader is present.
Hypothesis 4c: Need for leadership is negatively related to unit size
Hypothesis 4d: When a leader is absent, subjects have a weaker need for
leadership than when a leader is present.

We have formulated some additional questions which have not been incorporated in
hypotheses. In chapter    L we argued that informatization    may    lead    to a complex
redefinition of supervisor roles. Information technology    (IT)    may    be    used    as    an

additional coordination   tool by supervisors,    or by subordinates    to more adequately
coordinate themselves. One of the questions in this study will be whether use of IT is
positively or negatively related to need for leadership. Another question which can be
formulated is whether women and men differ in their need for leadership. Results of a
review on women and leadership suggest that women have less motivation to manage,

are more interpersonally oriented, and more prone to ask for help (Bass, 1990). Some
of these aspects can be clarified by using personality traits of respondents and their
need for leadership. Consequently, three additional areas of interest will be explored in
our research:

Question 1:  What  is  the  relation  between  IT  and  need for  leadership?
Question 2: Do men and women differ in their need for leadership?
Question    3:    Is    there   a   relation   between   personality    trails    of   subordinates
and their need for leadership?

Hypotheses 1 and 4 will be tested in chapter 6 where we will also discuss the new
classification   of the substitutes using   the   need for leadership model. The results   of
hypotheses 2 and 3, and the three extra questions will be discussed in chapter 7.

4.4 Conclusions

In this chapter, we have presented a model of need for leadership. Need for leadership
is  viewed  as a social-contextual quasi-need,  i.e., a derived need which is determined
internally as well as situationally. In order to arrive at a nomologically network, we
have described psychodynamic, person-, and contextual theories which indicate a need
for leadership. Furthermore, we described a few studies which addressed the need for
leadership, including studies on leadership need strength (Seers & Graen, 1984), need
for supervision (Martin, 1983), and need for closer supervision (Ashkanasy & Gallois,
1994).   These   have  not been integrated  in the mainstream of leadership research  and
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have not provided well-defined models   or   need for leadership instruments.    For   this
reason, we propose the need for leadership model which in our opinion will be less
susceptible to the problems plaguing the situational theories of leadership.

In the proposed model, need for leadership is viewed as an intermediate moderator
variable, on the one hand affected by individual, task, and organizational
characteristics,     and     on the other hand affecting the relation between leadership
characteristics/behaviors and several criteria such as job satisfaction, commitment,
stress, and performance. Furthermore, it is suggested that leadership characteristics
have a reciprocal relationship with need for leadership. A comparison of the
classification of the substitutes for leadership theory is offered vis-8-vis the
classification of the need for leadership model. Finally, some hypotheses are presented
and questions posed. They will be put to the test in chapters 6 and 7. Before turning to
the results, we will discuss the procedures, instruments, and methods of our research
in the following chapter.
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Chapter 5

Method
In order to test the model described in chapter 4, we conducted several field studies.
Data in these field studies were obtained using questionnaires. We chose to conduct
field studies in order to enhance variation in individual, task, and organizational
characteristics, ecological validity, and generalizability. Furthermore, the use of
questionnaire data enabled us to compare the findings with those of the substitutes for
leadership theory. The studies   to be reported were restricted  to work environments  as
encountered in the Netherlands. Strictly speaking, scholars may question whether it is
allowed to generalize the results of these studies to other settings and cultures. To
enhance generalizability as much as possible, we conducted studies in a variety of
settings. For instance, one of the studies includes a cross-sectional sample of the
working population in the Netherlands, in which the types of employees, tasks and
organizations are manifold.

In this chapter  we will start, in section  5.1,  with an overview  of the studies, their
purpose, and the types of variables used. In section 5.2 we will provide more detailed
descriptions of the studies conducted. In section 5.3 we will give an account of the
construction of the need for leadership instrument. Subsequently, in section 5.4, we
will describe the instruments used and the type of methods employed in the moderator
analyses. In sections 5.5 through 5.7 we will describe the instruments used in
different tests of the need for leadership model, together with the research methods
employed. Finally, some conclusions will be offered in section 5.8.

5.1 Overview of the studies

From April 1993 through February 1995 three studies were conducted. The first
study consists of a survey in two different branch offices of an insurance company
(Ede and Rotterdam) in April 1993 and October 1994, respectively. The second study
consists of surveys in three different municipalities in the provinces of Noord-Brabant
and Zeeland in October 1993 through February 1994. The third study is a cross-
sectional survey of employees in a wide variety of companies in Noord-Brabant,
conducted in January  1995. In Table  5.1 the studies, the number of participants,  and
the time of the studies are shown.

These studies served different purposes. Generally speaking, three phases can be
distinguished in our research (Table 5.2). The first phase consisted of the construction
of the need for leadership instrument. In the beginning of our research project a short
instrument was constructed, which we will call the preliminary need for leadership
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Subordinate Characteristics Task Characteristics Organizational Characteristics

Age (1,2,3), Tenure (1,2,3), Autonomy (2), Skill-variety Communication with colleagues
Gender (1,2.3), Attitude towards IT (2), TASKFDB (3), ROUT (i), Communication with support
( 1 ), Extraversion (l b), (3), INSAT (3) staff (1), Team cohesion (2), Use
Agreeableness ( l b), of IT (lb), LAN (3), FORM (3),
Conscientiousness (1 b), Emotional INFLEX (3), ADVSTF (3),
stability (lb), Intellect (lb), COHES (3), NOCTRL (3),
Accomodativeness ( 1 b), SPAT(3)
Submissiveness (1 b), Arrogance
( I b), Critical attitude towards
authority (lb. 2), Self-relying
experience (2), Authoritarianism
(3), Self-efficacy (3), NIND (3),
INDIFF (3), AETK (3), PROF (3) Need for leadership

NL-P (1,2,3), NL-F (S)
(lb,2,3), NL-F(0) (lb,2,3)

Leadership Characteristics
Outcome criteria

Human-oriented leadership (1,2,3),
Task-oriented leadership (1,2,3), Job satisfaction (1,2,3),
Charismatic leadership (3), Organizational commitment ( 1,2,3),
Leader's expertise (3), Work stress (1,2,3),
Encouragement of sel f-management Role conflict (3), Performance (3)
(3)

(1) = Insurance company study ((la) = RVS-Ede, (lb) = RVS-Rotterdam), (2) =
Municipalities study, (3) = Cross-sectional study

Figure 5.1: The need for leadership model with the variables used in the studies (the
numbers between brackets refer  to the numbers  of the studies reported in Table  5.1)

insurance company and the municipalities for participating in our research project.
Furthermore, we will provide some reasons for setting up a cross-sectional study.

5.2.1      The   insurance   company

The surveys in the insurance company RVS were conducted following a merger
between Victoria Vesta (in Ede) and RVS in 1992, after which Victoria Vesta became
part  of RVS. Apart  from an interest  in the differences and similarities between  the
two merging units, RVS wanted to explore the consequences of the adoption of
information technology as a tool for the insurance agents to do their jobs. Because of
the individualistic character of the job of an insurance agent, we started out with an
interest in their need for leadership and the added value of leadership. The leadership
survey was part of a wider questionnaire which was for a large part devoted to task
characteristics in insurance work and the possible influence of information technology
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on the insurance agents'     task    and work satisfaction, organizational commitment,
performance, and feelings of stress. The general results   of both studies   have   been
described in two reports (Taillieu, Van der Wielen, De Vries, & Dikschei, 1993;
Taillieu & De Vries, 1995).

Study   1 a was conducted at RVS-Ede ( formerly Victoria Vesta) just after the merger
and before the information technology was implemented. All 600 insurance agents,
employed at RVS-Ede, received a questionnaire. A total of 345 respondents returned
the questionnaire, accounting  for   57.5 %   of the population.   The   mean  age   of  the
respondents was 38.6 years, with a standard deviation of 10.5 (see Table 5.3). The
youngest respondent was 22 years old and the oldest 59 years. The mean tenure was
12.2 years with a standard deviation of 10.2. The sample contains predominantly
men;  i.e.,  337 men and 7 women participated.

Study tb was conducted at RVS-Rotterdam during the implementation of the new IT
system. By and large the work content of the employees of this subsidiary of RVS is
the same as in the first study. Again, all insurance agents (539), employed at RVS-
Rotterdam, received a questionnaire. This time 336 respondents returned the
questionnaire, accounting  for 62.3 %  of the population. Of these,  207 (61.6%) already
made  use  of the new information technology.  The  mean  age  of the respondents  was
38.4 years, with a standard deviation of 8.7. The youngest respondent was 23 years
old and the oldest 59 years. The mean tenure was 10.2 years with a standard
deviation of 8.3. The sample contains even more men; 334 men and 2 women
participated in the second RVS study.

5.2.2    The  three  municipalities

The three municipalities differed widely in their reasons for joining this study. The
municipality of Tilburg was mainly interested in an experiment with telework at the
department of 'Public Works.'  Goal  of this study  was to assess the desirability  and
feasibility of a formal telework arrangement at the municipality of Tilburg. The
survey should provide insight into the wishes and possibilities of employees to
participate in flexible work arrangements, and the consequences in terms of
organizational structure and employee productivity, satisfaction and commitment. The
study was conducted at the department of Public Works. Consequently, it is not
representative of all employees of the municipality of Tilburg. In both Middelburg
and Goes, all employees were asked to participate in the study. The municipality of
Middelburg had just undergone a reorganization in 1993 in which a delayering of
organizational levels had taken place.  The goal of this reorganization was to enhance
efficiency in the communication between hierarchical levels and to remove
hierarchical barriers in decision making procedures. The municipality of Goes,
finally, joined the survey in order to assess organizational leadership, culture and
employees' satisfaction and commitment. As a consequence of the different foci, the
questionnaires distributed at the municipality of Tilburg on the one hand, and the
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Table 5.3: Age, tenure and gender of the samples in the three studies

age tenure gender

No. Study mean sd mean sd male female

1. Insurance company
a. RVS-Ede 38.6   10.5   12.2   10.2  337 (98.0%) 7 (2.0%)
b. RVS-Rotterdam 38.4 8.7 10.2 8.3   334 (99.4%) 2 (0.6%)

2.         Municipalities
a. Tilburg 40.6 8.0 12.4 8.8 93 (80.2%)  23 (19.8%)

b. Middelburg 41.1 9.4 12.1 9.2 113 (76.4%) 35 (23.6%)

c. Goes 42.4 8.6 12.9 8.6 90 (74.4%)  31 (25.6%)

3.           Cross-sectional
survey 39.2 9.6 10.7 8.9 665 (69.4%) 291 (30.4%)

municipalities of Middelburg and Goes on the other hand, have been notably different
in content. In the questionnaire of Tilburg more attention was devoted to the
perception of telework, while at Middelburg and Goes parts of the questionnaire were
dedicated to the culture of the organization.

Dutch municipalities are often asked to take part in a research project and often assent
to the plea for research. Annoyingly but understandably, after some time this results

in a 'questionnaire-fatigue' on the part of the employees. Research in municipalities is
consequently often characterized    by    a low response    rate. This research    was    no

exception to the rule. At the municipality of Tilburg 102 questionnaires were returned
of the  256  send, a response  of 39.5 %. To expose the reasons  for  this low reply,  we
conducted a telephone survey  of 75 employees  of the department of Public Works.
Among the 37 telephone respondents who had not returned the questionnaire, the
most often cited reason was that the questionnaire was either too long or that they did
not have enough time to fill it in (64.9%). Of the 37, 15 employees were persuaded
to    fill    in the questionnaire after   all. The final response thus consists   of   117

employees, making up 45.7 %  of the population  of the department of Public Works  at
the municipality of Tilburg. The sample contains an adequate representation of the
different sections of the department and the distribution of men and women at the
different sections, as is shown in a detailed report (Taillieu, Van der Wielen, De
Vries, & Van Diggelen, 1994).

Not only at the municipality of Tilburg, also at the municipalities of Middelburg and
Goes, the response was low. Of the 423 employees of Middelburg, 148 (35.0%)
returned the questionnaire. The response-percentage at Goes was slightly higher than
at    Middelburg;    of   the 271 employees,    121 (44.6%) returned the questionnaire.
Although not completely representative   of all departments   at both municipalities,   the
distribution of the sample in the different departments and the distribution of men and
women at these departments is reasonably adequate (De Vries, Becht, & Taillieu,
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1994; De Vries, Becht, & Taillieu, 1994). Furthermore, it should be noted that, in
contrast with the study conducted at the insurance company, an advantage of this
study was the wider variety of jobs held at the municipalities, and consequently the
wider variety of task and departmental characteristics.

The mean age at the different municipalities was slightly higher than at the insurance
company. As shown in Table 5.3, at the municipality of Tilburg the mean age of the
employees was 40.6 with a standard deviation of 8.0. At the municipality of
Middelburg the mean age of the employees was 41.1 with a standard deviation of 9.4.
At the municipality of Goes the mean age was 42.4 with a standard deviation of 8.6.
The tenure at Tilburg, Middelburg and Goes was not much higher than at the
insurance company, 12.4 (sd=8.8), 12.1 (sd=9.2), and 12.9 (sd=8.6) years,
respectively. Again more men than women took part in the studies, but to a lesser
degree than at the insurance company. In Tilburg, 93 men and 23 women took part in
the study; in Middelburg, 113 men and 35 women; and in Goes, 90 men and 31
women.

5.2.3    The  cross-sectional study

To obtain as large a variety in work-settings and type of work possible, it was
decided to conduct a cross-sectional study. This would help alleviate the problems
noted in chapter  3, i.e., small samples and small variety within the sample, which
may   have   led   to   a low power in detecting moderator effects. A random sample   of
4523 Dutch households in Middle Brabant (a region in the province 'Noord-Brabant'
of the Netherlands) were selected from the telephone directory and contacted by
telephone. 2000 households that had one or more job-holder willing to participate
received a questionnaire, of which 958 were returned. As shown in Table 5.3 the
average age of the respondents was 39.2 years (sd=9.6). The mean tenure of the
respondents was 10.7 years (sd=8.9). Of the 958 respondents 291 (30.4%) were
female and 665 (69.4%) were male. The educational level of the respondents in the
sample shows sufficient variation. In the sample, 3.4% completed junior highschool,
15.4% completed highschool, 14.7% completed lower occupational training,  34.1%
completed middle occupational training, 24.3% completed higher occupational
training,  and  8.1% were university graduates.

In  comparison  with the national work force (Centraal Bureau voor Statistiek,    1996),
the service sector is overrepresented, although the branches of trade, hotels & restau-
rants and banks & insurance are underrepresented (Table 5.4). However, there seems
to be a good fit between the sample and the total Dutch population with regard to the
labor force in farming, mining, industry, public utilities, construction and transport &
storage. The deviations  of the sample   from the national population were found  to  be
significant (%2 =290.03,  p<.001).  The sample deviated even more from the Middle(8)

Brabant labor force (Samenwerkingsverband Midden Brabant, 1996), notably with
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Table 5.4: Comparison of the labor force in the Netherlands (first semester, 1995),
(Middle) North Brabant (may, 1995) and the sample (february, 1995)

National' Middle Brabantb Sample
Type of business n(*1000) % n % n %
Farming 103 1.7 715 0.5 25    2.6

Mining 9 0.2 5 0.0 2    0.2

Industry                                                                                                                                                                                20             2.1

1016 17.0 34992 23.3 161 16.9

Public utilities                  43 0.7 587 0.4
Construction 353 5.9 9157 6.1         88    9.3

Trade/Hotels/Restaurants 1147 19.2 35613  23.7        80    8.4

Transport & Storage 388 6.5 7760 5.2        34    3.6

Banks & Insurance 950 15.9 13200 8.8  50 5.3
Service 1951 32.7 48152 32.1 491 51.6

Total 5960 100 150181 100 951 100

'        National statistics provided by the Central Office of Statistics, the Netherlands (Centraal Bureau
voor Statistiek, 1996)

b Middle Brabant statistics provided by the Cooperation Middle Brabant (Samenwerkingsverband
Midden Brabant, 1996)

respect to industry, trade, hotels & restaurants and service (%2(8) =543.98,  p < .001).20
The number of respondents in industry matches the national population better than the
Middle Brabant population. Again, though, sufficient variation in business sector was
found  for the purpose  of this study.

5.3    Construction of the need for leadership instrument

As briefly discussed in section  5.1, two different instruments  have  been  used  in  the
research on need for leadership. In our first study we used a need for leadership
instrument specifically constructed for the insurance study, which we called the
preliminary need for leadership instrument (NL-P). Since there were some
shortcomings we decided to construct a second instrument, which we called the full
need for leadership instrument (NL-F). In the following subsections we will describe
the different instruments and the reasons that have guided their subsequent
construction.

2() It  should be noted that Peasons'   %2 is biased when expected frequencies are lower  than   1.
Compared  with the value  of the sample  of 2,  we  find an expected frequency  in the sample  of 0.03  when
using the Middle Brabant mining population. The squared difference (2 - 0.03)2  of 3.88  is thus transformed
to a %2-value of 129.33 after division throught 0.03; which is already more than five times the critical
(p< .01; df=8) X2.value!
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5.3.1    Construction  of the preliminary  need for  leadership  instrument  (NL-P)

The preliminary instrument measuring need for leadership was designed specifically
for the insurance company study. Through interviews with insurance agents  and
supervisors (so-called 'region managers') the content of an insurance agent's job was
ascertained (Dikschei, Taillieu, & Van der Wielen, 1993). In the beginning of the
insurance agent' s career the supervisor plays  a more pronounced  role in coaching  the
new agent and teaching the tricks of the trade than later on. Insurance agents
furthermore are notable for their pragmatic view on leadership, characterized by a
strong 'time is money' notion in a highly competitive environment. If the supervisor
does not have an added value for the insurance agent, the insurance agent had better
spend his time on new clients or other activities that lead to greater revenue. The
preliminary need for leadership instrument was developed with this pragmatic
leadership  view  in  mind. The Dutch instrument is provided in Appendix  B.2.   It
consists of five items. The items reflect more objective, contextual, aspects of need
for leadership (item #1) and more subjective aspects of need for leadership (item #2).
Furthermore the items reflect the need for leadership to fulfill the job (items #3 and
#4) and the need for leadership in order to perform well (item #5).

To see whether need for leadership represents a different construct than other
leadership scales, a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was performed on all
questionnaire items related to leadership in RVS-Ede and RVS-Rotterdam. We
expected separate factors for human-oriented leadership, task-oriented leadership and
need for leadership to appear. The analysis included 27 leadership items in RVS-Ede
and 29 leadership items in RVS-Rotterdam.21 In RVS-Ede, three factors, with an
eigenvalue > 1.5, explained 49.3 % of the variance. In RVS-Rotterdam, three
factors, with an eigenvalue > 1.5, explained 47.2 % of the variance. In Table 5.5
the solutions are shown which were found after varimax rotation.

In both RVS-Ede and RVS-Rotterdam one can see a clear separation of the three
constructs in three factors. Consequently, this analysis supports our notion that need
for   leadership  is a construct  that  can be distinguished  from  the two leadership styles.
Summation  of  the   raw item scores  was  used  to form three separate scales, reflecting
respectively human-oriented leadership, task-oriented leadership and need for
leadership.

As mentioned before,   the   job   of an insurance agent is highly individualistic.
Furthermore, the material  that has  to be mastered before insurances  can be  sold by
the insurance agent is highly complex nowadays. Insurance-policies are changing  at
an increasing rate, making it hard for inexperienced insurance agents to keep up.

21 Due to a mistake in the questionnaire two items (one task- and one human-oriented) were
removed from the RVS-Ede study (study la). The human-oriented and task-oriented leadership scales will
be  discussed in section  5.4. The items are shown in Appendix  B. 3.
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Table 5.5: Factorloadings on a three factor solution of the leadership scales in study

la (RVS-Ede) and lb (RVS-Rotterdam)'

Study la: RVS-Ede Study lb: RVS-Rotterdam
Factors           I                II               III                 I              II               III
Human-0.1.
1 .71 -.18 .26 .77 -.05 .29

2 .57 .06 .19 .61 .08 .40

3 .61 -.15 .24 .71 -.12 .18

4 .73 -.18 .06 .76 -.10 .06

5 .76 -.24 .12 .74 -.06 .28

6 .59 -.08 .19 .46 -.22 .22

7 .73 -.14 .08 .75 .07 .02

8 .79 -.26 .17 .74 -.20 .27

9 .70 -.07 .32 .70 -.07 .21

10 .69 -.14 .13 .76 .05 .05

11 .58 .09 .11 .55 .17 .11

12 .62 .07 .09 .67 .15 .16

13 .56 .05 .32 .62 .11 .07

14 .72 -.02 .27

Task-0.1.
1 -.14 .69 -.17 -.01 .67 -.14

2 -.05 .66 -.08 -.14 .47 .02

3 .04 .62 .04 .23 .45 .17

4 .03 .55 -.02 .03 .60 -.13

5 .34 .44 .12 .19 .63 .05

6 -.07 .63 .00 -.10 .52 -.14

7 -.26 .70 -.10 -.15 .65 -.01

8 -.33 .57 -.05 -.15 .57 .08

9 -.40 .51 -.26 .13 .49 -.04

10 .06 .57 .28

NL-P
1 .24 -.05 .62 .41 -.06 .64

2 .27 -.13 .64 .30 -.09 .55

3 .13 -.14 .83 .23 -.13 .76

4 .33 -.14 .74 .34 .02 .69

5 .14 .11 .69 .06 .32 .54

a          items with factorloadings  .44 and D-.44 are bold-printed

Inexperienced employees,   who  have  not  been  long in service, will probably  turn  more
often to their supervisor to obtain the information    they    need. For instance,     in
interviews at RVS-Ede it was found that insurance agents find their supervisor very
important just after the training at the start of their career (Dikschei, Taillieu &  Van
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der Wielen, 1993, p.14). In one of the interviews an insurance agent was noted
saying:  " . .  only when you keep  it up for 5-10 years,  are you allowed to say that you
know  how to manage  this job" (Dikschei  et  al.,  1993,  p. 12).  It  can  thus be argued
that subordinates who have a high need for leadership will be characterized by a short
tenure and more leader-subordinate contact. Martin (1983) uses the term 'contacts
with subordinates' to describe the same concept. He notes that

"  ..  the phrase contacts with subordinates is vague because such contacts are bound to occur for
many different purposes, not all of which would necessarily be the checking, directing, or
controlling of subordinates usually associated with routine supervision. However, impressions
derived from over 10 years of working closely with public organizations have led to some
tentative conclusions about what "contacts with subordinates" are most likely to include and
exclude. Such contacts are: (1) rarely of a collegial nature in which work problems are
discussed, mutual input into the decision-making process encouraged, or long-range strategic
plans generated; (2) occasionally for the purpose of evaluating the performance of the
subordinate; and (3) frequently to give orders or instructions, or to reprimand the subordinate
for some deficiency or delinquency in carrying out past directive" (1983, p. 63).

In the long run it can be expected that both supervisor and subordinate will try to
diminish contact when these contacts are unnecessary, in order to allow as much time
as   possible for sales-related activities. Furthermore, although   need for leadership   is
expected to be correlated to tenure and leader-subordinate contact, human- and task-
oriented leadership are not expected to be so. Thus, in order to check the validity of
need for leadership, we obtained correlations between the leadership scales and
subordinate tenure and leader contact, which are shown in Table 5.6.

Need for leadership correlates significantly and in the expected direction with tenure
and leader-subordinate contact in both insurance subsidiaries. With short tenure,
insurance agents   have a stronger   need for leadership. Furthermore, insurance agents
with a strong need for leadership have more contact with their region manager. Tenure
and leader contact are not consistently related to human- and task-oriented leadership.
At RVS-Ede task-oriented leadership is positively related to tenure, but this is not the
case in RVS-Rotterdam. Human-oriented leadership is positively related to leader
contact at RVS-Rotterdam, but not (significantly so) at RVS-Ede.

Table 5.6: Validity of the preliminary need for leadership (NLP) scale

RVS-Ede (n=286) RVS-Rotterdam (n=272)
Te   LSC            Te   LSC'

Need for leadership (NL-P) -.44* .29* -.32* .21*

Human-oriented leadership -.08 .11 -.06 .15*

Task-oriented leadership .18* -.05 .03 .08

a            Te = Tenure (years of service), LSC = Leader-Subordinate Contact (number of hours a week)
*P<.01
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Although in this study the preliminary need for leadership instrument has shown
adequate reliability, convergent validity with tenure and leader contact, and
discriminant validity with other leadership constructs, we expected this instrument to
be too restricted in content for other areas of research, and to have a reliability which
is slightly below that which is necessary to conduct MMR. For this reason we decided
to construct a new instrument, which distinguishes between a wider range of aspects of
need for leadership and which, through its length, is expected to be more reliable and,
consequently, to have more power in MMR. This instrument, the full need for
leadership questionnaire (NL-F), will be discussed in the following subsection.

5.3.2    Construction  of  the  full  need for  leadership  instrument   (NL-F)

The construction of the full need for leadership instrument has been conducted in three

phases, a theoretical-rational phase, an internal-structural phase, and an external-
criterion phase (Millon, 1983). In the first phase, the theoretical-rational phase, items
are written on the basis of the theory involved.  In this phase a judgment is made of the
content of the item using criteria such as the amount of complexity, the length, and the
comprehensibility of the item. In the second phase, the internal-structural phase, the
items are tested on their internal homogeneity. Factor-analyses and reliability analyses
are   part   of this phase.    In the third phase, the external-criterion phase, the items   are
correlated with external criteria, to judge their (convergent and discriminant) validity.

The theoretical-rational phase
In the first phase we have selected different theories to represent our domain of
research. We decided, in accordance with our definition, that our focus would be on
the perception of an employee of the relevance of certain leader influence behaviors.
Because leader behavior can be relevant for the subordinate in question, but not for the
rest of his team, and vice versa, it was decided to split the questionnaire into two parts:
one part reflecting the perceived need of the subordinate of leader behavior for the
subordinate himself; the other part reflecting the need for leader behavior given the
type   of  function/tasks   the   subordinate  performs.   The  first  part  thus  reflects   a  more
subjective need for leadership, the second a more objective one. The items formed
were based on the theories of leadership of Yukl (1994), Quinn (1988), and Luthans
and Lockwood (1984). These authors make a distinction between different functions,
roles or behaviors of leaders. In Table    5.7 an overview of these different leader
categories is provided, together with the categories which are used in the definitive
version of the full need for leadership questionnaire.

The  categories of leadership were translated  into  need for leadership items.   Next  to  the
seventeen items based on the categories, seven other, more general items were
formulated. The final questionnaire consisted of 48 items; 17 items representing
subjective functional needs for leadership, 7 representing subjective general needs,    17
items representing objective functional needs, and 7 representing objective general
needs. An example of a subjective functional 'need' item from the categories provided
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Table 5.7: Comparison of leadership categories

Quinn (1988) Yukl (1994)
Luthans &

This studyLockwood (1984)

. Producer role . Goal Setting

. Director role . Decision . Problem Solving . Problem Solving
Making and . Clarifying . Decision Making
Problem Solving

. Disciplining and
Punishment

. Coordinator . Planning and . Planning . Planning and
Coordination . Delegating Organizing

. Coordinating

. Monitor role . Processing . Monitoring . Correcting
Paper Work . Informing Mistakes

. Monitoring and . Consulting . Informing
Controlling . Giving Feedback
Performance . Providing

Expertise

. Facilitator role . Managing . Team Building . Managing
Conflict and Conflict Conflict

Management . Team Building
. Mentor role . Training and . Developing and . Supporting

Development Mentoring . Motivating
. Motivating and . Recognizing . Recognizing and
Reinforcing . Rewarding Rewarding

. Supporting

. Motivating and
. Innovator role Inspiring . Inspiring
. Broker role . Interacting with . Networking . Networking

Outsiders . Influence
. Socializing and Higher up
Politicking

in Table 5.7 is  "I need my supervisor to help me solve problems. " An example of an
objective general   need   item   is    " A supervisor   has a considerable added value   in   this
function. " Items thus written were sorted  by four experts  (Work and Organizational
psychologists) in either the subjective Or the objective category of need for leadership.
The mean correct classification was 92.2% (with a range from 89.6% to 95.8%).
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Furthermore they rated item comprehensibility    (is    the    item    easy to understand),
complexity (is the item simple vs. complex), length (is the item too long), singularity
(does the item consist of more than one question), relevance (is the item relevant for
the    construct   need for leadership),    bias    (is   the item value-neutral   or   will   it   be   too
extremely endorsed), and centrality (how central is the item for the construct need for
leadership).

On the basis of the expert judgments the items were reformulated and a small study

was conducted using 14 subjects. Subjects were also asked to comment, when
necessary, on the comprehensibility and adequacy of the items. The items behaved

well; on a five-point Likert (completely disagree to completely agree) scale only three

of the 48 items had means below two or above four, showed high kurtosis ( > 1.0), and
high  skewness  ( > 1.0  or  < -1.0). Based  on the comments  it was decided to further
simplify the questionnaire and to retain only 17 items which represented the need for
different leader- functions, leaving   out the extra seven subjective and seven objective

general need for leadership items. In this way a questionnaire was obtained with 17
subjective and 17 objective need for leadership items. The questionnaire is shown in

Appendix  B.1.

The internal-structural phase
In this phase we tested the internal structure  of the questionnaire.   For this reason  we

used the second (municipalities) study. First     of all separate Exploratory Factor
Analyses (EFA's) on the 17 subjective NL-F items and the 17 objective NL-F items
were conducted using data from the municipality of Tilburg. The EFA's were
succeeded by Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA's) in the other two municipalities.
The CFA's were conducted using Lisrel VIII (JOreskog & Sarbom, 1993). Afterwards
reliabilities and intercorrelations between the scales were obtained.

Principal Analysis of Factors (PAF) was used for the EFA on the NL-F items using the
Municipality of Tilburg sample (study  2a).   In the subjective NL-F items four factors
were obtained with an eigenvalue (ev)  > 1, explaining 63.9%  of the variance. Based

on the scree-plot a one- or two-factor solution would also be feasible. The one-factor
solution explained 39.7%   of the variance   (ev =6.75)   and the two-factor solution

explained an additional   8.9%    of the variance   (ev= 1.52) A three-factor solution

explained an additional  8.3 %  (ev = 1.41). A four-factor solution, finally, explained  an
additional  7.0%  of the variance  (ev= 1.19). The results were slightly more biased  in
favor  of a one-factor solution  in the objective NL-F items. The one-factor solution
explained   48.9%   of the variance   (ev =8.32); the two-factor solution explained   an

additional   8.4%   (ev = 1.43); the three-factor solution explained an additional 6.9%
(ev= 1.18);  and the four-factor solution an additional 5.4% (ev=.92). Factor solutions
were varimax rotated. Several ties of factor-loadings occurred in all poly-factor
solutions, making it difficult to choose a cut-off point  for the factor-loadings.  It  was
therefore decided to use the highest loadings to determine whether an item belonged to
one factor or another. With a few exceptions, these loadings were above .40.
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Table 5.8: Comparison of Confirmatory Factor Analyses on the NL-F(S) in two
municipalities

Municipality 2b (Middelburg)%2 df p AIC GFI PGFI NFI PNFI

Independent model 1121.16 136 1155

1-Factor 347.93 119 0.0 416 .73 .57 .69   .60

2-Factors 333.39 118 0.0 403 .73 .57 .70 .61

3-Factors 319.69 116 0.0 394 .76 .58 .71 .61

4-Factors 234.13 113 0.0 314 .82 .60 .79 .66

Municipality 2c (Goes)
X2 df p AIC GFI PGFI NFI PNFI

Independent model 1144.04 136 1178

1-Factor 266.67 119 0.0 335 .78 .61 .77 .67

2-Factors 256.34 118 0.0 326 .79 .61 .78 .67

3-Factors 258.98 116 0.0 333 .79 .60 .77 .66

4-Factors 228.50 113 0.0 308 .81 .60 .80 .66

The different factor solutions of the subjective as well as the objective NL-F item-pool
were used in a CFA 2 (with LISREL VIII) using the municipalities of Middelburg and
Goes. To compare the adequacy   of the factor-solutions we provide   six fit indices.   Of
these, the %2-index is generally biased in large samples. To reduce the dependence on
sample  size,  we have added the Goodness-of-Fit Index  (GFI)  and the Normed Fit Index
(NFI)   Furthermore the %2-index decreases when parameters are added  to the model.
Therefore, we have added the AIC (which magnitude is still dependent on sample
size), the Parsimony Goodness-of-Fit Index (PGFI) and the Parsimony Normed Fit
Index (PNFI). These two parsimony fit indices  take into account the number of degrees
of freedom, giving relatively better fits for more parsimonious models (with a smaller
number of latent variables). The results of the two CFA's are displayed in Table 5.8
and  5.9.

As shown in Table 5.8, slightly better fits are obtained for the multiple-factor
solutions, especially in Middelburg, and especially for the non-parsimonious fit
indices. In the case of Goes, better fits are obtained for the one- and two-factor
solution for the PGFI and the PNFI. As shown in Table 5.9 again better fits are
obtained   for the regular fit indices   in the objective NL-F item-pool.    In   this   case   the
PGFI and the PNFI almost did not discriminate between the different solutions.
Surprisingly, considering the EFA in Tilburg, the one-factor solution was generally

12    It should be noted that the CFA's are used in a very exploratory way. The combination of
exploration and confirmation used here might be caught  in  the  term  ECFA, i.e., Exploratory Confirmatory
Factor Analysis.
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Table 5.9: Comparison of Confirmatory Factor Analyses on the NL-F(0) in two
municipalities

Municipality 2b (Middelburg)
XI df p AIC GFI PGFI NFI PNFI

Independent model 1134.03 136 1168

1-Factor 338.48 119 0.0 406 .74 .58 .70 .61

2-Factors 286.08 118 0.0 356 .79 .61 .75 .65

3-Factors 269.06 116 0.0 343 .80 .61 .76 .65

4-Factors 239.68 113 0.0 320 .82 .61 .79 .66

Municipality 2c (Goes)
X2 df p AIC GFI PGFI NFI PNFI

Independent model 1249.76 136 1283

1-Factor 331.91 119 0.0 400 .72 .56 .73 .64

2-Factors 280.96 118 0.0 351 .79 .60 .78 .67

3-Factors 279.76 116 0.0 354 .78 .59 .78 .66

4-Factors 259.74 113 0.0 340 .80 .59 .79 .66

worse than the other solutions for the regular as well as for the parsimony fit indices.
All in all there was no clear-cut empirical preference for one of the four factor
solutions.

Based on the EFA and CFA no decision was made favoring one of the four solutions.
Therefore it was decided to conduct an item-analysis and to obtain the zero-order
correlations of the scales obtained from the factors (based on summation of the items
selected to represent the latent variables   in   the   CFA). The intercorrelations   of  the
scales obtained   from the different factors and their respective reliabilities, means   and

standard deviations are shown in Table  5.10.

In both subjective and objective cases the one-factor scale solution is superior over the
multiple-factor scales solutions in terms of its reliability, which of course is mainly due
to the higher number of items in the one-factor scale solution. Furthermore, the
intercorrelations between the scales in the same factor solution are generally high to
very    high. For instance,    in the two-factor scales solution    for both subjective    and
objective items, the zero-order correlation between the first-factor scale     and    the

second-factor scale was .71. When correcting for attenuation, this would mean an
almost perfect correlation between the two scales. Additionally, although not shown
here, there was a substantial overlap in loadings of items on different factors.

Based on the small discrepancies between the different factor solutions in the CFA, the
high reliability of a one-factor solution (needed to obtain sufficient power in MMR),
and considering the high intercorrelations between factor-scales in multiple-factor
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Table 5.10: Zero-order correlations of respectively the subjective (lower halD and
objective (upper half) NL-F factor-scales' and their reliabilities, means and standard
deviations

1-Fl 2-Fl 2-F2 3-Fl 3-F2 3-F3 4-Fl 4-F2 4-F) 4-F#
1-Fl

2-Fl .71

2-F2 .71

3-Fl .64   .66

3-F2 .74 .76

3-F3 .72 .62

4-Fl .59 .66 .57

4-F2 .69 .71 .69

4-F3 .57 .65 .62

4-F4 .67 .55 .53

Subjective NL-F
cronb. a .92 .90 .80 .86 .81 .72 .87 .72 .73 .79

no. of items    17      13       4       9       5       3       7       4       3       3
means 44.4 34.6 9.8 23.8 13.9 6.7 19.7 10.7 6.9 7.1

st.dev. 12.7 9.7 3.8 7.0 4.4 2.6 5.8 3.5 2.5    3.0

Objective NL-F
cronb. a .93 .91 .86 .85 .85 .86 .84 .83 .84 .79

no. of items    17       9       8       7       5       5       7       4       4       2
means 55.7 30.4 25.3 22.2 17.4 16.0 22.2 14.4 12.7 6.3

st.dev. 13.1 7.7 6.5 5.8 4.5 4.4 5.8 3.6 3.5 2.3

a                   1 -Fl   is the scale derived (through) summation  of the   1 -factor solution;  2-Fl   is the first factor-scale
derived from the 2-factor solution; 2-F2 is the second factor-scale derived from the 2-factor solution;
etc.

solutions,   it was decided to select the one-factor solution for further analysis. It should
also be noted that the subjective and objective NL-F one-factor scales showed high
intercorrelations  (r=.65,   p < .001). Consequently,   it  can be argued that there  is  not
enough reason  to  use two instruments.

The external-criterion phase
In this phase we tested the convergent and discriminant validity of the subjective and
objective need for leadership scale. For this reason 8 items reflecting changes in
supervision were derived from Martin   ( 1983). The first four items asked whether  the
results  of the subordinate's work would be better or worse  when  . . . .   1. the leader
would provide more leadership, 2. the leader would provide less leadership, 3. there
would not be a leader anymore and 4. there would be another leader. The answers
were provided on a 7-point scale, ranging from 'worse' (1) to 'better' (7). The second
four items asked whether the subordinate would be more or less satisfied in the case of
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Table 5.11: Validation of need for leadership (NL-F(S)) using Martin's (1983) effects

of changes' in supervision  (n = 746)

NL-F(S)

Results of my work (performance) would be better...
1.   when my leader would provide more leadership .18**

2.  when my leader would provide less leadership -.16**

3. when there would not be a leader anymore -.28**
4. when there would be another leader -.06ns

I would be more satisfied (satisfaction)...
1.   when my leader would provide more leadership .14**

2.  when my leader would provide less leadership -.13**

3. when there would not be a leader anymore -.26**
4. when there would be another leader -.03ns

** p< .001; ns=not significant

the aforementioned four changes in leadership. These items were scored on a range
from 'less satisfied' (1) to 'more satisfied' (7). We expected need for leadership (the
subjective NL-F scale) to correlate positively with the two items asking whether
subordinates would perform better and would be more satisfied when the leader would
provide more leadership. We expected  need for leadership to correlate negatively  with
Martin's performance and satisfaction item 2 and 3, reflecting less leadership or no
leadership at all, and not at all with Martin's item 4 which asked whether subordinates
would perform better  and  be more satisfied when there was another leader. The results
reported in Table 5.11 were obtained from the third (cross-sectional) study.

The results support the convergent and discriminant validity   of   the NL-F(S) scale.
Need for leadership was positively related to better performance and higher satisfaction
when more leadership is provided. The respondents clearly need leadership because
they    would be better   of   with more leadership.    Need for leadership was negatively
related to better performance and higher satisfaction when less or no leadership would
be provided. Respondents apparently need their leader to fulfill functions which make
the subordinate perform better and be more satisfied with the job. Finally, another
leader should not make a difference, since it is to be expected that the proportion of
people who would be better off should be approximately equal to the proportion of
people who would be worse off. This indeed is the case, for need for leadership does
not correlate with better performance or higher satisfaction with another leader.

Descriptives of need for leadership items and scales
In this paragraph the descriptive statistics of the need for leadership items and scales     
will be provided. In Table  5.12 the means and standard deviations  of  the  NL-F(S)
items are presented. In all three samples, providing influence higher up and providing
information are considered to be most needed from the supervisor. Making decisions
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Table 5.12: Means (m) and standard deviations (sd) of the items of the subjective need
for leadership scale (NL-F(S)) in the three samples (highest and lowest two means are
respectively bold-printed and underlined)

RVS-Rot. Municipalities Cross-section
m sd m sd m        sd

Subjective need for...
goal setting 2.36 .97 2.31 1.01 2.42 1.11

decision making 1.76 .80 2.11 .95 2.22 1.11

providing expertise 2.52 1.08 2.23 1.10 2.23 1.10

motivating 2.52 1.14 2.13 1.12 2.13  1.13

planning and organizing 2.10 .95 2.44 1.17 2.50 1.23

networking 2.34 1.10 2.54 1.17 2.87 1.28

informing 3.22 1.09 3.09 1.20 3.01 1.16

coordinating 2.31 1.03 2.89 1.23 2.67 1.23

team building 3.05 1.28 2.56 1.27 2.59 1.28

supporting 2.94 1.16 2.66 1.13 2.72 1.18

influence higher up 3.31 1.21 3.52 1.13 3.27 1.30

managing conflict 2.80 1.16 2.79 1.16 2.72 1.21

giving feedback 2.63 1.07 2.63 1.10 2.67 1.15

correcting mistakes 2.39 1.07 2.35 1.07 2.38 1.13

problem solving 2.76 1.12 2.81 1.05 2.86 1.17

recognizing and rewarding   2.87 1.12 2.96 1.15 2.99 1.16

inspiring 2.70 1.13 2.37 1.20 2.39 1.24

and motivating (cq. planning and organization in RVS-Rotterdam) are considered to be
least needed from the leader. The data suggest that employees are most of all
concerned with the regulatory and informational capacities of their leader. Functions of
leaders that are considered to be very important by leadership scholars, such as
decision making, motivating (and inspiring in two of the three samples!), goal setting,
planning and organizing, and correcting mistakes are needed to a lesser degree by
employees  in all three samples.

In  Table  5.13 the means and standard deviations  of the NL-F(0) items are presented.
Influence higher up is not only strongly needed for an employee him-/herself, but also
deemed important when considering the type of work one performs. Again, as with the
NL-F(S) items, decision making is considered to be least needed for the tasks an
employee performs. When comparing Table  5.12 with Table  5.13 it should be noted
that objectively (when considering the task), employees find a leader to be needed to a
stronger degree than subjectively (for the person him-/herself).

To examine the correspondence between the need for leadership item-means profiles in
the three samples, we have calculated the product moment correlation, which may be
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Table 5.13: Means (m) and standard deviations (sd) of the items of the subjective need
for leadership scale (NL-F(S)) in the three samples (highest and lowest two means are

respectively bold-printed and underlined)

RVS-Rot. Municipalities Cross-section
m sd m sd m sd

Objective need for...
goal setting 3.19 .93 3.22 1.09 3.24 1.13

decision making 2.44 .89 2.82 1.10 2.96 1.20

providing expertise 3.21 1.03 2.67 1.15 2.78 1.20

motivating 3.56 1.12 3.02 1.29 3.01 1.29

planning and organizing 2.93 1.11 3.33 1.21 3.35 1.27

networking 2.92 1.12 3.17 1.28 3.45 1.26

informing 3.77 .89 3.49 1.10 3.53 1.06

coordinating 2.88 1.02 3.52 1.12 3.30 1.19

team building 4.03 1.02 3.43 1.22 3.37 1.25

supporting 3.79 1.04 3.34 1.10 3.41 1.11

influence higher up 3.79 1.10 4.02 .94 3.77 1.21

managing conflict 3.68 .97 3.61 1.09 3.51 1.15

giving feedback 3.21 1.00 3.02 1.08 3.20 1.12

correcting mistakes 3.19 1.01 2.90 1.08 3.01 1.17

problem solving 3.52 1.05 3.34 1.05 3.47 1.09

recognizing and rewarding   3.44 1.02 3.51 1.06 3.54 1.10

inspiring 3.61 1.10 3.27 1.24 3.23 1.22

employed as an index of match between profiles (Rounds, Dawis, & Lofquist, 1987).
In  Table  5.14  we have provided the product moment correlation  of the match between
the profiles shown in Tables     5.12     and     5.13.      In the upper right triangle,     the
correspondence between the samples on the means of the 17 objective need for
leadership items is presented.    In the lower left triangle, the correspondence between
the samples on the means of the 17 subjective need for leadership items is provided.

Table 5.14: Product moment correlations of the match between the profiles of the
samples on the 17 need for leadership item-means; in the upper triangle: NL-F(0), in
the lower triange: NL-F(S), and between NL-F(0) and NL-F(S) on the diagonal

(underlined). All correlations are significant  at p =.01.
RVS-Rotterdam Municipalities Cross-section

RVS-Rotterdam 32 .65  G S .64   .9 3

Municipalities .72 .87 .86  .9 1

Cross-section .67 .94 32
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On the diagonal the correlation between the 17 objective need for leadership means and
the 17 subjective    need for leadership means    in   the same sample is shown.    All
correlations  in the table are significant  at  p =.01. There  is a strong correlation between
the    17   need for leadership items profiles  of the three samples. Especially between  the
municipalities  and the cross-sectional sample  the  fit  is very strong. The results  seem  to
suggest that there  is no organizational specificity  in the profiles  of the means.  The
correspondence between the NL-F(S) and NL-F(0) profiles in all three samples is also
very strong. Consequently, it does not seem to matter whether one uses the NL-F(S) or
the NL-F(0) when considering the ranking of means On the 17 need for leadership
items.

Finally, in Table  5.15 we provide an overview  of some  of the descriptive statistics  of
the three need for leadership scales. There are some differences in the descriptives of
the NL-P, which is probably due to the changes that were being made to this scale
after the first study. The means and standard deviations of respectively the NL-F(S)
and the NL-F(0) are almost comparable in the three samples, although it should be
noted that the standard deviation is somewhat higher in the cross-sectional sample,
which may be due to a greater divergence of organizational settings. In all samples, the
means on the NL-F(S) are almost a standard deviation lower than the means on the
NL-F(0).

Table 5.15: Descriptives of the need for leadership scales in the three samples

NL-P NL-F(S) NL-F(0)
Study (5 items)'·b (17 items) (17 items)
la: RVS-Ede
mean and sd. 15.74 4.77

cronbach alpha .81 (n=337)
lb: RVS-Rotterdam
mean and sd. 15.51 4.28 44.69 12.05 57.27 11.51

cronbach alpha . 77  (n = 329) .91 (n=327) .92 (n=319)
2:  Municipalities
mean and sd. 13.22 4.33* 44.36 12.65 55.71 13.14
cronbach alpha .79 (n=353) . 92  (n = 345) .92 (n=349)
3: Cross-section
mean and sd. 15.40 5.87''b 44.69 13.65 56.28 14.06
cronbach alpha . 85  (n = 945) .93 (n=871) .94 (n=881)
'         The items of the NL-P in studies 2 and 3 are somewhat different from the items used in study 1 (see

Appendix B2)
b        One item was added in the cross-sectional study (see Appendix B2)
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5.4 Leadership moderator analyses

In this section we will describe the instruments used and the methods employed to test
hypothesis   1,   i.e., our expectation  that  need for leadership  is a moderator  of  the
relations between leadership characteristics and criteria. In subsection  5.4.1   we  will
describe which leadership instruments and criteria were used in the different studies
and we will provide the reader with some background statistics of these instruments.  In
subsection 5.4.2 we will discuss the content of the MMR and the way we have dealt
with common method variance. The results  of the moderator analyses  will be discussed

in chapter 6.

5.4.1    Instruments

The leadership instruments
The principal instrument for measuring leadership behaviors is adapted from Syroit
(1979) and is a shortened version of the Supervisory Behavior Description Question-
naire (SBDQ) from Fleishman (1953). The background of the SBDQ has been
described in chapter  2. The Dutch version  o f the SBDQ measures human-oriented  lea-
dership using 14 items and task-oriented leadership using 10 items. Critics have argued
against using the SBDQ (Schriesheim, House, & Kerr, 1976; Wofford & Liska, 1993)
because the initiating structure scale of the SBDQ contains autocratic and punitive
elements. In the Dutch version of the SBDQ, though, the punitive and autocratic
elements have been reduced markedly during translation. For example, "He rules with
an iron hand" has been translated by "He pulls the strings" (Hij houdt de touwtjeS strak
in handen) and "He 'needles' people under him for greater effort" has been translated
by "He frequently urges subordinates to exert greater effort" (Hij spoort zijn
medewerkers herhaaldelijk tot grotere inspanning  aan). The Dutch SBDQ furthermore
retains positive aspects of the original SBDQ in that the initiating structure scale is
found to be independent of the consideration scale (Syroit, 1979). This is not the case
with the LBDQ and the LBDQ-XII, which show substantial correlations between
consideration and initiating structure (Schriesheim, House, & Kerr, 1976; Valenzi &
Dessler, 1978; Levanoni & Knoop, 1985). Syroit (1979) found high reliabilities for
both scales (which is desirable    in   MMR),    that    is a split-half reliability   of   . 95    for
human-oriented leadership and .85 for task-oriented leadership. The descriptives of the
SBDQ scales used in our studies are displayed in Table 5.16. In all studies reliabilities
were satisfactory, except in the municipality study, in which only five items per scale
were used. In the cross-sectional study cronbach alphas reached the level of the split-
half reliabilities obtained by Syroit. The items of the human- and task-oriented
leadership scales, together with the other leadership scales discussed below, are
provided in Appendix B.3.

In the cross-sectional study three other leadership instruments   were   used: i.e., leader
expertise scale (Podsakoff, Todor, & Schuler, 1983), the charismatic leadership scale

(Bass, 1985a; Bass & Avolio, 1989; Den Hartog, Van Muijen, & Koopman, 1994) and
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Table 5.16: Descriptives of SBDQ scales in studies 1 through 3

Human-oriented leadership Task-oriented leadership
Study no: a m sd no. a m sd
la: RVS-Ede       13    .91 46.0 9.7 9 .79 27.9   5.1

lb: RVS-Rotterd.   14 .92 51.3 10.1         10 .72 33.1 5.6

2:   Municipalities 5 .77 15.0 4.2 5 .70 14.4 4.0

3:    Cross-section          14 .92 48.4 10.7         10 .84 30.6 6.9
a no. is number of items, 01 is cronbach alpha, m is mean, and sd is standard deviation; in all studies

Likert (1-5) completely disagree - completely agree scales were used

a scale measuring leader's encouragement of self-management (Manz & Sims, 1987).
The leader expertise scale in the version of Podsakoff, Todor, and Schuler (1983)
contained three items with an internal consistency reliability of .80. Two items were
added to ensure sufficient reliability. The alpha coefficient    (a)    of   the five leader
expertise items  was  .87  in our cross-sectional study,  with  a  mean  (m)  of  14.1  and  a
standard deviation (sd) of 4.6. An example of an item measuring leader expertise is:
"Because of my supervisor's competence, I usually go along with his/her advice on
how I should do my job. " The Dutch version of the items measuring leader expertise is
provided in Appendix  B.3.

The scale measuring charismatic leadership is a reduced version of Bass' (1985a) scale
measuring transformational leadership. Den Hartog, Van Muijen and Koopman's
(1994; 1997) factor-analyzed a 40-item Dutch version of the transformational
leadership scales. The first factor contained 18-items and represented inspirational
leadership (Inspirerend leiderschap). This scale had a cronbach alpha of .95. Eleven
items with high item-total correlations were selected for the scale used in our study.
We  renamed the scale 'charismatic leadership,' because the items strongly resemble
the items derived from the first factor in Bass' (1985a, p. 207-210) original factor
analysis of the transformational leadership scales, which was originally named
'charismatic leadership.'    In our study this scale   has an alpha   of   .93   (m =32.4,
sd =9.3). It should be noted that the items representing charismatic leadership describe
different domains. In contrast with human- and task-oriented leadership, which clearly
describe leadership behaviors, some of the charismatic leadership items resemble
personality traits (e.g. item 10 in Appendix B.3: "My supervisor projects a powerful,
dynamic and magnetic presence,

" which in Dutch  is:   "Mijn chef heeft een sterke
dynamische persoonlijkheid en een krachtige uitstraling"), some describe behaviors
(e.g.   item  9: "My supervisor mobilizes a collective sense of mission," which  was
translated into Dutch: "Mijn chef creeert een gemeenschappelijk gevoel aan een
belangrijke opdracht/missie te werken"), some describe subordinate affects (e.g. item

' 1:   "I  have complete confidence  in my supervisor," which was translated into Dutch:
"Ik heb volledig vertrouwen in mijn chef"), and some describe subordinate perceptions
(e.g.  item 2:  "In my mind, my supervisor is a symbol of success and accomplishment,"
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which was translated into Dutch: "Voor mij is mijn chef een symbool van succes en

bekwaamheid").

Leader's encouragement of self-management is a shortened version of the 22-items
instrument of Manz and Sims (1987), which in their study contained six scales.
Because the factor-analysis conducted by Manz and Sims showed one strong first
factor, which explained 48.7% of the variance in the 22-items (seven times the
variance explained in the second factor), we decided to include six items (from each
scale one semantically most representative item) in our study. The alpha of the six-item
scale   in our cross-sectional study   is   .79   (m = 17.7,   sd =4.5). The items describe
encouraging behaviors of a supervisor towards a subordinate in order to make the
subordinate go over activities before attempting them, define own goals, be self-
critical, reinforce own behavior, expect high performance, and evaluate own
performance.

The criteria
The main criteria used in the studies are: job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
work stress, and performance. The reliabilities of the criteria are adequate, ranging
from a low of .68 for organizational commitment and work stress in RVS-Rotterdam to
. 82     for job satisfaction in RVS-Ede. The instruments    for job satisfaction,
organizational commitment and work stress were obtained from Taillieu (1987) and are
further refined and extensively described in the insurance company study (Taillieu,
Van der Wielen, De Vries, & Dikschei, 1993; Taillieu & De Vries, 1995). Job
satis faction contains 8 items in study   1. The cronbach alpha   for the scale   is   . 82   in

RVS-Ede and .79 in RVS-Rotterdam. It consists of items which denote the degree of
satisfaction derived from the amount of variation, autonomy, responsibility,  etc...  in
the job. An example of an item is: "I am satisfied with the amount of variation in my
job. " Due to limitations on the length of the questionnaire, the scale was reduced in the
municipalities study from 8 to 5 items. Still, alpha was not significantly affected by the
reduction, as shown in Table  5.17.  The job satisfaction scale was somewhat lengthened
in the cross-sectional study to include satisfaction with career possibilities, satisfaction
with amount of salary, and satisfaction with the colleagues. It has a cronbach alpha of
.81.

The scale for organizational commitment consists of 6 items in the first and third
study. Due to space limitations the scale was shortened in the municipalities study. The
items used in this study  are: 'I would change company, if another were to offer me  a
higher salary" (reversed scored),  "I  feel  at  home  in my company,"  and  "I  praise  my
organization when talking to acquaintances. " Cronbach alphas are adequate, ranging
from .68 in RVS-Rotterdam to .78 in the cross-sectional study. Work stress consists of
11 items in the insurance study, which is reduced to six items in the municipalities and
again somewhat augmented to seven items  in the cross-sectional study. Examples  of
items  are:  "I  have to hurry to finish my  work  in time, ' ·'I often cannot cope with the
amount of work, . I

This   work is putting a strain  on my health,"   and   "This   work
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requires a great  deal of effort. " Cronbach alphas are adequate, ranging  from  .68  in
RVS-Rotterdam to .77 in the cross-sectional study.

In the cross-sectional study, the criterion role conflict was added.    It was measured
using the instrument of Rizzo, House and Lirtzman  (1970). Role conflict is viewed  in
terms of incompatibility of demands in the form of conflict between organizational
demands and own values, problems of personal resource allocation, conflict between
obligations to several other people, and conflict between excessively numerous or
difficult tasks. Role conflict consists of 8 items. Alpha coefficients reported range from
.56 to .82 (Cook, Hepworth, Wall, & Warr, 1981). In our cross-sectional study it has
a cronbach alpha of .75. Performance, finally, has been measured in the insurance
company  and the cross-sectional study.   In the insurance company  it was measured
using the insurance agents (sel f-reported) salary. The salary obtained was corrected
afterwards for fixed remunerations, obtaining a number which corresponds to the
amount earned through sales-related activities. According     to the staff     of     the
organization, the range of the sales-related performance indices obtained adequately
represented the range known by the staff. In the cross-sectional study, a self-report
measure of performance was used containing 8 items.  It  is a composite of a task-  and
role-performance measure of Roe, Dienes, Ten Horn and Zinovieva (1995). The task-
performance component measures the perception of an employee of his own
performance according to the supervisor and compared to others in the team. Role-
performance measures the function of an employee compared to other team-members
in terms of the amount of workload taken and the number of times advice is asked. The
cronbach alpha of this scale is .77 in the cross-sectional study.

Table 5.17: Number of items (n), means (m), standard deviations (sd) and cronbach
alpha's (a) of criteria (except performance: see text) in the three studies

Job satisfaction Commitment
Study no.' a m sd no. a m sd
la: RVS-Ede 8 .82 30.73 3.55 6 .74 21.08 5.20

lb: RVS-Rotterd. 8 .79 31.61 3.17 6 .68 22.10 4.58

2:     Municipalities 5 .77 19.84 3.30 3 .77 9.26 2.63

3:     Cross-section            1 1 .8 1 42.60 6.38 6 .78 22.02 5.25

Work stress Role conflict
Study no. a m sd no. a m sd
la: RVS-Ede       11 .72 35.85 6.39

lb: RVS-Rotterd.   11 .68 35.30 5.90

2:     Municipalities 6 .73 18.14 4.39

3:    Cross-section 7 .77 21.12 5.12 8 .75 19.48 5.45

no. is number of items, a is cronbach alpha, m is mean, and sd is standard deviation; in all studies
Likert (1-5) completely disagree - completely agree scales were used
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5.4.2    Method  of analysis

Moderator effects
To find moderator effects we used a modified version of the Hierarchical or Moderated
Multiple Regression (MMR) procedure suggested by Howell, Dorfman and Kerr
(1986). The following regression model was tested:

y-110+PIX+112Z+133Xzt€.

in  which y stands  for the criteria  (i.e., job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
performance, work stress, and role conflict), x for the leadership styles or
characteristics, z for the potential moderator (for instance: need for leadership), and xz
for the interaction between the leadership and the potential moderator. Using the
standardized regression values of the moderator (Pl) and the interaction term (B3) we
can specify the type of effect of the potential moderator when leadership (131) is either
positively, negatively,  or not related  to the criterion.

To specify the type of effect the following procedure was used (see also Figures 3.2,
3.3, and 3.4). Separate analyses were conducted for all possible relations between the
criteria  and the leadership styles/characteristics.
1.   First  of  all, a criterion was regressed  on  one  of the leadership scales.
2. In the second step the potential moderator was added in the regression equation.
3.   Subsequently the interaction between the potential moderator   and the leadership
scale (the product-term of their z-scores) was added in the regression equation.

When leadership was positively related to the criterion, the potential moderator was
classified according to the following typology (note that when leadership is negatively
related  to the criterion all signs  in the following typology  must be reversed):
1.   If the B-coefficient  of the interaction-term was significant  and the B-coefficient  of
the potential moderator was not, then the potential moderator was called a simple
(positive or negative) moderator of the relation between the leadership-style and the
criterion under surveillance.
2.   I f the 8-coefficients  of the interaction-term  and the potential moderator  were  both
significant, then the potential moderator was identified as:

- a substitute when the B-coefficient of the interaction was negative and the B-
coefficients of the potential moderator was positive;
-  a  neutralizer  when both B-coefficients were negative;
- an enhancer when both B-coefficients were positive; and
- a reducer when the B-coefficients of the interaction was positive and the B-
coefficients of the potential moderator was negative.

3. If only the B-coefficient of the potential moderator was significant, then the potential
moderator was called a supplement when its B-coefficients was positive and a
diminisher when its B-coefficients was negative.
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4. If neither the B-coefficient of the interaction-term, nor of the potential moderator
was significant, then the potential moderator was said not to be a moderator of the
leadership scale in question.

When leadership was not related to the criterion, the potential moderator was classified
as follows:
1.   If the 8-coefficient  of the interaction-term was significant  and the B-coefficient  of
the potential moderator was not, then the potential moderator was called a simple
(positive or negative) predictor of the criterion.
2. If the B-coefficients of the interaction-term and the potential moderator were both
significant, then the potential moderator was identified as a reverser.
3.  If only the B-coefficient  of the potential moderator was significant,  then the potential
moderator was called a pure (positive or negative) moderator.
4. If neither the 8-coefficient of the interaction-term, nor of the potential moderator
was significant, then the criterion was not predicted by any of the variables.

When moderator effects appeared, regression lines were drawn using the standardized
regression coefficients. As explained in chapter 3, nonnormalities may cause the mean
of the interaction-term xy and the intercept to be unequal to zero, and the standard
deviation of xy to be unequal to 1. Second-order standardization of the standardized  pi,

fl , and unstandardized 133 may be used to correct for this. Aiken and West (1991) have
recommended to use the first-order standardized alpha and beta coefficients (in which
133   will be unstandardized). Because for practical purposes   it is easier to calculate   the
regression lines using the fully (or second-order) standardized regression coefficients,
we decided only to use the first-order standardized alpha and beta coefficients when the
first-order standardized betas deviated  more  than  .02  (i.e.,  half the standard error  of
most betas) from the second-order standardized beta's, and when the first-order
standardized Bo' s deviated more than .08 from zero (the second-order standardized  0),
i.e.,  4  times (the amount of standard deviations  used  from the predictor) the allowed
beta-deviation. In none of the cases it was necessary to use the first-order standardized
beta's. Regression lines were drawn one standard deviation above and below the mean
of the potential moderator. 23 The regression lines were drawn between two standard
deviations below and above the mean of the leadership scale being moderated.

23 It should be noted that - in case of need for leadership - one standard deviation below and above
represents points at which need for leadership is not at its lowest or highest (see the scale values and
standard deviations in Tables  5.14);  i.e., the angle between the regression lines  at two standard deviations
below and above, representing those who do not need leadership at all, cq. those who need leadership badly
would be [wo times as wide when a moderator effect is present. See also Figure 8.1 in chapter 8.
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Common method variance
All   of  the   data  on the instruments   in our studies were obtained using single sources. 24

Several authors have warned for potential biases    (e.g. halo, leniency and social
desirability) when single sources are used to ascertain the relation between predictors
and criteria (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986; Bass & Avolio, 1989; Avolio, Yammarino, &
Bass, 1991). To correct for common method variance a post-hoc remedy was applied
using Harman's one-factor test and partial correlation procedure. To avoid the problem
of extracting functional relations with the first factor (Podsakoff & Todor, 1985) the
following procedure was used. Variables which were not part of our study but were
covered     by the questionnaire (for instance: intrinsic and extrinsic motivation,
evaluation of the technology used and evaluation of relations with clients) were first
screened on the relation with "objective" variables such as age, number of years in
service, education and geographical area of work. Variables were retained that did not
have a significant relation   with the objective variables. This procedure was followed
for two reasons:   1.   in  this  way  it was ensured  that the common method factor  did  not
contain any systematic variance that might be attributable to objective variables, and 2.
the number of variables in the one-factor test was reduced. On the remaining variables,
which were left after the screening, a PCA was conducted. The first factor found in the
PCA was assumed to represent the common method factor. The factorloadings of this
common method factor were saved as a variable. Subsequently the common method
variable was partialled from the relations between the variables in the correlation
matrix and was entered together with the predictors and the interaction in the
moderated regression. As can be seen in Table 5.18 the common method variable has a
substantial correlation with most of the subjective scales used in the analyses indicating
that it indeed measures common method variance.

The correlations between the common method variable and the criteria are substantial.
Human-oriented leadership is significantly related to the common method variable in
both insurance subsidiaries, while   need for leadership   is only related   to the common
method variable in RVS-Rotterdam.

The correlations between  NL-P and the variables which were  used for validation,  i.e.,
tenure and leader-subordinate contact, were hardly affected after correcting for the
common method variable. All validating measures remained significantly related to
need for leadership. After correcting for common method variance, relations between
need for leadership on the one hand and tenure and leader-subordinate contact on the
other are respectively r=-.44, and .27 (all p< .01) in RVS-Ede, and r=-.31, and .21
Call p<.01) in RVS-Rotterdam. These correlations  are not substantially different  from
the uncorrected correlations found in Table 5.8.

2. It should thus be noted that in case of all instruments, data are in fact subordinate  perceptions.
Thus human-oriented leadership should be read as perceived human-oriented    leadership,     leader's

encouragement of self-management as perceived leader's encouragement of self-management, etc..
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Table 5.18: Relation of common method factor with leadership constructs, validating
constructs and criteria in RVS-Ede and RVS-Rotterdam

Correlation with Correlation with
common method common method
variable in RVS-Ede variable in RVS-Rot.

Need for leadership (NL-P) .33** .11

Human-oriented leadership ,49** .33**

Task-oriented leadership .02 .08

Tenure -.07 -.09

Leader-subordinate contact .11 .07

Satisfaction 52** .58**

Commitment .46** .36**

Stress -.38** -.30**

** P <.01

Although correcting for common method variance  can be appropriate  in some cases,   in
others the cure might be worse than the disease. Podsakoff and Todor (1985) for
instance warn for the possibility that the common method variance extracted may also
contain some functional variance. Furthermore it may be argued that it is unlikely that
common method variance will be present in interaction terms. When both predictors,
containing common method variance, are standardized and multiplied with each other,
the interaction term will not be related to the common method variance in either
predictors when these predictors are bivariate normally distributed (see also chapter 3).
In the insurance company,    we    used a method which avoided extracting functional
variance as much as possible by using variables different than the ones used in MMR
and by checking these variables for relations with objective variables. Although the
common method variable has substantial overlap with leadership and criteria variables,
as   shown in Table  5.18,  we  will  show in section  6.2.1   that the interaction  term  is
hardly affected in the MMR procedure. Since we are principally interested in the
interaction effects,   we have refrained from extracting common method variance  in  our
subsequent studies for two reasons: 1. because of the small effects of the common
method variable on the interaction term, 2. because by chance, systematic variance
may be extracted  from the interaction  term,   and 3. because  we  were  not  able  to  use
extra data to conduct a similar analysis in studies 2 and 3.

5.5   Personality and need for leadership

Since the number of variables in the need for leadership model, described in chapter 4,
is very large, we decided to split up the model into several sub-parts. In this section we
will discuss the instruments used and the methods employed to test the relation between
personality and need for leadership (question 3 in chapter 4) using the sample from
study lb (RVS-Rotterdam).
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5.5.1  The AB5C personality inventory

As  explained in section 4.2.1  identification with the leader and legitimation of his/her
leadership may be explained by referring to the personality characteristics of the
subordinate. Because of the length of personality questionnaires, we decided to focus
on personality in only one of the studies. Because we expected not much variance to be
present in the type of work and the organizational characteristics, we concentrated
mainly on personality in the insurance company study lb. We used personality
adjectives from the Abridged Big-5 Circumplex (AB5C), which are used in the
development of a personality questionnaire at the University of Groningen (Hofstee,
1994; Hofstee & de Raad, 1991). The original version of the AB5C contained 1024

personality adjectives, which describe   five (I-V) presumably independent personality
dimensions, i.e., extraversion (I), agreeableness (II), conscientiousness (III), emotional
stability  (IV), and intellect (also called openness to experience) (V). Although a variety
of names have been used by different authors, these 'Big Five' personality dimensions

(Goldberg, 1993; Hofstee, de Raad, & Goldberg, 1992; Costa, McCrae, & Dye, 1991;
McCrae & Costa, 1991; Goldberg, 1990; Costa, 1996) have been found to adequately
represent a large portion of the variance in personality in different cultures. Based on
primary and secondary loadings in factor analysis, the personality adjectives of the
AB5C   have been allotted to facets, representing a combination   of two different
personality dimensions. For instance 'optimistic' (optimistisch) has been found to have
a high primary (positive) loading on the factor extraversion and a high secondary

(positive) loading   on the factor emotional stability. Consequently   this   item   has  been

classified in the I+IV+-facet. Another example: 'dominant' (dominant) has been found
to have a high primary (negative) loading on agreeableness and a high secondary

(positive) loading on extraversion. The item is classified in the II-I+-facet. 25

In this way a grid is obtained containing 90 possible facets (note that items cannot
belong to the following 10 facets I+I-, I I+, II+II-,..., V V+). Six of the 90 facets did
not    contain any adjectives     in a Dutch sample (Hofstee     &     de     Raad,      1991).
Consequently, for our study, we first selected the 84 items with the highest loading on
each facet. Furthermore we added 45 adjectives that were interesting from a
substantive point of view (being most closely semantically related to need for
leadership, such as 'obliging' (gedienstig)). The 129 adjectives obtained and the
procedure to correct for item-response biases16 (such as acquiescence) are described in

Appendix C.

25 It should be noted that, although the personality dimensions have been found in different cultures
over and over again, the personality adjectives might belong to different facets in different cultures; for
instance 'aggressive'  has a different meaning  in the  US  than  in the Netherlands.

26 Based on e-mail correspondence with Hofstee in September 1995
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Table 5.19: Number of items (no.), means, standard deviations and cronbach alpha's
of personality scales derived from the AB5C (Hofstee & De Raad,  1991)

no.a mean sd alpha
ABSC-dimensions:
Extraversion                               17 61.6 6.7 .76

Agreeableness                           16 56.8 6.6 .75

Conscientiousness                                                17 70.5 5.7 .74

Emotional Stability                 17 59.6 6.6 .74

Intellect                                                                            13 44.1 4.8 .61

Extra adjectives-dimensions:
Complaisance                         14 47.2 6.3 .75

Submissiveness                            14 25.0 4.9 .75

Arrogance                                                             9 21.4 4.4 .65

a                  all  items are scored  on  a 1-5 (disagree completely-agree completely) Likert scale

After the item-response correction procedure a reliability analysis was conducted on
the 84 principal items based on the AB5C-classification of Hofstee and De Raad
(1991). Four items were omitted from the final Big Five scales. The descriptives of the
scales obtained are displayed in Table 5.19. Furthermore,  a  PCA was performed  on
the 45 extra adjectives. Based on the scree-plot, three factors, explaining 25% of the
variance were varimax rotated. Items were retained based on loadings  > .30 or  < -.30.
Scales were made through summation of the items belonging to a factor (after recoding
of negatively loading items). The scales were named 'complaisance'
(inschikkelijkheid),

' submissiveness' (onderdanigheid),    and
'
arrogance' (arrogantie).

The content of the eight scales and the factor loadings of the PCA On the extra
adjectives are presented in Appendix  C.

5.5.2  Method ofanalysis andmodel

We decided to test the relation between personality and need for leadership using as
much information as possible about the need for leadership construct. Our information
on  need for leadership  in the RVS-Rotterdam sample included the three scales,  i.e.,
NL-P, NL-F(S), and NL-F(0), discussed previously. In order to test the relation
between personality and the three variables, LISREL VIII (JOreskog & SOrbom, 1993)
was used. In LISREL, researchers are able to deal with measurement error by
specifying latent variables. In our model NL-P, NL-F(S), and NL-F(0) will be used as
indicators of the latent variable need for leadership. We did not use any latent variables
for the personality variables. In Figure 5.2 the model tested is shown. The regression
coefficients of the latent variable need for leadership on the personality scales are
gammas  (y)  in the LISREL model. The paths  from  need for leadership to the indicators
are   exemplified   by the labdas   (A)    in the model. The model contains 16 degrees   of
freedom.
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Figure 5.2: Personality and need for leadership

In order to test the adequacy of the model proposed in Figure 5.2, we used several fit-
indices. As a measure of fit of the model to the data, we used the %2 fit index. A small
x  indicates a good fit of the model to the data. Because thd X tends to be large in

large samples, several additional fit indices were used which are less dependent on
sample size. These fit indices measure  how much better the model  fits as compared  to
no model at all. Examples of these fit indices, which are used in our test of the model,
are the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), the Normed Fit Index (NFI), and the
Comparative Fit Index (CFI). We also included the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index

(AGFI), which adjusts for degrees of freedom. The model is tested in section 7.1.

5.6 The relation of situational and leadership characteristics  with
need for leadership

In the cross-sectional study we tested the relation of all other situational and leadership

variables  with  need for leadership. Because  it is empirically impossible to distinguish
between cause and effect of need for leadership in a cross-sectional field study, we
theoretically propose some relationships. As explained in chapter  2   and  4, we assume

situational 'traits' to be predictors of need for leadership, since stable situational
characteristics are not likely to be influenced by social-contextual characteristics, such
as need for leadership. Thus gender and authoritarianism, but also some of the
substitutes fall into this category. In line with Kerr and Jermier (1978) we assume all
substitutes for leadership to be precursors of need for leadership, since, according to
the   authors, they should make leadership unnecessary (i.e., lower   the   need   for
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leadership). Furthermore, as explained in section  4.2.4 we believe self-efficacy  to  be  a
precursor of need for leadership, because positive self-evaluation may trigger
subordinates to devalue the relevance of a leader's influence in accomplishing a task.
As discussed in chapter 4 we also believe charismatic leadership and leader expertise to
be predictors of need for leadership.

Problems arise with perceived leader's encouragement of self-management, task-
oriented leadership and human-oriented leadership, because We think they are
reciprocally related to need for leadership. Since we will not be able to test reciprocal
relations, we had to choose between viewing these leadership behaviors as predictors
or as being predicted by need for leadership. As explained in chapter 4, a high need for
leadership will probably result in a high encouragement of self-management, high task-
orientation, and high human-orientation on part of the leader, which, in time, may
result in a lower need for leadership. Therefore, We think that the effect of need for
leadership on these three leadership behaviors is more direct, than the effect of the
three leadership behaviors on need for leadership, which should show itself after some
time. Consequently, we propose two type of models. In the first model we will test the
predictors of need for leadership. The instruments used to test this model and the
method employed   will be described   in   5.6.1   and 5.6.2 respectively.    In the second
model we assume need for leadership to be a predictor of encouragement of self-
management, task-oriented leadership, and human-oriented leadership. The instruments
and the content of the second model will be discussed in 5.6.3.

5.6.1     Potential  predictors  of need for  leadership

As measures for the theoretical predictors of need for leadership in the cross-sectional
study we used the revised substitutes for leadership scales (Podsakoff, Niehoff,
MacKenzie, & Williams, 1993; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994), a scale measuring
authoritarianism (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950; Roe, 1976),
a self-efficacy scale (Bandura, 1986; Schwarzer, 1993; Frese, Zempel, Kring, &
Soose, 1993; Speier & Frese, 1997), the scales for charismatic leadership (Bass,
1985a; Bass & Avolio, 1989; Den Hartog, Van Muijen, & Koopman, 1994) and leader
expertise (Podsakoff, Todor, & Schuler, 1983), which already have been discussed in
section 5.4.1,  and one item measuring the use of a Local Area Network (LAN).

The revised substitutes scales contain 74 items   in 13 scales.   The main reason  for   the
revision of the substitutes for leadership was the unreliability of some of the scales
measuring substitutes. Williams, Podsakoff, Todor, Huber, Howell and Dorman
(1988)  found  in a review  of  11 different samples  that  9  of the 13 subscales developed
by Kerr and Jermier (1978) had median reliabilities below .62. The mean reliability of
the 13 revised substitutes subscales developed by Podsakoff et al. (1993) was .81 with
a range of .64 to .93. Although Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1994) claim that a reduced
version containing 41 items reflects the substitutes for leadership as well as the revised
version, the revised version was used in order to ensure optimal reliability.
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Two  Dutch  and one Belgian organizational psychologists,  who are native Dutch  spea-
kers but are well trained in the use of English, and two of whom have lived for some
time in the United States, translated the substitutes for leadership in Dutch. Afterwards
the translated items were compared. Consensus was reached concerning a single Dutch
version    of the substitutes. No back-translation    was    used    in this procedure.    Back-

translation seems to be justified when languages are very different, like in English and

Chinese, and when long experience and training in both countries is required to get a
feeling for the 'flavor' of words. The question is whether it is more effective when
languages are related, which is the case with Dutch and English and when bilingual

translators trained in the area of interest of the questionnaire are used. Hofstede (1984,
p. 29), for instance, remarks that: "A careful check by a panel of bilingual readers

familiar  with the content matter  is less time-consuming  and  may  be as effective. "

A Principal Component Analysis was conducted on the substitutes for leadership items

(see Appendix D). Seventeen factors with eigenvalue > 1.0 were detected. Using the
scree plot criterion 13 factors, with eigenvalue   >    1.3  and  explaining  56.3%  of  the
variance were varimax rotated. Generally speaking, the factors very adequately

represent the theoretical constructs.   The only exception is ability, experience, training
and  knowledge of which four items  have  a high loading  ( > .30)   on the factor

associated    with    need for independence. Professionalism contains two items    with

negative loadings   on a factor mainly associated with unambiguous and routine tasks.

Indifference toward organizational rewards has one item which loaded on
organizational rewards not within the leader' s control. Task-provided feedback  has  one

item which loaded on unambiguous and routine tasks. Formalization has three items

which   load on other factors,   one on unambiguous/routine tasks,   one on staff support

and one on inflexibility. Inflexibility, finally, has one item which has a loading of .45
on formalization. Considering the fact that the PCA was conducted on 74 items

(n=667), the deviations from the theoretical constructs detected in the PCA are very
small. The cronbach alphas of the substitute subscales range from .61 to .89 with a
mean  of  . 78, which is slightly lower  than  the mean reliability reported by Podsakoff  et

al. (1993).

Next   to the substitutes, two other instruments, measuring subordinate characteristics,

were  incorporated  in the study, i.e., self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986; Schwarzer,   1993;

Frese, Zempel, Kring, & Soose, 1993; Speier & Frese, 1997) and authoritarianism

(Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950; Roe, 1976). The self-
efficacy scale contains 6 items and has been found to possess adequate reliability and
construct validity (Schwarzer, 1993; Speier & Frese, 1997). Examples of items

measuring self-efficacy are: "When confronted with a new task, I am often afraid of
not  being  able to handle  it,"  "If I  want to achieve something,  I can overcome setbacks

without giving up  my  goal,"  and  "When I  want to reach a  goal,  I am usually  able  to
succeed." In our study the scale has a coefficient alpha of .70 (m=23.4, sd=3.1).
Authoritarianism has been subject to extensive studies in the Netherlands (Roe, 1976;
Roe, 1975; Meloen, 1983). Characteristics of authoritarian persons are, for instance,
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conventionality, authoritarian submissiveness, authoritarian aggressiveness,
superstitiousness, toughness, and destructiveness. Adorno's (1950) authoritarianism
scale form 40-45 contains 30 items and has a test-retest reliability of .90. In the Dutch
context it has been further reduced to 20 items, with a internal consistency (Spearman-
Brown) of .92. Nowadays, the content and wording of these items has become
somewhat old-fashioned. Therefore, we decided to further reduce the number of items
to   1 0. An example  of an authoritarianism  item  is: " Obedience and respect fur authority
are  the most important virtues children should learn. "  In our study the scale  has  a
coefficient alpha of .83 (m=31.1, sd=6.9).

We included two questions concerning the use of a computer network. The first
question asked how much percent of the time the employee uses a Local Area Network
(LAN). The second asked  how much percent  of the  time the employee  uses  a  Wide
Area Network (WAN). Of the respondents 62.0% (n=592) did not use a LAN at all.
When an employee did use a LAN, the mean frequency of use was 28.6% (sd =
28.2%) of the time. Of the respondents 89.5% (n=855) did not use a WAN. In this
case the mean frequency of use was 13.6% (sd = 20.2%) of the time. Because of the
low amount of use of a WAN we excluded these data from further analysis.

5.6.2    Method  of analysis  and  model

We   tested the relation between the situational characteristics discussed   in   5.6.1    and
need for leadership using again as much information available about the need for
leadership construct. As with the relation between personality and need for leadership
in RVS-Rotterdam, in the cross-sectional study all three need for leadership scales,
i.e.,  NL-P,  NL-F(S),  and  NL-F(0),  were  used as indicators  of the dependent latent
variable, representing need for leadership. LISREL VIII (JOreskog & Sorbom, 1993) is
used to test the model, which is shown in Figure 5.3. In the model, all situational
predictors are treated  as  mani fest variables.

The  same fit indices  are  used  as  the ones described in section  5.5.2,  i.e.,  the  %2,  the
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), the Normed Fit Index (NFI), the Comparative Fit Index
(CFI), and the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI). The results of tests of the
model are reported in section  7.2.

5.6.3    Need for  leadership  as  a predictor  of leadership  behaviors:  instruments,  method,
and model

In 5.4.1 and Appendix B.3 the instruments  used to measure leader's encouragement  of
self-management, task-oriented leadership, and human-oriented leadership have already
been described. In this model, need for leadership is treated as a independent latent
variable (with NL-P, NL-F(S), and NL-F(0) as indicators). In LISREL, dependent
manifest variables of an independent latent variable are treated as indicators of the
independent latent variable. Therefore, we inserted a latent variable for each of the
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Figure 5.3: 'Antecedents' of need for leadership

dependent leadership instruments. Furthermore, in order    to   be    able to identify    the

model, we fixed the error terms  of the indicators  to the respective unreliabilities  of the
measures.   In  this  way we fixed  €t (the error variance of 'human,'   i.e., the manifest
human-oriented leadership variable)  to  .08,  €2 (the error variance of 'encour,'  i.e.,  the
manifest encouragement of self-management variable) to .21, and €3 (the error
variance   of   'task,'   i.e., the manifest task-oriented leadership variable)   to   . 16.   We
tested the model, shown in Figure 5.4, using LISREL VIII (Jdreskog   &   SOrbom,

1993). Fit indices included in testing the model are the same as described in sections
5.5.2 and 5.6.2. The results of this test are reported in section 7.3.

5.7   General and specific need for leadership models

In order to test the adequacy of the need for leadership model, we took several
examples from the three studies. In our selection procedure we were guided by the
generic model in chapter 4 and the results of the moderator analyses in chapter 6. A
distinction is made between general and specific organizational models, derived from
the generic model (Ten Horn & Roe, 1992). We used the cross-sectional study to   1
obtain general need for leadership models, in which the relations are supposed to hold     i

,;:doi„ t„,desevda .etbt,i,:,1 t„,„:lf.re'l„ ,r, 111JlCI'lle'tle;ttl«-, t
these studies are supposed to hold only in a limited number of comparable
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organizational settings. We selected examples in which the relation between leadership
and  criteria is moderated  by  need for leadership. The leadership variables and criteria
are described in subsection 5.4.1. The situational characteristics were selected on the
basis of the results obtained in the model testing for predictors of need for leadership in
the cross-sectional study. To obtain comparative specific examples   from the insurance
and municipalities studies, we took instruments which best resembled these predictors,
and which were deemed to be important by personnel managers in the respective
organizations. All instruments  used  in the general examples  of the cross-sectional study
are  described in previous sections. Consequently, in subsection 5.7.1  we will describe
the instruments used to obtain specific need for leadership models in studies la (RVS-
Ede), 1b (RVS-Rotterdam), and 2 (the municipalities).

5.7.1     Instruments

Instruments for the specific need for leadership model in study 1
We   selected five predictors   for our exemplary model   in the RVS-Ede sample: attitude
towards IT, communication with colleagues, communication with support staff,
experience, and tenure (which  has been described in Table   5.3). Two other variables
were  added in RVS-Rotterdam:  use of IT and 'critical attitude towards authority.'  Use
of IT is one dichotomous item and asks whether employees use the new information
system, called (AL)VAST, offered  by the organization  or  not.   In our sample  61.6%
used (AL)VAST. In contrast with the RVS-Rotterdam sample, in the RVS-Ede sample,
the  study was conducted before the company started  to use information-technology.
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Therefore we were not able to test the relation of the use of IT with need for
leadership, and instead we measured the attitude towards IT. It consists of 10 items and
has a cronbach alpha of .88 (m=37.79, sd=7.00) in RVS-Ede and .84 (m=36.31,
sd = 6.42) in RVS-Rotterdam. An example  of  an  item is: "(AL)VAST  is a necessary
tool to enhance client support. "

Since     the     work     of an insurance agent is highly individualistic, the amount     o f

communication between the insurance agent on the one hand and his colleagues and the
support-staff on the other is for a large part dependent on the willingness of the
insurance agent to communicate. The scale ' communication with colleagues' reflects
the amount of communication taking place between the insurance agent and his
colleagues. It consists of six items and has a cronbach alpha of respectively .60 in
study  la and  .55 in study  lb. An example of a communication with colleagues item is:
"When I  have a problem,  I ask colleagues for advice. " The scale 'communication with
support-staff' reflects the attitude of an insurance agent towards the support-staff and
the adequacy of the communication between them. It consists of eight items in study la
and six items in study lb, and has a cronbach alpha of respectively .72 and .70. An
example of a communication with support-staff item is: "The support-staff provides
valuable information about  my  work. "

Experience consists  of 3 items derived  from  the AETK scale (resembling items   1,  3
and 6 from Podsakoff et al. (1993), but adapted to the insurance setting). It has a
cronbach alpha of .72 in RVS-Ede and .63 in RVS-Rotterdam. The critical attitude
towards authority scale has been used in RVS-Rotterdam and the municipalities. It was
specifically designed for the purpose of this study (De Vries & Taillieu, 1995). The
scale consists of seven items   such  as   " I  have  a  hard time accepting decisions of people

higher  up  in the organization. "  It  has a cronbach alpha  of  .73. The background  and
content of the instruments described here are provided in two reports (Taillieu, Van
der Wielen, De Vries, & Dikschei, 1993; Taillieu & De Vries, 1995).

Instruments for the specific need for leadership model in study 2
Because there was no data available on the criteria in the municipality of Tilburg, data
from the municipalities of Middelburg (study 2b) and Goes (study 2c) were used in
order to obtain our example  of the  need for leadership model.  In  the two municipalities
sample, six instruments were included to reflect the predictors: autonomy, skill
variety, team cohesion, self-relying experience, critical attitude towards authority, and
tenure. Two task-characteristics of Hackman and Oldham  (1975), i.e., autonomy  and
skill variety were used in this study. Autonomy is the degree to which a job provides
freedom, independence, and discretion in scheduling the work and determining
procedures. An example of an autonomy item in our study is: 'I have the freedom in
my  work  to  set  my own goals. " Skill variety  is the degree to which  a job contains
different activities, which require different skills and talents    of the employee.    An

example of a skill variety item is:  "My work makes a demand on various skills."
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Table 5.20: Number of items (no.), means, standard deviations and cronbach alpha's
of individual, task, and team characteristics in the municipalities Middelburg and Goes
(study 2b and 2c)

Middelburg and Goes
no.a mean sd alpha

Autonomy                                           6 23.1 4.3 .81

Skill variety                  6 20.4 5.3 .83

Cohesion                             6 19.5 5.8 .92

Self-relying experience 7 25.8 3.7 .56

Criticism of auth.              5 16.5 3.3 .61

a                  al  items are scored  on a  1 -5 (disagree completely-agree completely) Likert scale

We included items  of  Kerr and Jermier's  (1978) (in Williams  et  al., 1988) 'Closely
knit, cohesive, interdependent workgroups' (here called 'Cohesion') scale. An example
is: "Members of my group work together as a team" (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994).
The instrument measuring self-relying experience consists of items of Kerr and
Jermier's   (1978) (in Williams   et   al., 1988), ability, experience, training,    and
knowledge (AETK) scale, and the need for independence (NINDEP) scale. Because of
strong intercorrelations between the items of both scales and their low respective
reliabilities, it was decided to combine these scales. Still, reliability is very low
(a=.58)  for this compound scale, consisting  of 7 items.27  In this study, the critical
attitude towards authority consists of 5 items, such as: "A supervisor has to prove him-
or herself, before  I do what he  or she  says. •28 All scales are scored on Likert (1-5)
disagree completely - agree completely scales. More infurmation  on the construction  of
these scales and their items is provided elsewhere (De Vries, Becht, & Taillieu, 1994;
De Vries, Becht, & Taillieu, 1994). The descriptives of the scales are provided in
Table  5.20. The results  of the findings using the examples are reported in section  7.4
and 7.5.

5.7.2  Method of analysis

To obtain the general and specific need for leadership models, we conducted path
analyses using LISREL VIII (Jareskog & SOrbom, 1993) with manifest variables only.
Since, as discussed in chapter   3,   it is difficult   at the moment  to use latent interaction
terms in structural equations,  we used the multiplicative terms in LISREL as we have
used them in the MMR. We arrived at the manifest interaction term by multiplication

27 Although reliabilities of the AETK and NIND scales are superior in the cross-sectional study,
still high intercorrelations between items of these scales are present.

2M The construction of the 'critical attitude towards authority' instrument took place in the munici-
palities study. Two items were added in study lb (which took place afterwards) to increase reliability.
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Figure 5.5: Use of examples in the need for leadership model (left=measurement
model, right =representation of model in chapter 7)

of the standardized predictor   with the standardized potential moderator.    This
interaction term can be used in LISREL as a separate predictor. In the model we used
the notation which we have used beforehand, with a moderator being denoted by an
arrow from the moderating variable to the arrow of the predictor - criterion relation. In
Figure 5.5 we show the way the LISREL path diagrams are converted to our graphs.
On the left side in Figure 5.5 the LISREL model is shown. On the right side, we show
how  we will represent the LISREL model  in our graphs in chapter  7.

5.8 Conclusions

In this chapter the background of three studies is described next to the instruments, the
methods, and the models which will be used in subsequent chapters. In the first part of
the chapter a description is provided of the participating companies and respondents.
Subsequently an overview is offered of the construction process of the need for
leadership questionnaire. Following the construction  of a preliminary instrument  (the
preliminary need for leadership instrument: the NL-P), a lengthier instrument (the full
need for leadership instrument: the NL-F) is constructed containing 17 subjective need
for leadership items (NL-F(S)) and 17 objective need for leadership items (NL-F(0))
reflecting need for specific leadership functions. For both NL-F(S) and NL-F(0) a
scale is made based on a one-factor solution, which is preferred over multi-factor
solutions because of the superior reliability of the scale based on a one-factor solution,
and because of strong intercorrelations of scales based on multi-factorial solutions.

In section 5.4 we discussed the instruments and the methods we have used to conduct
the MMR. A procedure to correct for common variance is explained and will be used
in the subsequent chapter when describing the results of the MMR in the RVS study.
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Furthermore, because    of   the high intercorrelations    (r = . 65, p < .001)   between  the
subjective and the objective NL-F one-factor scales it was decided to only use the
subjective NL-F(S) scale in the MMR's of the municipalities and cross-sectional
samples. The results of the MMR's will be discussed in chapter 6.

In the three studies, several instruments are used to measure individual, task, and
organizational characteristics, leadership styles and work-related criteria. To represent
the  upper  half of the  need for leadership model,  i.e., the relation between predictors
and need for leadership in the second subsidiary of the first (insurance) study a
personality survey is conducted using adjectives from the Abridged Big 5 Circumplex
(AB5C) of Hofstee and De Raad (1991). The third, cross-sectional, study is used to
test the relation of the substitutes for leadership, authoritarianism, self-efficacy, use of
a LAN, charismatic leadership, and leader expertise with need for leadership. The
thirteen factors found in a factor analysis of the substitutes for leadership adequately
represent the underlying theoretical structure. Furthermore, reliabilities   of the scales
resemble those found by Podsakoff et al. (1993). Concerning leader's encouragement
of self-management, task-oriented leadership, and human-oriented leadership, reasons
are provided to treat them as dependent variables which are predicted by need for
leadership.

In    section    5.7 we discussed the instruments    used    in the general and specific
organizational examples    of   the    need for leadership model. To obtain examples    we
selected significant interaction-effects of the relations between leadership and criteria
from the generic need for leadership model in the three samples and important
predictors    from the cross-sectional sample.    All the models which are described    in
sections 5.5 through 5.7 will be tested in chapter 7 using LISREL VIII (Jureskog &
SOrbom, 1993).
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Chapter 6

Need for leadership and substitutes as
moderators
In this chapter, we will examine hypotheses 1 and 4 discussed in chapter 4. The first
hypothesis deals with the moderator effects of need for leadership on the relations
between leadership behaviors/characteristics and criteria. In chapter 4, we argued that
all the substituting and neutralizing effects of the situational variables are likely to be
mediated by need for leadership, making it a practical and parsimonious construct in
the quest for leadership contingencies. When need for leadership is high, we expect a
stronger relation between leadership characteristics and outcomes such as job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, work stress,     and role conflict.     In    this
chapter the results of studies conducted to explore this hypothesis   will be presented.
The part of the model we will explore is marked by the bold arrows in Figure 6.1.

Subordinate Task Organizational
Characteristics Characteristics Characteristics

V..-

- Need for leadership

-

1 W
Leadership I )'   Criteria    <

Figure 6.1: Aspects (bold-printed) of the need for leadership model examined in
section 6.2
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Before doing so, we will first of all analyze the substitutes in the traditional way, in
order to ascertain whether the need for leadership model is indeed an improvement
over and above the substitutes for leadership model.    We will first inspect   the
moderator effects  of the substitutes for leadership in section  6.1. In section  6.2,  we
will concentrate on the verification or falsification of the situational theory of
leadership using need for leadership as a moderator. We will use data of all studies to
conduct moderator tests. First, we will examine the effects of need for leadership as
measured by the NL-P on the relations between the human- and task-oriented
leadership styles and job satisfaction, commitment, and work stress in the insurance
company study.  Then we will  show the results of the moderator tests found with the
full need for leadership instrument, the NL-F(S) in the municipalities study. Finally,
we will present the results of the same tests in our cross-sectional study.

Using the classification provided in chapter 4 (Table 4.2), we will inspect the
relations between the substitutes for leadership and need for leadership on the one
hand,     and the relations between the substitutes and criteria    on the other.     This

classification, which is part of section 6.3, can be represented by Figure 6.2.

Hypothesis 4 deals with the relation of need for leadership and the substitutes with
unit size and the presence of a leader. As we have argued in chapter 4, there are
reasons to assume that substitutes and low need for leadership are related to larger

1

Subordinate Task Organizational
Characteristics Characteristics Characteristics

»9
- Need for leadership

-
- .4

Leadership '         Criteria        i. (             '.-

Figure 6.2: Focus (bold-printed arrows) of section 6.3 in the need for leadership
model
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unit size or even absence of a leader. The results of the test dealing with these
expectations are discussed in section 6.4. We will end this chapter with some
conclusions in section 6.5.

6.1 Substitutes for leadership as moderators

Of the variables affecting the leadership process, the substitutes for leadership (Kerr
& Jermier, 1978) provide the most extensive and well documented list. As was shown
in chapter 2, only in 9.3% of the cases were substitute variables found to actually
moderate the relation between leadership behaviors and criteria. In many of these
cases, the type of moderating effect did not correspond with the original hypotheses.
We argued in chapter 3 that the lack of significant findings was due to methodological
problems. In order to avoid these problems, we conducted a cross-sectional study to
ensure better statistical power and larger variety in individual, task, and (especially)
organizational characteristics. Furthermore,     we     used the revised substitutes     for
leadership scales (Podsakoff, Niehoff, MacKenzie, & Williams, 1993; Podsakoff &
MacKenzie, 1994), which are more reliable and, consequently, more useful in MMR.

In   Table   6.1,   a full correlation-matrix is offered   of the criteria, the leadership
variables, and the substitutes for leadership. Because of space limitations, the means,
standard deviations, and reliability coefficients are omitted. They can be found in
chapter  5.   As  can  be  seen, all leadership variables are significantly related to almost
all criteria. The only exceptions are the relation between human-oriented leadership
and self-rated performance, the relation between charismatic leadership and self-rated
performance, and the relation between encouragement of self-management and both
stress and role conflict. Subjective need for leadership is not related to job
satisfaction, organizational commitment   and sel f-rated performance.   It is, albeit  to   a
low degree, related to work stress and role conflict.

To find moderator effects with the substitute for leadership variables, we conducted a
MMR in the cross-sectional sample. Leadership was entered first in the regression
equation followed by a substitute and the interaction effect between the leadership
variable  and the substitute. In order to obtain the interaction  term, both leadership  and
substitute variables were standardized before multiplication took place. We used the
regression coefficients of leadership, the potential moderator, and the interaction term
as  described in chapters  3  and  5 to identify  the  type of relation found (see Figures  3.2
through 3.4).

In Tables 6.2 through 6.6, the results of the moderated regression are reported. For
lack of space, we only included significant interactions. The letters in the tables
represent the classification of the moderator effects. Using these letters, one can
conclude what type of main beta coefficients are present. For instance, in the case of
an enhancer (e), both main effects and the interaction effect are positive.
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Table 6.1: Correlation-matrix (pairwise correlations, minimum n=738, maximum n=921) of criteria, leadership, and substitutes'·'

Sat. Com. Stress R.C. Perf. Hum. Task. Char. Exp. Enc. NL-F aetk prof indiff nind rout taskfb insat form inflex advstf cohes noctrl

Com. .71**

Stress -.23** -.25**
R.C. -.30** -.37** .57**

Perf. .05 -.05 .30**  .33**

Hum. .49** .45** -.21** -.26** -.02

Task. .09* .11**  .19**  .13** .08* .10**

Char. .48** .46** -.09* -.15** -.02 .73**  .43**

Exp. .34** .35** -.14** -.21** -.15** .55** .40** .81**

Enc. .34** .35**03 -.00 .07* .57** .52**75**  .55**

NL-F -.04 .01 .07* .09** -.03  .12** .21** 24** .23** .29**

aetk .23** .13** -.03 -.04    .37** .05 -.05 -.05 -.10** -.08* -.21**

prof .28**  .18**  .19** .09* .19** .13**03 .15**07* .17**06 .17**

indiff -.53** -.47** .14** .24** .02 -.34** -.09*  -.37** -.26** -.35** -.08* -.04 -.23**

nind .13** .08* .01 .03 29**07 -.01 -.01 -.03 -.04   -.17**  .47**  .09**  .09**

rout -.17** -.01 -.09** -.10** -.15** .05 .13** -.02 .08* -.02 .01 -.00 -.28** .20** .10**

taskfb .11** .11** -.07* -.06 .07* .08* .22** .09* .10** .08* -.04 .13** -.07* -.01 .17**  .37**

insat  .59** .47** -.05 -.14**09**23**07 29**  .20** .25**01 .18**  .39** -.34** .08* -.22** .14**

form .12**  .12** -.01 -.00 .04    .10**  .19**  .12** .04 .16** .13** -.05   .11** -.07* -.01 .09**  .12**  .10**

inflex .08* .10** -.00 -.03 .01 .03 .32**  .14**  .11** .12**09**01 .06 -.02 .06 .19**  .19** .06 .45**

advstf .16** .09** .11** .23** .15** .07 .11** .14**08* .17**  .14** -.04 .15** -.15** .02 -.14** -.04 .11**  .25**  .13**

cohes .44** .36** -.16** -.18** -.02 .38** .09* .33** .25** .30** -.01 .06 .17** -.25** -.00 -.06 .11**  .33**  .18**  .14**  .16**

noctrl -.04 .01 -.07 -.09** -.14** .07* -.24** -.12** -.06 -.15** -.06 -.00 -.06 .16** -.04 .08* -.05 -.02 -.06 -.10** -.18** -.03

spat .02 -.05 .20**  .17**  .08*  -.12** .05 -.13** -.20** -.09** -.05 .06 .14** .11**09* -.03 -.01 .03 .03 .08* -.02 -.07 .00

a                Sat· =Job Satisfaction, Com. =Commitment, Stress= Work Stress,  R.C. =Role  conflict,  and Perf. = Subjective Performance rating,  Hum. = Human-oriented leadership,

Task. = Task-oriented leadership, Char. =Charismatic leadership,  Exp. = Leader expertise,  Enc. = Encouragement of self-management,  NL-F=Need  for leadership
b aetk=Ability, Experience, Training and Knowledge, prof= Professional orientation, indiff= Indifference towards organizational rewards,  nind = Need for Independence,

rout= Unambiguous, routine, methodologically invariant tasks, taskfb= Task-provided feedback, insat= Intrinsically satisfying tasks, form= Organizational Formalization,

inflex=Organizational Inflexibility, advstf= Advisory and staff support, cohes =Closely knit, cohesive, interdependent work groups, noctrl =Organizational rewards not within the

leader's control, and spat=Spatial distance between superior and subordinate

*p<.05.**p<.01



Table 6.2: Significant interaction effects (fully standardized  3's)' in Moderated
Multiple Regression of criteriab on human-oriented leadership and substitutesc

Sat. Com. Stress R.C. Perf.

Human-oriented leadership
AETK     -
PROF     -
INDIFF           -
NIND              -
ROUT            -                                      - .06's .10**rv
TASKFB .06'sm         -                                 -               .06'rv

INSAT .06*e

FORM     -
INFLEX - -.07*sm

ADVSTF - - - .060rv
COHES    -
NOCTRL   -       -
SPAT      -        -

a                  classification: -=no interaction, s =substitute, n= neutralizer, e=enhancer, r= reducer, sm= simple
moderator, pm=pure moderator,  and  rv = reverser

' Sat.=Job Satisfaction, Com. =Commitment, Stress=Work Stress,     R.C. = Role conflict,     and
Perf. = Subjective Performance rating' AETK=Ability, Experience, Training and Knowledge, PROF= Professional orientation,
INDIFF= Indifference towards organizational rewards, NIND=Need for Independence,
ROUT=Unambiguous, routine, methodologically invariant tasks, TASKFB =Task-provided
feedback, INSAT=Intrinsically satisfying tasks, FORM=Organizational Formalization,
INFLEX =Organizational Inflexibility, ADVSTF=Advisory and staff support, COHES =Closely
knit, cohesive, interdependent work groups, NOCTRL =Organizational rewards not within   the
leader' s control,  and SPAT= Spatial distance between superior and subordinate

' p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.01

Out  of a total  of 53  of the possible 325 cases  (16.3 %), a significant interaction effect
was found. In the case of human-oriented leadership, the least number of significant
moderator effects was found, namely 7 out of 65 (10.8%), which is almost as high as
with chance alone at p< . 10.

Human-oriented leadership is positively related to job satisfaction and organizational
commitment; it is negatively related to work stress and role conflict, and not related to
self-rated performance.   Only  one  of the significant interactions  (1.5 %) with human-
oriented leadership is in agreement with what would be expected according to the
substitutes for leadership theory. The task characteristic 'unambiguous, routine, and
methodologically invariant tasks' (ROUT) is a substitute of the (negative) relation
between human-oriented leadership and role conflict. When tasks are very routine, less
role conflict is present and human-oriented leadership is less negatively related to role
conflict than when tasks are less routine.
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Table 6.3: Significant interaction effects (fully standardized B 's)* in Moderated
Multiple Regression of criteriab on task-oriented leadership and substitutesc

Sat. Com. Stress R.C. Perf.

Task-oriented leadership
AETK            -                -.06's
PROF              - .08*e ..10**S             -                      -
INDIFF         -                 -                                   -                .07°sm
NIND .08*e .06'sm -.08*sm :060s

ROUT           -                                                     -                .062
TASKFB        -                  -                                                         .07*e
INSAT :06'rv

FORM     -       -
INFLEX - .08*sm
ADVSTF - .06'e .09*e

COHES          -                  -                  -                  -                  .08*sm
NOCTRL   -        -                        -
SPAT -.08*sm -.12**n

a      classification: -=no interaction, s=substitute, n=neutralizer, e=enhancer, r=reducer, sm=simple
moderator,  pm = pure moderator,  and  rv = reverser

b Sat. =Job Satisfaction, Com. =Commitment, Stress=Work Stress,    R.C. =Role conflict,   and
Perf. = Subjective Performance rating

c AETK= Ability, Experience, Training and Knowledge, PROF= Professional orientation,
INDIFF=lndifference towards organizational rewards,       NIND= Need for Independence,
ROUT= Unambiguous, routine, methodologically invariant tasks, TASKFB =Task-provided
feedback, INSAT=Intrinsically satisfying tasks, FORM=Organizational Formalization,

INFLEX =Organizational Inflexibility, ADVSTF=Advisory and staff support, COHES =Closely
knit, cohesive, interdependent work groups, NOCTRL=Organizational rewards not within the
leader's  control,  and SPAT= Spatial distance between superior and subordinate

' p<.10: * p<.05; ** p<.01

Of all the leadership characteristics, task-oriented leadership interacts most often with
the substitutes (Table 6.3). Task-oriented leadership is positively related to all criteria.
These relations are moderated in 17 out of 65 cases (26.2%). In only 2 of these cases

(3.1 %)  are the findings in agreement  with the theory. Ability, experience, training,
and knowledge (AETK) is a substitute of the (positive) relation between task-oriented
leadership and organizational commitment. AETK is positively related to commitment.
Its interaction with task-oriented leadership is negative. Therefore employees with
strong abilities and much experience show more commitment to the organization and
are characterized by a reduced relation between task-oriented leadership and
commitment in comparison with employees who have fewer abilities and experience.

In the relation between task-oriented leadership and commitment, spatial distance
between the superior and the subordinate (SPAT) is found to be a neutralizer. With
great spatial distance, employees are characterized   by less organizational commitment
and by a reduced relation between task-oriented leadership and commitment.
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Table 6.4: Significant interaction effects (fully standardized BJ's)' in Moderated
Multiple Regression of criteriab on charismatic leadership and substitutesc

Sat. Com. Stress R.C. Perf.

Charismatic leadership
AETK     -
PROF -.060s

INDIFF           -
NIND                -                                              -
ROUT            -                                                          -                  ,07'rv
TASKFB .06'sm         -                                -               .06'rv

INSAT            -
FORM     -
INFLEX    -         -        -
ADVSTF - .09*n .09*n

COHES    -               -
NOCTRL :06°sm          -

SPAT -.050s

a      classification: -=no interaction, s=substitute, n=neutralizer, e=enhancer, r=reducer, sm=simple
moderator, pm=pure moderator, and rv=reverser

b Sat. =Job Satisfaction, Com. =Commitment, Stress=Work Stress,    R.C. =Role   conflict,   and
Perf. = Subjective Performance rating

c AETK= Ability, Experience, Training and Knowledge, PROF=Professional orientation,
INDIFF= Indifference towards organizational rewards,       NIND = Need for Independence,
ROUT= Unambiguous, routine, methodologically invariant tasks, TASKFB =Task-provided
feedback, INSAT=Intrinsically satisfying tasks, FORM=Organizational Formalization,
INFLEX =Organizational Inflexibility, ADVSTF=Advisory and staff support, COHES = Closely
knit, cohesive, interdependent work groups, NOCTRL=Organizational rewards not within the
leader's control, and SPAT=Spatial distance between superior and subordinate

' p<.10; * p<.05.** p<.01

In Table 6.4, the interactions between the substitutes and charismatic leadership are
presented. Charismatic leadership is positively related to satisfaction and commitment,
negatively related to stress and role conflict, and not related to self-rated performance.
In  8  of  the 65 cases  (12.3 %), an interaction between the substitutes and charismatic
leadership was found. In one of those cases the interaction was in agreement with the
substitutes theory. Professional orientation    is a substitute    for the relation between
charismatic leadership and satisfaction. When the professional orientation is high,
satisfaction is also higher, and charismatic leadership is less related to satisfaction, than
when professional orientation  is  low.

Leader expertise is positively related to satisfaction and commitment, and negatively
related to stress, role conflict, and self-rated performance. In 12 of the 65 cases
(18.5 %)  it was moderated by the substitutes (Table 6.5).  In none of the cases were the
findings in agreement with the substitutes for leadership theory. The following findings
were contrary to expectations: (1) task-feedback is a simple (positive) moderator of the
positive relation between leader expertise and both satisfaction and commitment, and
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Table 6.5: Significant interaction effects (fully standardized  3's)' in Moderated
Multiple Regression of criteriab on leader expertise and substitutess

Sat. Com. Stress R.C. Perf.

Leader expertise
AETK     -        -                         -
PROF             -                  -                                     .07*n
INDIFF        -                              - - .06'sm
NIND              -                    -                                                               -
ROUT .07*r                                             -               .06's

TASKFB .08*sm .06'sm -.07*sm :060sm          -

INSAT     -        -
FORM          -                                -                -               ·06'sm
INFLEX        -                 -                 -                                  .09*sm
ADVSTF - .07*n .10**n      -

COHES    -       -
NOCTRL   -        -        -        -        -
SPAT      -        -

a                 classification: -=no interaction, s =substitute,   n = neutralizer, e =enhancer, r= reducer, sm= simple

moderator, pm=pure moderator,  and  rv = reverser
b Sat. =Job Satisfaction, Com. =Commitment, Stress=Work Stress,     R.C. = Role conflict,     and

Perf. =Subjective Performance rating
C AETK=Ability, Experience, Training and Knowledge, PROF=Professional orientation,

INDIFF=Indifference towards organizational rewards,       NIND =Need for Independence,
ROUT= Unambiguous, routine, methodologically invariant tasks, TASKFB =Task-provided
feedback, INSAT=Intrinsically satisfying tasks. FORM=Organizational Formalization,
INFLEX =Organizational Inflexibility, ADVSTF=Advisory and staff support, COHES =Closely
knit, cohesive, interdependent work groups, NOCTRL=Organizational rewards not within the
leader' s control,  and  SPAT =Spatial distance between superior and subordinate

° p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.01

(2) task feedback is a simple (negative) moderator of the negative relation between
leader expertise and both work stress and role conflict. This means that when feedback
is high the relation between leader expertise and satisfaction, commitment, stress, and
role conflict is stronger instead of less strong, as assumed by the substitutes for
leadership theory.

Finally, in Table 6.6, the significant interactions are shown between leader's
encouragement of self-management and the substitutes on the different criteria.
Leader' s encouragement     of sel f-management is positively related to satisfaction,
commitment, and self-rated performance, but is not related to feelings of stress and
role conflict. In 9 out of the 65 (13.8%) possible cases an interaction was found. In
one of those cases, the direction of the interaction effect was in accordance with the
theory. AETK is a substitute for the positive relation between leader's encouragement

of self-management and commitment. With high ability and experience, employees'
organizational commitment is higher    than    with low ability and experience.
Furthermore, the relation between leader's encouragement of self-management and
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Table 6.6: Significant interaction effects (fully standardized 133'S)' in Moderated
Multiple Regression of criteriab on leader' s encouragement of self-management   and
substitutesc

Sat. Com. Stress R.C. Ped.

Leader's encouragement of self-management
AETK            -                -.06's
PROF             -                                                                           -,06'rv
INDIFF           -
NIND             -                                                          -                 .06'e
ROUT            -                                      -                 .07'rv
TASKFB         -                  -                                                         .08*e
INSAT     -
FORM     -
INFLEX    -        -        -
ADVSTF - .09*rv .08*rv

COHES    -
NOCTRL -.08*sm :070rv
SPAT      -

a                  classification: -=no interaction,   s = substitute, n=neutralizer, e =enhancer, r= reducer, sm=simple
moderator,  pm =pure moderator,  and  rv = reverser

b Sat. = Job Satisfaction, Com. =Commitment, Stress=Work Stress,   R.C. =Role conflict,    and
Perf. = Subjective Performance rating

c AETK= Ability, Experience, Training and Knowledge, PROF=Professional orientation,
INDIFF= Indifference towards organizational rewards,       NIND =Need for Independence,
ROUT= Unambiguous, routine, methodologically invariant tasks, TASKFB =Task-provided
feedback, INSAT= Intrinsically satisfying tasks, FORM=Organizational Formalization,
INFLEX =Organizational Inllexibility, ADVSTF=Advisory and staff support, COHES =Closely
knit, cohesive, interdependent work groups, NOCTRL=Organizational rewards not within the
leader's control,  and  SPAT = Spatial distance between superior and subordinate

' p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.01

commitment is lower for those with high ability and experience than for employees
with low ability and experience.

In only 5 out of 53 (9.4%) interactions reported, the effects are in the direction
predicted by the substitutes for leadership theory. The five effects reported above
constitute  only   1.4%   of the total number of possible interaction effects  in  the  five
tables, which is far less than chance. Most of the interaction effects found are contrary
to the predictions of the substitutes for leadership theory. Consequently, even with
reliable instruments and a large sample with sufficient variation in individual, task, and
organizational characteristics, there    is no proof   for the existence   of the substitutes
using the methods proposed by substitutes scholars.
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6.2   Need for leadership as a moderator

In the following subsections, we will inspect whether need for leadership is more
successful than the substitutes for leadership in moderating the relations between

leadership variables and criteria. As was explained in chapter 5, we will use the data
from all three studies. In the first (insurance company) study, we used the preliminary
need for leadership instrument,  i.e.,  the  NL-P.  In this study, special care was taken  to
correct for common method variance. Furthermore, we were able to compare the
results obtained in RVS-Ede (study    la) with those obtained from RVS-Rotterdam
(study  lb). The results of study  1 are reported in section 6.2.1. As explained in chapter
5, in both the municipalities (study 2) and the cross-sectional sample (study 3), no
correction for common method variance procedure was used. The results of these
studies are reported in subsections 6.2.2 and 6.2.3, respectively.

6.2.1   Moderator ejIects of the NL-P in the insurance company

In Table 6.7, the results of the MMR in the first sample (RVS-Ede) are described. We
omitted the results using the criterion 'performance,' because  in  none  of the cases  are
the leadership styles  and the interaction terms significantly related to performance.   As
can be seen, the common method variable has notable effects on the regression
coefficients of the predictors. The common method variable does not have a strong
effect on the regression coefficients of the interaction terms. For instance, when
satisfaction is regressed on the common method variable, task-oriented leadership,
need for leadership, and their interaction, the regression coefficient of task-oriented

leadership becomes significant, while the regression coefficient of need for leadership
loses its significance.

Two interaction effects are found in RVS-Ede. Need for leadership moderates the
relation between human-oriented leadership and commitment. Although significant only
at  p< . 10,  this  is  also true after correcting  for the common method factor.  As  can  be
seen in Figure 3.2, need for leadership is an enhancer of the relation between human-
oriented leadership and commitment. When need for leadership is low, the relation
between human-oriented leadership and commitment is weak. When need for
leadership is high, the relation between human-oriented leadership and commitment is
strong. In Figure 6.3, lines are drawn at high and low need for leadership to visualize
this relation.

The other moderator effect is found in the relation between task-oriented leadership
and stress. With higher task-oriented leadership, more feelings of stress are present in
the insurance agents: a relation commonly found. Need for leadership, on the contrary
is negatively related to feelings of stress which might be due to the (indirect) effect of
tenure on stress. The interaction term is negatively related to stress, making need for
leadership a neutralizer of the relation between task-oriented leadership and stress. At
low levels of need for leadership, task-oriented leadership is strongly related to feelings
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Table 6.7: Moderated Multiple Regression of several criteria on leadership styles,
need for leadership and their interaction in study la (RVS-Ede)

Criterion: Satisfaction
Variable R *Ii AR2 %* AP           Bc
Human-oriented leadership  (HL)     . 13 .13 97.2 49.86 .36*** ( .19**)
Need for leadership (NL-P) .13 .00 1.0 0.54 .04 (-.01)

Interaction (HL*NL-P) .13 .00 1.8 0.93 .05 ( .03)

Task-oriented leadership (TL) .02 .02 31.0 6.35 -.10. (-.15**)
Need for leadership (NL-P) .06 .04 68.5 14.63 21*** (.04)
Interaction (TL*NL-P) .05 .00 0.5 0.11 -.02 (-.05)

Criterion: Commitment
Variable Ria,  AR' %* AP          BC

Human-oriented leadership (HL) .20 .20 76.2 80.90 .34*** ( .23***)
Need for leadership (NL-P) .25 .05 20.3 23.06 .26*** ( .23***)
Interaction (HL*NL-P) .26 .01 3.5 4.07 .10* (.080)

Task-oriented leadership (TL) .02 .02 11.4 7.13 -.07 (-.10*)
Need for leadership (NL-P) .19 .17 88.6 67.22 42*** (30***)
Interaction (TL*NL-P) .19 .00 0.0 0.00 .01 (-.01)

Criterion: Stress
Variable Rtd, AR: %3 AP          fr

Human-oriented leadership (HL) .07 .07 69.9 23.10 -.14* (-.02)
Need for leadership (NL-P) .09 .03 28.8 9.77 -.20** (-.18**)
Interaction (HL*NL-P) .09 .00 1.3 0.45 .04 ( .06)

Task-oriented leadership (TL) .08 .08 52.3 26.66 .23*** ( .26***)
Need for leadership (NL-P) .13 .06 40.4 21.95 :25*** (-.15**)
Interaction (TL*NL-P) .14 .01 7.3 3.99 -.11* (-.080)
a % of net explained variance explained by particular independent variable
b         When F>3.84, p<.05. when F>6.63, p<.01
C fully standardized final 13's (i.e. when all variables are in the equation); between brackets the

regression coefficients are shown after the common method variance is partialled out
' p<.10,*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001

of   stress.    At high levels   of  need for leadership, task-oriented leadership   has   a   weak
relation with feelings of stress (see Figure 6.3).

The interaction effects do not explain much variance in the criteria. In both significant
interactions,  only  1 %  of the variance  (AR2)  in the criterion is explained.  On  the
average of the net variance explained in these two regression equations, only 5.4 % is
explained by the interaction terms. Although this can be regarded as an extremely
small amount, the line drawings in Figure 6.3 show that the effect of the interaction is
not that small (even after correction  of x- and y-axis scale differences).
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Table 6.8: Moderated Multiple Regression of several criteria on leadership styles,
need for leadership and their interaction in study lb (RVS-Rotterdam)

Criterion: Satisfaction
Variable R24 AR2 %* Af"  g
Human-oriented leadership (HI.)     . 15 .15 97.9 55.76 .44*** ( .22**)

Need for leadership (NL-P) .15 .00 1.0 0.56 -.05 ( .02)

Interaction (HL*NL-P) .15 .00    1.1 0.64 .05 (-.02)

Task-oriented leadership (TL) .00 .01 10.1 1.78 -.07 (-.14**)

Need for leadership (NL-P) .05 .05 84.6 15.61 .22*** ( .17***)

Interaction (TL*NL-P) .05 .00 5.3 0.98 .06 ( .01)

Criterion: Commitment
Variable  adl ARZ %* AP  Bc
Human-oriented leadership (HL)     . 15 .15 90.1 55.52 .29*** ( .17*)

Need for leadership (NL-P) .16 .02 9.8 6.12 .16* ( .20**)

Interaction (HL*NL-P) .16 .00 0.1 0.03 -.01 (-.04)

Task-oriented leadership (TL) .00 .00 1.8 0.64 -.03 (-.07)

Need for leadership (NL-P) .11 .11 96.1 39.34 .34*** ( .31***)

Interaction (TL*NL-P) .11 .00 2.1 0.88 .05 ( .03)

Criterion: Stress
Variable R2Rd! AR2 %* Afl'  Be
Human-oriented leadership (HL) .04 .04 99.3 12.75 -.20** (-.08)

Need for leadership (NL-P) .03 .00 0.2 0.04 -.01 (-.05)

Interaction (HL*NL-P) .03 .00 0.5 0.06 -.02 ( .01)

Task-oriented leadership (TL) .03 .03 43.7 9.83 .15**  ( .19***)

Need for leadership (NL-P) .04 .02 28.1 6.44 -.14* (-.12*)

Interaction (TL*NL-P) .06 .02 28.2 6.54 -.14* (-. 12*)

a % of net explained variance explained by particular independent variable
b           when F> 3.84, p<.05, when F>6.63, p<.01
c fully standardized final   13' s   (i.e.   when all variables   are   in the equation); between brackets   the

regression coefficients are shown after the common method variance is partialled out
'p<.10,*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001

In Table 6.8, the results of the MMRs in sample tb (RVS-Rotterdam) are shown.
Again, the results using the 'performance' are omitted because in none of the cases are

the leadership styles  and the interaction terms significantly related to performance.   Just
like in RVS-Ede, the common method variable has notable effects on the regression

coefficients of the predictors but not so much on the interaction term.

In RVS-Rotterdam, only one significant interaction effect was found. Need for
leadership again moderates the relation between task-oriented leadership and stress.

This remains the case after correcting for the common method variable. In RVS-
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Figure 6.3: Regression of criteria on leadership styles at high need for leadership (one
sd above mean of NL-P) and low need for leadership (one sd below mean of NL-P) in
the insurance companies RVS-Ede (upper two Figures) and RVS-Rotterdam (lower
Figure)

Rotterdam, need for leadership is also a neutralizer of the relation between task-
oriented leadership and stress.    At low levels    of   need for leadership, task-oriented
leadership is strongly related to feelings of stress. At high levels, on the contrary, task-
oriented leadership is not related to feelings of stress (see lower part of Figure 6.3).

It can thus be argued that insurance agents generally find it frustrating and anxiety-
provoking when region-managers exhibit task-oriented leadership when it is not
needed. On the contrary, when leadership is needed, task-oriented leadership will not
(or almost never) augment feelings of stress. In RVS-Rotterdam, the significant
interaction between task-oriented leadership  and need for leadership explains  2 %  of the
variance in stress (28.2% of the net explained variance in stress). In this case the effect
is substantial, almost reversing the relation between task-oriented leadership and stress.
Need for leadership thus seems to be a robust neutralizer of the relation between task-
oriented leadership and stress  in the insurance company.

In both studies, the only robust relation between leadership and a criterion, even after
correcting for common method variance, is the relation between human-oriented
leadership and satisfaction, which  is not moderated  by  need for leadership.   Task-
oriented leadership is not related to satisfaction before correction, but afterwards it is
negatively related to it. This (negative) relation is not moderated either. The relation
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Table 6.9: Moderated Multiple Regression of several criteria on leadership styles,
need for leadership (NL-F(S)) and their interaction in study 2 (the municipalities)

Criterion: Satisfaction
Variable Rzad' AR2 %* AP   BC
Human-oriented leadership (HL) .04 .05 56.9 11.08 .19**

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .07 .03 35.1 7.00 -.17**

Interaction (HL*NL-F(S)) .07 .01 8.0 1.61 .09

Task-oriented leadership (TL) .00 .00 8.8 0.58 -.02

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .01 .01 48.7 3.24 -.12.

Interaction (TL*NL-F(S)) .02 .01 42.5 2.85 .11.

Criterion: Commitment
Variable Ri»,11 AR2 %, Afl'   Be
Human-oriented leadership (HL) .12 .12 81.8 31.15 .30***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .11 .00 0.4 0.17 .03

Interaction (HL'KNL-F(S)) .14 .03 17.8 6.94 .17**

Task-oriented leadership (TL)             .01 .01 58.1 2.63 .11

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .00 .00 2.4 0.11 .02

Interaction (TL*NL-F(S)) .01 .01 39.5 1.80 .09

Criterion: Stress
Variable Rld' AR2 %' AP   Be
Human-oriented leadership (HL) .01 .02 63.7 3.73 -.12.

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .02 .01 33.3 2.00 .09

Interaction (HL*NL-F(S)) .01 .00 3.0 0.18 -.03

Task-oriented leadership (TL) .07 .07 84.3 17.09 .26***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .07 .00 1.5 0.31 .04

Interaction (TL*NL-F(S)) .08 .01 14.2 2.90 -.11.

a % of net explained variance explained by particular independent variable
b        when F>3.84, p<.05; when F>6.63, p<.01
C fully standardized final 13's, i.e. when all variables are in the equation
°p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

between task-oriented leadership and commitment is not significant in most cases (only

when correcting for common method variance in RVS-Ede significance was reached)
nor  is it moderated. Finally, the relation between human-oriented leadership and stress
is significant before, but not after, correction for common method variance. This
(negative) relation  is not moderated  by  need for leadership  in both cases.

6.2.2   Moderator effects of the NL-F in the municipalities

The results of the MMRs in the municipalities are shown in Table 6.9. The similarities
between the findings here and the findings in the insurance company are striking.
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Again, there is a robust relation between human-oriented leadership and satisfaction,
which is not moderated by need for leadership. Furthermore, just like in RVS-Ede, the
relation between human-oriented leadership and commitment is moderated by need for
leadership.   In  this   case,   need for leadership  is  not an enhancer  but a simple (positive)
moderator (see also Figure 3.2). This means that the regression lines cross each other
at the center, but there is no reversal of the relation between human-oriented leadership
and commitment. At high levels of need for leadership, just as in RVS-Ede, there is a
stronger relation between human-oriented leadership and commitment than at low
levels of need for leadership.

Similar to RVS-Ede and RVS-Rotterdam, the relation between task-oriented leadership
and stress is moderated by need for leadership in the municipalities. This time, need
for leadership is not a neutralizer but a simple (negative) moderator. Again, the lines
cross each other  at each center. Still, the relations between task-oriented leadership  and
stress are very similar to those found in RVS-Ede and RVS-Rotterdam. At low levels
of  need for leadership, there   is a strong relation between task-oriented leadership  and
stress, while at a high level of need for leadership there is a weaker relation between
task-oriented leadership and stress. Apart from these two moderator effects, need for
leadership reverses the relation between task-oriented leadership and satisfaction,
although the interaction effect is marginally significant. The effect is exemplified by
the lower left cell in Figure 3.3 and is shown in Figure 6.4. When need for leadership

Satisfaction Commitment
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0,5 -                                      O.S
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Figure 6.4: Regression of criteria on leadership styles at high need for leadership (one
sd above mean of NL-F(S)) and low need for leadership (one sd below mean of NL-
F(S)) at the municipalities Middelburg and Goes
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Table 6.10: Moderated Multiple Regression of satisfaction on leadership styles, need
for leadership (NL-F(S)) and their interaction in study 3 (the cross-sectional study)

Criterion: Satisfaction
Variable R2di ARZ %' Aft   Bc
Human-oriented leadership (HL) .24 .24 98.2 239.66 .50***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .25 .00 1.3 3.16 -.060

Interaction (HL*NL-F(S)) .25 .00 0.4 1. 11 .03

Task-oriented leadership (TL) .01 .01 89.9 6.63 .10**

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .01 .00 2.0 0.18 -.02

Interaction (TL*NL-F(S)) .01 .00 8.1 0.59 .03

Charismatic leadership (CL) .23 .23 92.6 220.58 .52***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .24 .01 4.7 11.27 -.11***

Interaction (CL*NL-F(S)) .25 .01 2.7 6.64 .08*

Leader expertise (LE) .11 .11 87.2 90.16 .35***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .11 .01 4.6 4.77 -.08*

Interaction (LE*NL-F(S)) .12 .01 8.2 8.69 .10**

Encouragement of self-man. (EM) .12 .12 86.7 100.98 .39***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .13 .01 7.7 9.11 -.11**

Interaction (EL*NL-F(S)) .13 .01 5.6 6.68 .09*

a % of net explained variance explained by particular independent variable
b          when F>3.84, p<.05. when F>6.63, p<.01
C fully standardized final B's;  i.e. when all variables are in the equation

°p<.10,*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001

is low, task-oriented leadership has a negative relation to satisfaction. With high need
for leadership, task-oriented leadership has a positive relation to satisfaction. For those

with low need for leadership, generally, the level of satisfaction is higher than for
those with high need for leadership, though. Just as in the insurance company, task-
oriented leadership is not significantly related to commitment. Furthermore, human-
oriented leadership is marginally related to stress, as was the case in the insurance

company.

6.2.3   Moderator effects of the NL-F in the cross-sectional study

The ultimate proof of need for leadership as a moderator is to be found in the cross-
sectional study. In this study, much more variance in individual, task and
organizational characteristics is present because we used a sample of people from
different organizations, with different background and totally different tasks. We
expected the size of the sample, as well as the greater variety of settings, to reduce the
power problems which could have been a problem in the municipalities and the
insurance company.
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Figure 6.5. Regression of satisfaction on leadership at high need for leadership (one sd
above mean of NL-F(S)) and low need for leadership (one sd below mean of NL-F(S))
in the cross-sectional study

The  results  of the hierarchical  MMRs are shown in Tables 6.10 through  6.14.  In  each
table, one criterion is regressed on the separate leadership scales, need for leadership,
and each interaction term.

In  Table  6.10,   we  can  see  that the relation between the leadership variables  and
satisfaction is moderated 3 out of 5 times. In all three cases, need for leadership is a
reducer (cf. Figure 3.2) of the relation between the leader variables and satisfaction. If
we turn this statement around, we find low need for leadership to be a substitute of the
relation between charismatic leadership, leader expertise, and leader's encouragement
of self-management on the one hand, and satisfaction on the other. When joined with
either human-oriented leadership, charismatic leadership, or encouragement of self-
management, need for leadership is a negative predictor of satisfaction as well as a
moderator of the relation between these leadership scales and satisfaction.

At high levels of need for leadership, the relation between these leadership variables
and satisfaction is stronger than at low levels of need for leadership. but at low levels
of need for leadership, the relation is at a higher level of satisfaction than at high levels
(i.e.,  need for leadership  is a predictor; see Figure  6.5).  Just  as  in the insurance  and
the municipalities samples, need for leadership does not moderate the relation between
both human-oriented and task-oriented leadership and satisfaction.
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Table 6.11: Moderated Multiple Regression of commitment on leadership styles, need
for leadership (NL-F(S)) and their interaction in study 3 (the cross-sectional study)

Criterion: Commitment
Variable Rt*  ARZ %2 AP              fr

Human-oriented leadership (HL) .21    .21 99.0 199.86 .46***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .21 .00 0.0 0.03 :01

Interaction (HL*NL-F(S)) .21 .00 1.0 2.08 .05

Task-oriented leadership (TL)             .01    .01 60.1 8.80 .12**

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .01 .00 3.6 0.54 .02

Interaction (TL*NL-F(S)) .02 .01 36.3 5.38 .09*

Charismatic leadership (CL) .22 .23 94.4 214.01 .50***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .23 .00 1.9 4.37 -.07*

Interaction (CL*NL-F(S)) .24 .01 3.7 8.54 09**

Leader expertise (LE) .11 .12 93.9 99.35 .35***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .11 .00 0.6 0.72 -.04

Interaction (LE*NL-F(S)) .12 .01 5.3 5.71 .08*

Encouragement of self-man. (EM) .13 .13 90.8 112.31 .39***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .13 .00 2.5 3.03 -.06°

Interaction (EL*NL-F(S)) .14 .01 6.8 8.45 .10**

a % of net explained variance explained by particular independent variable
           when F>3.84, p<.05; when F>6.63, p<.01

fully standardized final  11's;  i.e.  when all  variables  are  in the equation

' p<.10,*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001

In Table 6.11, the relation between leadership variables and commitment is moderated
four out of five times. Surprisingly, the moderator effect found in RVS-Ede and the

municipalities,     i.e.,     of the relation between human-oriented leadership     and
commitment, is not found in this study. On the other hand, the relation between task-
oriented leadership and commitment is moderated  in this study.   Need for leadership  is

a simple (positive) moderator of the relation between task-oriented leadership and
commitment (Figure 6.6).

At high levels of need for leadership there is a positive relation between task-oriented
leadership and commitment, while at low levels there is no relation between these two
variables. This reduction of magnitude  of the relation  is not present  with the other
leadership variables, which are more strongly related to commitment in the first place.
As in the case of satisfaction, low need for leadership has the property of a substitute

when leadership and encouraging leadership are involved. In the case of leader

expertise, need for leadership can be classified as a simple (positive) moderator.
Generally, for all moderating effects, the relation of the leadership
styles/characteristics to commitment are weaker when subordinates have a low need for

leadership, as was expected in our first hypothesis.
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Figure 6.6: Regression of commitment on leadership at high need for leadership (one
sd above mean of NL-F(S)) and low need for leadership (one sd below mean of NL-
F(S)) in the cross-sectional study

Only in one of the five cases when stress is involved, was a moderator effect found
(Table 6.12). Although  it  was  in the hypothesized direction,  it was opposite  to  the
effects found  in the insurance subsidiaries   and the municipalities.   Need for leadership
is a simple (positive) moderator of the relation between task-oriented leadership and
stress. Although a low need for leadership was associated with a stronger relation
between task-oriented leadership and stress   in the first two studies,   this   was   not   true
for this study. With a low need for leadership, the relation between task-oriented
leadership and stress is lower than with high need for leadership (see Figure 6.8). The
negative relation between human-oriented leadership, charismatic leadership, and
leader expertise on the one hand and stress on the other, is not moderated by need for
leadership. Encouragement of self-management is not related to stress in the first
place, nor is it moderated by need for leadership.

In four out of the five cases in which role conflict is involved, a moderator effect was
found (Table    6.13).     Need for leadership    does not moderate the positive relation
between task-oriented leadership and role conflict. It does act as a moderator of the
negative relations of human-oriented leadership, charismatic leadership, and leader
expertise with role conflict. Furthermore, need for leadership is a pure (albeit weak)
moderator of the encouragement of self-management - role conflict relationship.
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Table 6.12: Moderated Multiple Regression of stress on leadership styles, need for
leadership (NL-F(S)) and their interaction in study 3 (the cross-sectional study)

Criterion: Stress
Variable Rz"ll AR2 %* AP   Be
Human-oriented leadership (HL) .05 .05 83.8 39.67 -.24***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .05 .01 11.3 5.39 .08*

Interaction (HL*NL-F(S)) .06 .00 5.0 2.36 -.05

Task-oriented leadership (TL) .03 .03 84.1 26.78 .19***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .03 .00 2.2 0.73 .03

Interaction (TL*NL-F(S)) .04 .01 13.4 4.30 .08*

Charismatic leadership (CL) .01 .01 51.7 7.70 -.12***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .02 .01 42.3 6.38 .10*

Interaction (CL*NL-F(S)) .02 .00 6.0 0.88 -.03

Leader expertise (LE) .02 .02 65.0 16.78 -.17***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .03 .01 35.0 9.13 .11**

Interaction (LE*NL-F(S)) .03 .00 0.0 0.01 -.00

Encouragement of self-man. (EM) .00 .00 3.8 0.19 -.01

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .00 .00 71.2 2.84 .07

Interaction (EL*NL-F(S)) .00 .00 23.1 0.91 -.03

a % of net explained variance explained by particular independent variable
b            when F> 3.84, p<.05; when F>6.63, p<.01
c          fully standardized final  's, i.e. when all variables are in the equation

'  p<.10,  *p<  .05,**p<,01,  ***p<  ,()01

In the case of human-oriented leadership, charismatic leadership, and leader expertise,
low need for leadership acts as a substitute for the relation between these leadership
variables  and role conflict (Figure  6.7).   With  a  low  need for leadership, again,   the
relation between the predictors and role conflict is weaker than with high need for
leadership. As for a leader's encouragement of self-management, the relation between

encouraging leadership and role conflict is negative for high need for leadership, and
positive for low need for leadership. Need for leadership, in this case, can be classified
as a pure moderator according to Our classification scheme in Figure 3.3.

The relations between the leadership variables and the subjective performance measure
are  weak,  if any (Table 6.14). Task-oriented leadership and leader's encouragement of
sel f-management are positively related     to sel f-rated performance, while leader
expertise is negatively related    to sel f-rated performance. Charismatic leadership    is
surprisingly not related to self-rated performance, although it is generally expected and
found to be a predictor of performance (Bass, 1985a). A moderator effect is found in
the human-oriented leadership - performance relation. In this case, need for leadership
is a pure moderator. With a high need for leadership, human-oriented leadership is
negatively related to performance (cf. Hersey and Blanchard (1982)), while at low
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Figure 6.7: Regression of role-conflict on leadership at high need for leadership (one
sd above mean of NL-F(S)) and low need for leadership (one sd below mean of NL-
F(S)) in the cross-sectional study

need for leadership, human-oriented leadership is positively related to performance.
This effect is shown in Figure 6.8.

6.3    Classification of the substitutes for leadership

As was discussed in chapters 2 and 3, empirical studies have not been able to provide
clear evidence favoring the practical suggestions of the substitutes theory because of
the problems inherent in moderator research. It has become clear, though, that the
substitutes are important in their own right, because they explain a large amount of
variance in outcome variables (Podsakoff, Niehoff, MacKenzie, & Williams, 1993;
Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1995; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1996). Therefore,
they can at least be considered a supplement to leadership. We have proposed an
alternative way of assessing the effects of the substitute variables using a more simple
classification procedure proposed in Table 4.2. Instead of using moderated regression
to classify the substitutes, we propose relating the substitutes to the criteria and need
for leadership using LISREL VIII (JOreskog & Sorbom, 1993). When a variable is
positively related to a criterion, such as job satisfaction or performance, and negatively
related to need for leadership, it can act in the way proposed by the substitutes theory.
If leadership traits and/or skills are inadequate and training or replacement is
infeasible, one might use this scheme to replace leadership.
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Table 6.13: Moderated Multiple Regression of role conflict on leadership styles, need
for leadership (NL-F(S)) and their interaction in study 3 (the cross-sectional study)

Criterion: Role conflict
Variable R d, AR2 %, AP   11,
Human-oriented leadership (HL) .06 .06 87.0 50.97 -.26***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .07 .01 7.7 4.53 .08*

Interaction (HL*NL-F(S)) .07 .00 5.4 3.17 -.060

Task-oriented leadership (TL)             .01 .01 95.3 9.95 .11**

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .01 .00 4.7 0.51 .03

Interaction (TL*NL-F(S)) .01 .00 0.0 0.00 -.00

Charismatic leadership (CL) .03 .03 61.2 20.08 -.20***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .03 .01 22.0 7.28 .10**

Interaction (CL*NL-F(S)) .04 .01 16.7 5.57 -,09*

Leader's expertise (LE) .05 .05 72.7 37.48 -.25***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .06 .01 16.7 8.70 .11**

Interaction (LE*NL-F(S)) .06   .01 10.6 5.51 -.08*

Encouragement of self-man. (EM) .00 .00 0.0 0.03 -.03

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .00 .00 46.4 2.40 .06

Interaction (EL*NL-F(S)) .00 .00 53.6 2.79 -.060

% of net explained variance explained by particular independent variable
b            when F> 3.84, p<.05, when F>6.63, p<.01
C fully standardized final D's: i.e. when all variables are in tile equation

'p<.10,*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001
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Figure 6.8: Regression of stress and performance on leadership at high need for
leadership (one sd above mean of NL-F(S)) and low need for leadership (one sd below
mean of NL-F(S)) in the cross-sectional study
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Table 6.14: Moderated Multiple Regression of performance on leadership styles, need
for leadership (NL-F(S)) and their interaction in study 3 (the cross-sectional study)

Criterion: Performance
Variable R ad' AR2 %, Af             Be
Human-oriented leadership (HL) .00 .00 2.1 0.20 -.01

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .00 .00 22.2 2.14 -.05

Interaction (HL*NL-F(S)) .01 .01 75.7 7.28 -.10**

Task-oriented leadership (TL) .00 .01 51.4 4.21 .09*

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .01 .00 45.0 3.68 -.070

Interaction (TL*NL-F(S)) .01 .00 3.7 0.28 .02

Charismatic leadership (CL) .00 .00 6.8 0.28 -.01

Need for leadership (NL-F(S))             ,00 .00 47.5 2.05 -.05

Interaction (CL*NL-F(S)) .00 .00 45.8 1.94 -.05

Leader expertise (LE) .02 .02 98.1 18.21 - 15***

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .02 .00 1.9 0.30 -.02

Interaction (LE*NL-F(S)) .02 .00 0.0 0.02 .01

Encouragement of self-man. (EM) .00 .00 35.9 3.50 .09*

Need for leadership (NL-F(S)) .01 .01 49.2 4.76 -.08*

Interaction (EM*NL-F(S)) .01 .00 14.8 1.45 -.04

a % of net explained variance explained by particular independent variable
b         when F>3.84, p<.05; when F>6.63, p<.01
C fully standardized final 13's;  i.e.  when all variables are in the equation
'p<.10,*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001

In  Tables  6.15  and  6.16, the results  of the analyses conducted  in the cross-sectional
study are reported. We used LISREL VIII (Joreskog & SOrbom, 1993) to obtain the
regression coefficients of the substitutes with the need for leadership scale NL-F(S) and
one of the criteria, respectively. Five separate models were obtained, each containing
the substitutes as independent manifest variables, NL-F(S) as a dependent manifest
variable, and one of the five criteria as a dependent manifest variable.

The   relations   of the so-called substitutes hardly support the theoretical propositions.
Only ability, experience, training, and knowledge (AETK) and need for independence
(NIND) are consistently related to need for leadership. The rest of the substitutes are
either not related or positively related to it, for instance in the case of professional
orientation (PROFES), or advisory and staff support (ADVSTF).

In  Table  6.15, the results  of the classifications using the criteria job satisfaction  (S),
organizational commitment (C), and self-rated performance (P) are shown. The
underlined types have an effect which is comparable to the effect of the substitutes;
they  reduce  the  need for leadership and augment organizational or individual outcomes.
This type is best exemplified by ability, experience, training, and knowledge (AETK).
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Table 6.15: Classification' of the substitutes according to their regression coefficientsb
with need for leadership (Yn) and the criteria satisfaction (y ), commitment Cy ), and
performance (yp) in three separate models

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Satisfaction (n=627) Commitment (n=634) Performance (n=629)
y.    7,   type    y n ye    type Y. yp type

AETK -.20* .09* N-S+ -.19* .05 N-Co ..19* .32* N-P+
PROFES .08 -.01 N So .09* :03 N+Co .09* .09*  N+P+

INDIFF :03 -,38* N S- -.03 ..37* N C- -.03 .05 Nopo

NIND -.11* .05 N-So -.11* .01 N-Co -.11* .15* N-P+
TASKFB .05     -.03 APSo .05 -.05 N C  .05 .11*  NoP+

ROUT .05 -.01 N S  .05 .13* N 'C+ .05 ..18* NoP-

INSAT .08 .37* N S+ .07 .31* N + .07 -.05 Appo

FORM .03 .03 N S  .03 .05 N C  .03 .03 Nopo

INFLEX .08 .00 N S  .08 .04 N C  .08 -.05 Nopo

ADVSTF .08 .06 N S  .08* .05 N+Co .08* .09* N+P+
COHES -.08 .21* APS+ -.06 .17* N + -.07 -.10*     NoP-

NOCTRL -.03 .04 N S' -.03 .06 NDCI -.03 -.10*       N P-

SPAT -.06 .06 APS' -.06 .01 N020 -.06 .05 *PO

R  .11 .56 .10 .40 .10 .26

K2 0.11 (df=l, p=.74) 0.92 (df=l, p=.34) 0.86 (df= 1, p=.35)
'             for explanation underlined and bold-printed 'types': see text

the  y's are obtained using LISREL  VHI  (JOreskog  &  Sorbom,  1993)

*p<.05

AETK reduces the need for leadership and augments satisfaction (S+) and self-rated
performance (P+). It does not augment organizational commitment, though. The only
other effect comparable to a substitute is the effect of need for independence (NIND)
when self-rated performance is involved. NIND also reduces the need for leadership
and augments self-rated performance. Consequently, except for AETK, no clear proof
for a substitution effect using this method can be found in Table 6.15.

Two effects comparable to enhancers (positive relation to need for leadership and
criterion) can be found in Table  6.15.  They are shown  in bold. Professional orientation
is found to act contrary to the substitutes hypotheses by having a positive relation to
need for leadership, besides a positive relation with self-rated performance.
Furthermore, staff support   has an effect comparable   to an enhancer when self-rated
performance is involved.

In  Table  6.16, the effects  of the substitute variables using Work-stress  (W)  and  Role
conflict (R) are shown. Again the effects comparable to a substitution effect are
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Table 6.16: Classification' of the substitutes according to their regression coefficientS
with need for leadership (y») and the criteria work stress (Y. ) and role conflict (y ) in
two separate models

Model 4 Model 5
Work stress (n=633) Role conflict (n=630)
Yn Y. type  y. yr type

AETK -.19* -.04 N-Wi -.19* -.03 N-Ro

PROFES .09* .22* N+W+ .09* .10*  N+R+
INDIFF -.02 .15* N W+ -.02 .22* N0R+
NIND -.12* .00 N-Wo -.11* .05 N-Ro
TASKFB .05 .05 Nif .05 .10*   N0R+

ROUT .05 -.09* N W .04 -.15*    N0R-

INSAT .07 -.07 NoWo .06 -.08 N R 
FORM .03 -.06 NoW" .03 -.07 N R 
INFLEX .08 .07 N WD .09* :01 N+Ro
ADVSTF .08 .07 NoWo .08* .23*  N+R+
COHES :07 -.21* N0W -.07 : 16* N0R
NOCTRL -.04 -.06 Nif -.03 -.06 N R0
SPAT -.07 .18* N*W+ -.07 .14*     NaR+

R2 .11 .18 .11 .20

%                       1.60 (df=1, p=.21) 2.91 (df=1, p=.09)
a             for explanation underlined and bold-printed 'types': see text
b                  the  y's are obtained using LISREL VIII (Joreskog  &  S8rbom,   1993)
* p <.05

underlined.29 Professional orientation and staff support are the only variables which
have an effect comparable   to a substitution effect, but opposite to expectations.   Less
instead of more professional orientation is associated with less need for leadership and
both less work stress and role conflicts. The same is true for staff support: Less instead
of more staff support is associated  with  less  need for leadership  and  less role conflicts.

6.4 The relation of substitutes and need for leadership to unit size
and leader absence

In this section, the results of the additional hypotheses 4a through 4d will be discussed.
As argued in section 4.2.2, one of the things which might have made it difficult to find
substitutes, is that substitutes may have obliterated the presence of a leader. In this
case, a comparison between employees with and without a leader on the substitutes is
the most adequate test of the substitutes. If a leader is still present, substitutes may
have  increased  the  unit  size  (or vice versa: through an increase  in  unit size, substitutes

29 It  should be noted  that the classification in Table  6.16  is a reversal  of the classification in Table
6.17 because we expected adequate leadership to be negatively related to these criteria.

Need for leadership and substitutes as moderators 195



Table 6.17: Substitutes for leadership, need for leadership, unit size and the absence

vs. presence of a leader

Correlation independent t-tests of difference when leader i s. . .
with absent present

unit size' mean (sd) mean (sd) t-value df. sign

NL-F(S) .05 38.1 (17.4)   44.4 (12.9) 2.90  77.4 .005

AETK :01 29.1 (4.2) 27.9 (4.2) 2.59 679 .010

PROFES .04 31.8(5.6) 29.5 (5.5) 3.71 648   .000

INDIFF .02 15.9 (4.8) 17.5 (4.6) 3.09 683 .002

NIND .01 16.4 (2.7) 15.6 (2.6) 2.92 681   .004

TASKFB -.04 23.8 (4.7) 22.0 (4.9) 3.56 677   .000

ROUT -.06 15.0 (5.1) 13.9 (5.3) 2.01 685 .044

INSAT .04 22.2 (3.0) 21.0 (3.6) 3.12 683 .002

FORM -.05 14.0 (4.0) 16.0 (4.0) 4.48 677   .000

INFLEX -.08* 17.8 (5.8) 18.3 (4.9) 0.93 667 .352

ADVSTF .02 14.6 (6.0) 15.3 (5.6) 1.17 671 .244

COHES .02 23.4 (5.4) 23.5 (4.9) 0.23 664 .815

NOCTRL .08*

SPAT .09*

a after correction for company size (similar results were obtained without correction)
b this t-value and the consecutive degrees of freedom were obtained after correction for unequality of

variance
* p <.05

may have become increasingly present).  In both cases,  i.e.,  with an increase  in  unit
size and/or when a leader is absent, we expect a lower need for leadership. In Table
6.17, these hypotheses are tested using the cross-sectional study.  In this table, we used
company size as a covariate of the relation of the substitutes and need for leadership to
unit    size. The results obtained thus reflect the correlations    of   unit    size    with    the
substitutes/need for leadership when company size is held constant.

First of all, the correlations between unit size and the substitutes for leadership are
very low. The only substitute variables which are (marginally) related to unit size are
organizational inflexibility (INFLEX), leader's lack of control of rewards (NOCTRL),
and spatial distance between supervisors and subordinates (SPAT). Organizational
inflexibility is negatively related  to  unit  size. In contrast with small teams, large teams
may    experience more organizational flexibility    due to reduced leader control,    and
consequently a greater amount of freedom. Unit size is positively related to less reward
control by the leader, which again might be due to limited opportunities to observe
employees and a lesser amount of control of the individual employees. Spatial distance
between the supervisor and the subordinate, finally, is positively related to unit size.
The most simple explanation of this correlation is that greater distance between a
supervisor and his subordinates is more likely when the unit size becomes larger and
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direct involvement of the supervisor in the work of the subordinates diminishes.
Consequently, hypothesis 4a only seems to be confirmed in the case of NOCTRL and
SPAT.

The results are totally different when we compare the means of the substitute scales for
employees with and without a leader. Two of the substitutes are not relevant here,
namely lack of control of rewards and spatial distance between leader and subordinate.
Only  three  of the remaining   11   substitutes, organizational inflexibility (INFLEX), staff
support (ADVSTF), and team cohesion (COHES) do not differentiate between
employees with and without a leader. Of the organizational characteristics,
organizational formalization (FORM) is the only substitute which differentiates
between employees with and without a leader. When no leader is present, there is less
organizational formalization. If we would take the absence of leadership as a measure
of substitution, clearly the direction of formalization would be opposite the direction
proposed by the theory, with less formalization substituting for leadership. In this case,
it  is more likely that formalization,  i.e., the presence  of a formal hierarchy, creates
need for leadership since once a hierarchy is instated it becomes increasingly difficult
to question the importance of supervision (Martin, 1983).

Although organizational characteristics do not distinguish adequately between
employees with and without a leader, almost all individual and task characteristics
discriminate very adequately between the absence and presence of a leader, and do so
in the expected direction. Consequently, hypothesis 4b is confirmed for the individual
and task characteristics. Employees without a leader are characterized    by     more
experience (AETK), professionalism (PROF), and need for independence (NIND).
Their tasks are characterized by a larger degree of task feedback (TASKFB), routine
(ROUT), and intrinsic satisfaction (INSAT). Contrary  to the substitutes theory,   is   the
effect of indifference towards organizational rewards (INDIFF); without a leader,
employees are characterized   by less indifference towards organizational rewards.    Of
course, there is no way of knowing which is cause and which effect because cross-
sectional data were used. It can be argued that with no leader, employees are pressed
to gain the experience needed which stimulates their need for independence and
professionalism, causing them to seek task feedback and routinize their work, and
providing them with intrinsic, rather than extrinsic, motivation. On the other hand,
when these characteristics are present, it is easier to make leadership obsolete.
Consequently, if organizations use the substitutes for leadership theory appropriately
they get rid of the leader when the substitutes are present. In the process, they would
make the theory a self-negating prophecy; i.e., making it impossible  to  test the theory
as proposed.

Finally, as shown by the correlations in Table 6.17, hypothesis  4c is disconfirmed  and
hypothesis 4d is confirmed. Thus, in large units, employees do not have a more
significant  need for leadership  than in small units,   but  need for leadership is lower  for
employees who do not possess a leader and higher for employees who do have one.
Again, both causal directions are feasible. If need for leadership is low, organizations
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may want to make leadership obsolete, thus confirming the substitutes theory. On the
other hand, need for leadership might be reduced because of an absence of a leader.
When leadership positions are present   in the organizational hierarchy, subordinates
may attribute some relevance to the presence of a leader, enhancing their opportunities
for influence (Martin, 1983). The plausibility of this hypothesis will be shown in the
next  chapter.

6.5 Conclusions

The   results in section  6.1   pertaining  to the substitute for leadership variables,   are
equivocal. On the one hand, we do not find much empirical verification of the
substitutes for leadership theory using the methods recommended by the theory. In
1 6.3%   of the cases, a significant interaction effect was found using the substitutes   in
the moderated regression. Of the 53 significant interactions, only 5 (9.4%) were in the
direction predicted  by the substitutes theory.

In  section  6.2, our central hypothesis, i.e., hypothesis   1, was examined.   Need  for
leadership was hypothesized to moderate the relation between leadership

styles/characteristics and criteria such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
and work stress. Our most important conclusion is that the hypothesis is confirmed in
some,  but  not all, cases.  In the cross-sectional study,   13  out  of the possible  25  (i.e.,

52%) MMRs conducted showed significant interaction effects. All of these, except the
two cases of a pure moderator effect, are in the direction proposed by hypothesis  1.  In
all cases when need for leadership is low, the effect of leadership on criteria is weaker
than when need for leadership is high. The interactions do not explain much variance;
on average, only  1 % of the total variance is explained by the interaction term. Of the
net explained variance in the cross-sectional study, though, an average of 18.8% of the
variance is explained by the significant interaction terms. The number of significant
interactions found represents a marked improvement over the number found in the
substitutes for leadership research (Podsakoff, Niehoff, MacKenzie, & Williams,
1993; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Fetter, 1993; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Ahearne, &
Bommer, 1995).

Although the moderator effects in the cross-sectional study supported hypothesis  1,  this
was not completely   the  case   in the insurance subsidiaries   and the municipalities.
Support for hypothesis 1 was only found when the relation human-oriented leadership -
commitment was involved. With a low need for leadership, human-oriented leadership
is less strongly related to commitment than with a high need for leadership. The
findings concerning the relation between task-oriented leadership and stress, reported
in these studies, are opposite    to the hypothesis   and the results found    in the cross-
sectional research. With lower need for leadership, the relation between task-oriented
leadership and stress in these studies is stronger instead of weaker. This effect is true
for the  NLP as well as  for the  NL-F(S),  so  it is unlikely that instrument artefacts are
responsible. It may, for instance, be hypothesized that organizational setting or
leadership repercussions affect this moderator effect. In settings in which it is
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impossible to avoid   one' s leader   and in which repercussions   for not acting   on   task
directives of leaders are present, it may be true that with a low need for leadership
task-oriented leadership may become stressful. In those instances in which     a
subordinate can avoid his leader and there are no repercussions if the subordinate does
not act on task directives, task-oriented leadership may cause less stress.

Furthermore, moderation    of the relation between human-oriented leadership     and
satisfaction was not found in any of the cases. Human-oriented leadership is robustly
related to job satisfaction. This robustness can be explained in terms of a real effect, a
leadership prototype effect (Lord & Maher, 1993) or a halo-effect (Cooper, 1981). As
for a real effect, the causal direction is from leadership behavior to the criterion, with
a higher human-orientation of the leader causing higher job satisfaction. Concerning a
leadership prototype effect, the causal direction is reversed with a higher satisfaction
causing a better appraisal of the leader in terms of his human-orientation. In the case of
a halo effect, one aspect of the work or test situation influences the responses of the
subject on both job satisfaction of the subject and human-orientation of his leader, with
a positivity or negativity bias showing up in either higher satisfaction and human-
oriented leadership or lower satisfaction and human-oriented leadership.

In the insurance studies, we corrected   for   a halo effect using a modified one-factor
technique, partialing out common method variance in the regression procedure.
Although diminished, the relation between human-oriented leadership and satisfaction
in the moderated regression analysis is basically similar. Although from this study we
cannot conclude whether this effect is real or a leadership prototype effect, it can be
cautiously concluded that the situational leadership theory does not apply to the relation
between human-oriented leadership and job satisfaction.  If this effect proves to be real,
human-oriented leadership would be considered important, no matter how independent
an employee is of his supervisor. Consequently, the 'strong' assumption of Kerr and
Jermier (1978), that all leadership behaviors can be made irrelevant is not supported in
this study. The 'weaker' assumption, posited by the path-goal theory (House, 1971)
that even unnecessary leader behaviors can have an impact on subordinates, seems to
be more valid.

In our classification, only two of the substitutes are consistently related to need for
leadership in the direction predicted. Ability, experience, training and knowledge, and
need for independence are negatively related to need for leadership. Contrary to
expectations, professional orientation and advisory and staff support are somewhat
positively related to need for leadership. These effects are not very strong, though.

Using MMR and the relation to need for leadership in our classification, not much
proof is provided     for the substitutes for leadership theory. The substitutes     for
leadership theory is supported when inspecting the differences between employees with
and without a leader. While there is no evidence for an increase in unit size due to
substitutes (disconfirming hypothesis 4a), almost all individual  and task characteristics
of the substitutes theory are present to a larger degree when employees do not have a
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leader (confirming hypothesis 4b). However, it is difficult to establish cause and
consequence. It may be true that, because of the substitutes, the hierarchy has been
dissolved. However, it is more likely that without a leader employees have to obtain
the necessary skills, task feedback and the like, Or they perceive those characteristics to
be present to a larger degree because of the absence of a leader.

In the case of need for leadership, hypothesis 4c is disconfirmed (cf. hypothesis 4a)
and    hypothesis    4d is confirmed    (c f. hypothesis   4b).    Need fur leadership    is    not
significantly related to unit size in either direction, but need for leadership is lower
when a leader is absent. It thus seems plausible that need for leadership is a social-
contextual quasi-need (or derived need), which is augmented in settings in which a
dependency relation is instilled. To understand why employees need a leader, we turn
to the following chapter in which we will scrutinize the predictors of need for
leadership.
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Chapter 7

Need for leadership and situational
characteristics
In the previous chapter, moderator effects of both need for leadership and the
substitutes for leadership were explored.   Need for leadership moderates the relation
between leadership characteristics and criteria more often and more consistently than
the substitutes. Consequently, we think of need for leadership as a mediating
moderator, capturing and transmitting the effects of all situational characteristics in
the leadership process, without having to resort to higher-order interaction effects.
The focus of this chapter will be on the relation between these situational variables
and need for leadership.

The situational characteristics consist of individual, task, organizational, and, last but
not least, leadership characteristics. According to our model, the first three classes of
characteristics are related to need for leadership in a uniform way, with need for
leadership being dependent on the state of the individual, the kind of task performed,
and the type of organization. This is in agreement with our conceptualization of need
for leadership as a social-contextual construct. Although in this study we will not test
whether there are intra-individual differences that are stable across situations, we will
expect, in accordance with Ryan (1995), that people have a different degree of need
for leadership in different settings depending on, for instance, their experience, help
or pressure from the group, the difficulty of the task, etc... Specifically,  we will test
the   relationship   of the following individual,    task, and organizational characteristics
with       need for leadership: the substitutes for leadership (hypothesis       2a),
authoritarianism (hypothesis 2b), self-efficacy (hypothesis 2c), use of IT (question 1),
gender (question  2), and personality  of the subordinates (question  3).

Leadership, in contrast with the three classes of situational variables described above,
is expected to be reciprocally related to need for leadership. On the one hand a high
need for leadership on the part of the subordinate can spur leaders to act towards
alleviating this need. On the other hand, leadership behavior can also make
subordinates more or less dependent on the leader. In concordance with hypothesis 3a
we think that charismatic leadership and leader expertise will more likely be
predictors of need for leadership. In accordance with hypothesis 3b, we expect
encouragement of self-management, human-oriented leadership and task-oriented
leadership to be reciprocally related to need for leadership. For instance, when
subordinates have a strong need for leadership, leaders may be prone to show
encouragement of self-management (Manz & Sims, 1987). High encouragement of
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Figure 7.1: This chapter's focus (bold arrows) in the need for leadership model

self-management should, in turn, lessen the need for leadership. Consequently, need
for leadership should be positively related to encouragement of self-management
when it is the cause of encouragement of self-management and should be negatively
related to encouragement of self-management when need for leadership is caused by
it. Because in our research we have used cross-sectional data, we have argued in
chapter 5 that some leadership characteristics can better be treated as precursors of
need for leadership, while others can be considered as depending on it. For example,
in the relation between need for leadership and encouragement of self-management, it
is more logical to assume that the first causal part (the positive relation between need

for leadership and encouragement of self-management) will be present in our cross-
sectional data, while the second part (a lower need for leadership as a consequence of
the encouragement) will only be found after some encouragement has taken place.

First  of all, section  7.1 will describe the relation between  the  Big  Five and additional
personality dimensions and need for leadership (question 3) using data from the
insurance study. In section  7.2,   we will present the relations between  the ' situational '
predictors (which also include personality traits and individual characteristics, such as
authoritarianism and experience, ability, knowledge, and training)    and    need    for
leadership. In section 7.3, we will describe the results using need for leadership as a
precursor of encouragement of self-management, task-oriented leadership and human-
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oriented leadership. In Figure  7.1, the focus of these three sections is shown.   In
sections 7.4 and 7.5, some examples will be offered encompassing the complete
model of need for leadership using data from all three studies. In section 7.4, we will
explore the model using  data  from the cross-sectional study. In section  7.5,  one  of
these examples will be further explored using data from the insurance companies and
the municipalities. Finally, some conclusions will be offered in section 7.6.

7.1     Personality and need for leadership

The personality adjectives, described in chapter 5 and Appendix C, were employed in
the sample of insurance agents in study lb (RVS-Rotterdam). In our test of the
relation between personality and need for leadership, we used all three measures of
need for leadership, the NL-P, the NL-F(S), and the NL-F(0), developed in our
research. These three scales   were   used as indicators   of a latent   need for leadership
variable in LISREL VIII (JOreskog & Sorbom, 1993). In this way, the latent variable
expresses  the ' sentiments' towards the added value  of a leader through  the  NLP,  the
subjective functional aspects of need for leadership through the NL-F(S), and the
objective functional aspects through the NL-F(0). We conducted a path analysis to
test the relations between the manifest personality variables and the latent variable
need for leadership. Consequently, although correction for attenuation is present in
the dependent variable need for leadership, there is no correction for attenuation in
the independent personality variables. In Figure 7.2, the fully standardized solution is

Conscien- EmotionalExtraversion Agreeableness Intellect
tiousness stability

.14                 ...     -0              1-l1AA          -m
\\\ - -05 Complaisance

Need for                     08
.97

leadership
( Submissiveness

10

85 75 55 Arrogance

NL-F(S) NL-F(0) NL-P
1        +        +

.28 .44 .70

Figure 7.2: The eigth personality dimensions derived from the AB5C and need for
leadership (n=307); %2=36.91  (df= 16, p=.0022), CN=266, GFI=.98, AGFI=.91,
NFI=.97, CFI=.98
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provided. Underneath the Figure, some fit measures are provided. The correlation
matrices that underlie Figure    7.2    and all other following structural analyses    are

provided in Appendix  E.

Overall, the fit is adequate. The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Adjusted Goodness of
Fit Index (AGFI), the Normed Fit Index (NFI), and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI)
are all above .90. The %2, though, is significant, indicating that the model is not
acceptable. As explained in chapter 5, the %2 is biased against large samples. It would
not have been significant if the sample had been smaller than 266, indicated by the
critical n (CN). For our purposes, we consider the model to be adequate.

None  of the relations reached significance  in the structural model. Only three percent
of the variance (R2) in need for leadership was explained by the personality
dimensions  (Rladj  = ·01). Extraversion came closest to having a significant (positive)
relation (standardized    y= . 14, t-value = 1.81). The relations of complaisance,
submissiveness, and arrogance to need for leadership were neither significant nor in
the expected directions. Complaisance and submissiveness are associated with less
instead of more need for leadership. Arrogance is associated with more, instead of
less need for leadership. Consequently, in this sample, personality is not found to be
related to need for leadership.

7.2 Situational predictors of need for leadership

In this section we will examine the proposed predictors of need for leadership.
Together with the substitutes for leadership, we will test the relation of gender,

authoritarianism, self-efficacy, use of a Local Area Network (LAN), charismatic
leadership and leader expertise with the latent variable need for leadership using
LISREL. We tested the model using the cross-sectional data described in chapter 5.
In this model, we expected the substitutes for leadership to be negatively related to
need for leadership (cf. hypothesis 2a), authoritarianism  to be positively related   (cf.
hypothesis     2b), sel f-efficacy     to be negatively related (cf. hypothesis     2c),     and
charismatic leadership and leader expertise to be positively related to need for
leadership (cf. hypothesis 3a). Furthermore, we formulated two additional questions,
which will be inspected in this section. First of all, we want to know whether there is
a difference between men and women regarding need for leadership. Secondly, we
want to investigate whether there is a relation between use of a LAN and need for
leadership.

Again, in order to make use of all the information possible, we used all three scales,
i.e.,  the  NL-P,  the  NL-F(S),  and  the  NL-F(0), as indicators  of the latent variable
need for leadership. All predictors were entered as manifest variables.    As    in   the
previous section there   is no correction for attenuation  in the predictors. Although  the
GFI (=.99), the AGFI (=.92) and the NFI (=.97) were adequate for the model
obtained,  the  %2 was somewhat  low  at  85.74  (df=38,  p < .0001). The specification
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Figure 7.3: Predictors of need for leadership (n=578);  %2=59.85 (df=37, p=.01),
CN=578, GFI=.99, AGFI=.94, NFI=.98, CFI=.99

search revealed that adding an error covariance between NL-F(S) and NL-F(0)
would significantly lower   the X: Adding an error covariance between   NL-F(S)   and
NL-F(0) makes sense, since these variables, although having a different stem, have a
same ending. It should be noted that this affects the explained variance in need for
leadership, since it reduces the strength of the paths from the latent variable need for
leadership to the indicators NL-F(S) and NL-F(0). The R2 is augmented from .24 to
.40. (Rldjis respectively .22 and .38).

The model in Figure 7.3 has an adequate fit. With 37 degrees of freedom, the %2 is
59.85  (p =.01). The critical  n  (CN) is exactly equal  to the sample n, namely  578.
Both the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) are .99,
the Adjusted GFI is .94 and the Normed Fit Index (NFI) is .98. In this model, five of
the 13 substitutes are significantly related to the latent variable need for leadership.
Two of these, "closely-knit, cohesive, interdependent work groups" (COHES) and
"organizational rewards not within the leader's control" (NOCTRL), were not related

i to NL-F(S) in the previous chapter. The sign of the relation is in accordance with
what would be expected from the theory. Contrary to the hypothesis, "advisory and
staff support" (ADVSTF) is positively related to need for leadership. None of the
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other eight substitutes are significantly related   to   need for leadership. Consequently,

hypothesis 2a is only partially supported.

Hypothesis  2b is supported  in this model. Authoritarianism  has a significant positive
relation with need for leadership. Although it is not very strong, it seems that
authoritarian employees have a higher need for leadership than non-authoritarian
employees. Hypothesis 2c is not supported in this study. Instead of the expected

negative relation with need for leadership, self-efficacy even has a slight (but
nonsignificant) positive relation     to     need for leadership. Hypothesis     3a     is     only

supported for charismatic leadership, which has a relatively strong positive relation to
need for leadership. It seems that employees with charismatic leaders have a higher
need for leadership than those with leaders low on charisma. Hypothesis 3a is not
supported for leader expertise. There    is no significant relation between leader

expertise and need for leadership.

Finally, concerning the additional questions in our research, we find that both gender

and  the  use  of a  LAN are related  to  need for leadership. Women (gender =2)  have  a
stronger  need for leadership  than men (gender= l). Furthermore,  use  of a  LAN  is
negatively related to need for leadership. Employees who use a LAN frequently seem
to have a weaker need for leadership than those who do not use a LAN (frequently).

7.3      Need for leadership as a predictor of leadership behaviors

As argued in chapter 5, it is impossible to test some of the expected reciprocal
relations between     need for leadership and leadership behaviors, proposed     in
hypothesis 3b using the cross-sectional data. Therefore, we decided to test a limited
version of hypothesis 3b, excluding the relations from task-oriented leadership,
human-oriented leadership, and leader's encouragement of self-management to need
for  leadership.   It is reasonable to suspect  that the leadership behaviors will eventually
have an effect on need for leadership. In contrast, we assume that need for leadership
will have a direct effect on the leadership behaviors, enhancing both human-oriented
leadership, task-oriented leadership, and leader's encouragement of self-management.

As  explained in section 5.6.3, we fixed the error variances  of the manifest leadership

variables    to the unreliabilities   of the measures. Again   we   used all three   need   for

leadership scales as indicators of need for leadership in a LISREL-model. In the
model the latent variable need for leadership is expected to have a positive effect on
all three latent leadership behavior variables. The fit of the model thus tested was
very poor. The %2 was 508.93 (df -9, p<.001). Both GFI, AGFI, and NFI were
lower  than  .90,  i.e.,  .83,  .61,  and .56 respectively. A specification search revealed
that adding paths or error covariances between the latent variables encouragement of
self-management and human-oriented leadership as well as between the latent
variables encouragement of self-management and task-oriented leadership
significantly reduced the %2. Furthermore, the specification search suggested adding
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Figure 7.4: The relation of need for leadership with leadership behaviors (n=712);
x2=16.52 (df-6, p=.01), CN=724, GFI=.99, AGFI=.97, NFI=.99, CFI=.99

an error covariance between NL-F(S) and NL-F(0), comparable to the previous
section.

In Figure 7.4, the final model of the effects of need for leadership on leadership
behaviors is presented. The fit of this model is good, with an %2 of 16.52 (df=6,
p=.01), a GFI of .99, an AGFI of .97, a NFI of .99, and a CFI of .99. Need for
leadership is strongly related to encouragement of self-management and task-oriented
leadership (ys are .49 and .43 respectively). The relation to human-oriented
leadership is less strong, with a y of .19. Need for leadership explains 24% of the
variance in encouragement of self-management,   19 %  of the variance in task-oriented
leadership,   and  3.5 %   of the variance in human-oriented leadership. Consequently,
according to this model, when there is a strong need for leadership, leaders tend to
react with more task-oriented leadership and encouragement of self-management.

7.4 General examples of the need for leadership model in the

cross-sectional sample

Although at the moment it is highly problematic to conduct moderated regression
analyses using latent variables in LISREL (see chapter 3), it is possible to conduct
path analyses using manifest interaction terms. As discussed in chapter    5,    the
interaction term in a path analysis resembles the interaction term in MMR, being a
separate predictor conceived through multiplication of two standardized or centered
variables. The multiplicative term can be entered in a LISREL model just like any
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Figure 7.5: An example of the general need for leadership model with situational
predictors, leader's expertise and job satisfaction (n=673); %2-4.02 (df=5, p=.55),
CN=2526, GFI= 1.00, AGFI=.99, NFI=.99, CFI=1.00

other variable. In the following models, we have transformed the latent need for
leadership variable from Figure 7.3 into a manifest variable. Because the paths from
the latent need for leadership to its indicators, NL-F(S), NL-F(0), and NL-P, were
similar, we decided to derive a manifest variable through simple summation of the
three standardized indicators.

We selected examples of the generic need for leadership model (Figure 4.4) by the
following method: (1) significant interactions were selected from Tables 6.10 through
6.14. The leadership variable and criterion which were involved   in the significant
interaction were entered  in the lower  part  of  the  model; (2) significant relations
between the predictors and need for leadership were selected and entered in the upper
part  of the model.  We  did not include COHES and NOCTRL, because  they  did  not
have a significant relation to need for leadership in the classification provided in
chapter 6; (3) we decided to use all leadership and criterion variables in turn in the
following pairs: leader expertise with job satisfaction, leader's encouragement of self-
management with organizational commitment, charismatic leadership with role
conflict, and task-oriented leadership and work stress. The analyses for the general
examples    were done using    data    from the cross-sectional sample. The results    are
shown in Figures 7.5 through  7.8.
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Figure 7.6: An example of the general need for leadership model with situational
predictors, leader's encouragement of self-management and organizational commit-
ment (n=682); %2=25.18 ((if= 10, p=.005), CN=629, GFI=.99, AGFI=.96,
NFI=.96, CFI=.97

Figure 7.5 was derived by means of a specification search, deleting paths from the six
independent variables  (i.e., the individual and organizational characteristics)  to job
satisfaction, which were not significant. Three relations between these variables and
job satisfaction remained; AETK, Authoritarianism, and ADVSTF are positively
related to job satisfaction. Together, these three variables, leader expertise and the
interaction term explain 20% of the variance in job satisfaction (Wadj is also .20).
Leader expertise explains most variance in job satisfaction, followed by AETK and
ADVSTF.  The  fit  of this model  is  high,  GFI  and CFI reaching  1.00  and  AGFI  and
NFI  being  .99.  The  %2  for  this  model  is  4.02  Gif=5, p=.55). Consequently,  the
model fits the data well.

The     model in Figure    7.6    has an extra dependent variable, i.e., leader's
encouragement of self-management, for which we had no hypotheses concerning its
relation   to the individual and organizational characteristics. The specification search
revealed that the path between ADVSTF and leader's encouragement of self-
management should be freed. This makes some sense, since with more staff support
the leader will probably more likely view the work situation as one in which the
subordinate has support to be self-managing from sources other than himself, and will
encourage subordinates to use this support. After model improvement, four
significant paths remained between the individual and organizational characteristics
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Figure 7.7: An example of the general need for leadership model with situational
predictors, charismatic leadership and role conflict (n=660);  %2 =4.84 (df= 3,
p=.18), CN=1547, GFI= 1.00, AGFI=.97, NFI=.99, CFI=1.00

and organizational commitment. Gender, AETK, authoritarianism, and ADVSTF are
all positively related to organizational commitment. Consequently, women, workers
with more experience and abilities, authoritarian employees, and subordinates with
staff support show more organizational commitment than men, workers with less
experience and abilities, less authoritarian employees, and subordinates without staff
support. Together with leader's encouragement of self-management, and the
interaction between leader's encouragement of self-management and need for
leadership, these variables explain 18% of the variance in organizational commitment
(Rlad' = .17).    The   fit   of this model   is   less   than   the   fit   of the model   with   job
satisfaction.  %1  is  25.18  (df= 10, p=.005), although  the fit indices are adequate.  GFI
is .99, AGFI and NFI are both .96, and CFI is .97.

In  Figure  7.7, the model with charismatic leadership  and role conflict is shown.   The
specification search suggested that a parameter between role conflict and need for
leadership be freed. Theoretically, there are reasons to expect  role  conflict  to  lead  to
a higher need for leadership. Keller (1989), for instance, found that subordinates high
on need for job clarity are more affected by their leader. Similarly, Ashkanasy and
Gallois (1994) found lower task control (and consequently low task clarity) to be
related to higher need for future supervision. After path deletion, four of the six
individual and organizational characteristics appeared to be related to role conflict.
Together with charismatic leadership, and the interaction between charismatic
leadership and need for leadership, these individual and organizational characteristics
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Figure 7.8: An example of the general need for leadership model with situational
predictors, task-oriented leadership and work stress (n=675):  %2= 13.24  (df= 8,
p=.10), CN=1024, GFI=1.00, AGFI=.97, NFI=.97, CFI=.99

explain  11%  in  role conflict (R2,4 =. 10). Of these, ADVSTF and NIND are positively
related to role conflict. Charismatic leadership, gender (women are bothered less by
role conflicts), and authoritarianism are negatively related to role conflict. This model
shows a good fit, with a %2 of 4.84 (df=3, p=.18), a GFI and CFI of 1.00, a NFI of
.99 and an AGFI of .97.

In the final general model (Figure 7.8), we investigated the relation of the individual
and organizational characteristics, and task-oriented leadership with work stress. In
this model, task-oriented leadership is again viewed as a dependent variable affected
by need for leadership. The specification search suggested that the path from
authoritarianism to task-oriented leadership be freed. Although authoritarianism 'asks'
for task-oriented leadership through need for leadership, there is also apparently a
direct effect of authoritarianism on task-oriented leadership. All six of the individual
and organizational characteristics are related to work stress, although none of these
characteristics explains much variance. A total  of  6 %   of the variance is explained   in
work stress by these characteristics, task-oriented leadership, and the interaction
between task-oriented leadership  and  need for leadership  (Rladj = ·05). Of these,  task-
oriented leadership, NIND, and ADVSTF are positively related to work stress.
Women show less work stress. AETK, authoritarianism and the presence of a LAN
are negatively related  to work stress. A proper  fit  of the model  with  the  data  is
obtained, with a %2 of 13.24 (df=8, p=.10), a GFI of 1.00, a CFI of .99, and both
an AGFI and a NFI of .97.
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In the models presented, only few of the variables are practically interesting. One of
them is the variable 'ability, experience, training, and knowledge' (AETK), which is
negatively related to need for leadership, positively 10 satisfaction and commitment,
and  negatively   to work stress. This variable  can be regarded  as   the most important

specification variable, making leadership less needed and having positive effects on
different criteria. Early and adequate training of personnel can thus be considered an
important   tool in furthering an employee' s sel f-management and well-being   in   the
organization. Some of the other variables are of substantive interest, though.
Advisory and staff support (ADVSTF), for instance, has positive relations to job
satisfaction and organizational commitment, and to role conflict and work stress,
besides being positively related to need for leadership.

Another interesting effect occurs with authoritarianism. Authoritarian employees
generally state they are more satisfied with their work, are more committed to the
organization, and have less role conflicts and work stress than their non-authoritarian
colleagues. In contrast with subordinates who perceive themselves to be experienced,
authoritarians show more need for leadership than non-authoritarian ones. In their
case, leadership may have an even stronger impact on the outcomes. Except for job
satisfaction, gender has the same relations to outcomes and need for leadership as
authoritarianism has. Women are more committed, have less role conflicts and less
work stress than men, but they have a higher need for leadership than men do.
Consequently, women, like authoritarian employees, may also be more susceptible to
leadership through an augmented need for it. Need for independence (NIND) has only

positive relations   with role conflict   and work stress. The relation   of  need   for

independence with need for leadership is negative. Employees with a low need for
independence thus share the same type of results with women and authoritarian

employees when looking at role conflict and work stress. Although employees low on
need for independence may experience less role conflicts and work stress than their
high-need counterparts, this effect is compensated by a higher need for leadership and

probably lower self-managing capacities.

Last of all, the presence of a LAN is not substantially related to three of the criteria.
Only in the case of work stress is the relation negative, but not very strongly. The
presence  of a  LAN  has  the same properties  as  AETK when looking  at work stress.   A
LAN reduces need for leadership and work stress. Although the mechanisms behind
the relation between LAN and work stress remain open to discussion, if this relation
is corroborated in other studies it may prove to be of practical value for organizations
in encouraging self-management without augmenting work stress.

7.5 Specific examples of the need for leadership model in the

insurance subsidiaries and the municipalities

To gain more insight into our case studies, we obtained specific models using the last
example with task-oriented leadership and work stress. According to Ten Horn and
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Roe (1992), specific models or 'diagnostic work models' (DWM) can be used as the
basis for intervention   by both change agents and organization members. In contrast
with the general models, which offer 'high band-width, but low fidelity' diagnoses,
specific models present 'low band-width, high-fidelity' diagnoses. Because of their
high fidelity for the organizational setting, specific models are an invaluable tool in
organizational diagnosis.

We again used LISREL VIII to fit the data, transforming the interaction term in a
manifest variable as described  in the previous sections. Because  the  NL-F(S)  and  NL-
F(0) scales were not used in study la, we used the NL-P as the measure for need for
leadership. To facilitate the comparison, we used the NL-P scales in studies la and
lb. The NL-F(S) scale was used in the municipalities study.

7.5.1 The need for leadership model in the RVS*de sample

In our RVS-Ede sample (study la), we included five potential predictors of need for
leadership, i.e., attitude towards IT, communication with colleagues, tenure,
experience, and communication with support staff. These variables are described in
chapter 5. Because   of the small number of women   in this insurance company   we
omitted gender from the model. The final model using these five potential predictors,
NL-P, task-oriented leadership, and work stress is shown in Figure 7.9.

The fit of the model, obtained after a specification search is not completely adequate.
The  %2  is  22.20  (df=5,  p<.001),  a  GFI  of  .98,  a CFI  of .96,  and a  NFI of .95  are
adequate, although the AGFI of .86 is a bit low. The independent variables explain
34 %   of the variance  in  NLP  (R2,4 =.33). As shown in chapter  6, the interaction
between NL-P and Task-oriented leadership is negative, which contrasts with the
findings from the cross-sectional research. The negative interaction indicates that
when need for leadership is high, task-oriented leadership is less strongly related to
work stress than when need for leadership is low. Just like in the cross-sectional
study, experience is negatively related  to  need for leadership  (i.e.,  the  NLP)  and
work stress. Tenure is related to need for leadership in this sample, but is positively
related to work stress. The insurance work, in which the money one makes is highly
dependent on the number of policies sold, does apparently get strenuous after a while,
although the agent does  not  feel  that he has  to rely on the region-manager anymore.
Furthermore, in this sample communication with the support-staff is also positively
related to need for leadership, but in contrast with the cross-sectional study,
negatively  to work stress. Communication with colleagues is positively related  to
need for leadership. Insurance agents   who are positive about their communication
with colleagues showed more need for leadership. Last of all, the relation between
the attitude towards  IT  and  need for leadership is positive. Employees who believe  IT
will help them in their performance have a stronger need for leadership. The attitude
towards IT is not related to work stress, though.
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Figure 7.9: An example of the specific need for leadership model in the first insuran-
ce company study (RVS-Ede) using task-oriented leadership and work stress

(n=298); %2=22.20 (df=5, p<.001), CN=203, GFI=.98, AGFI=.86, NFI=.95,
CFI = .96

7.5.2 The  need for  leadership model in the  RVS-Rotterdam sample

In our RVS-Rotterdam sample (study lb), we included seven potential predictors of
need for leadership. As in RVS-Ede, attitude towards IT, communication with
colleagues, tenure, experience, and communication with support staff were included.
Furthermore, use of IT (which may be compared with use of a LAN), and critical
attitude towards authority were added   in the model. Again, because   of the small
number of women in this insurance company, we omitted gender from the model.
The final model using these seven potential predictors, NL-P, task-oriented

leadership,  and work stress is shown in Figure 7.10.

This model shows a very high congruence with the model in Figure 7.9, although
most of the effects are a bit lower. Again, tenure and experience are negatively
related to NL-P. Attitude towards IT, communication with colleagues, and
communication with support-staff, on the other hand, are again positively related to
NL-P. The two additional variables, use of IT and critical attitude towards authority,
are negatively related to need for leadership but differ widely in terms of effect size.
Use of IT has an effect in the same direction as LAN had in the cross-sectional
research, but the effect is nonsignificant. Critical attitude towards authority has a very
strong effect on need for leadership, being opposite, as expected, from the effect
found for authoritarianism    in the cross-sectional research. Overall,    41 %     of    the
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Figure 7.10: An example of the specific need for leadership model in the second
insurance company study (RVS-Rotterdam) using task-oriented leadership and work
stress (n=268); %2=10.70 (df=7, p=.15), CN=462, GFI=.99, AGFI=.93,
NFI=.98, CFI=.99

variance   in  NL-P is explained  by the seven variables  (Rldj=·40). Work stress   is
determined by tenure, experience and communication with support-staff, next to task-
oriented leadership, and the interaction between NLP and task-oriented leadership.
Just as in the RVS-Ede sample, the interaction effect is contrary to the effect found in
the cross-sectional research. All the relations with the criterion have the same sign as
in the previous subsection. Although some of the effects are weaker than in RVS-
Ede, the fit for this model is better.  The %2 is equal to 10.70 (df=7, p=.15), GFI and
CFI are .99, NFI is .98, and the Adjusted GFI is equal to .93.

7.5.3        The  need for  leadership  model  in the  municipalities  sample

In the municipalities sample (study 2), six potential predictors of need for leadership
were included. As in RVS-Rotterdam, we included critical attitude towards authority
and tenure. Team cohesion resembles the communication with colleagues scale. Self-
relying experience contains some of the AETK items, and thus resembles the
experience scale in the insurance company. Autonomy and skill variety were added
because more variety in task characteristics were present in the municipalities than in
the insurance company. Furthermore, we used NL-F(S) as the intermediary need for
leadership scale. The final model using these six potential predictors, NL-F(S), task-
oriented leadership,  and work stress is shown in Figure  7.11.
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Figure 7.11: An example of the specific need for leadership model in the municipali-
ties study using task-oriented leadership and work stress (n= 166);  %2= 15.88  (df -9,
p=.07), CN=226, GFI=.98, AGFI=.89, NFI=.91, CFI=.95

The fitof this model isadequate, with %2 equal to 15.88 (df=9, p=.07). GFI is .98,
NFI is .91, CFI is .95, and the AGFI is a bit lower at .89. Notable in this model is
the negative interaction term, with the effects of task-oriented leadership on work
stress being stronger at low need for leadership than at high need for leadership. In
contrast with the insurance companies, there is no relation of tenure, critical attitude
towards authority and self-relying experience to work stress. Only three of the
variables, i.e., autonomy, self-relying experience, and tenure, are related to need for
leadership,  but they explain more variance  in  the  NL-F(S), i.e., 23 %    (R2'dj = .22),
than the variables in the cross-sectional examples did in the composite measure of
need for leadership. The sign of the relation is the same as in the insurance
companies, with a negative effect of tenure and self-relying experience on need for
leadership. The other three independent variables are only related to work stress,
explaining    23 %    of the variance    in the criterion (R'adj =.21). Comparable    to
communication with support-staff, team cohesion is negatively related to work stress.
In the municipalities, in which work is less individualistic and more dependent on the
leader' s approval, a critical attitude towards authority     can be strenuous,      by
augmenting work stress. This critical attitude, though,   does not diminish  one' s   need

for leadership.
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7.6 Conclusions

In this chapter, we focused on the relation between on the one hand individual, task,
organizational and leadership characteristics,     and     on the other     hand     need     for
leadership. The question to be answered was: "what makes subordinates need
leadership?" The answer is somewhat equivocal,    but does point    to a number    of
important variables in the need for leadership model. In our insurance study,
personality does not seem to have a large effect on need for leadership, accounting
for only  3 %  of the variance in need for leadership. Studying insurance agents may be
problematic, though, because of a possible preponderance of certain personality types
(notably extraverted and conscientious ones). Furthermore, insurance agents    are
probably characterized    by    a high degree op individualism and competitiveness.
Although the results point to a lack of evidence for the relation of the Big Five (and
additional) personality traits with need for leadership, further research using a
preferably more representative sample should be conducted to replicate these
findings.

In our cross-sectional study,  38 %  of the (adjusted) variance  in need for leadership  is
explained. Five of the substitutes are related to need for leadership together with
gender (women have a stronger need for leadership), use of IT (employees have a
lower need for leadership when they use IT), charismatic leadership (employees with
charismatic leaders have more need for leadership), and authoritarianism.

Authoritarianism was found to be significantly related to need for leadership,
although this effect is weak. Authoritarians have a stronger need for leadership than
nonauthoritarians. Employees who are critical towards authority showed a lower need
for leadership than noncritical (cf. authoritarian) employees in the RVS-Rotterdam
sample. This effect   was not replicated   in our municipalities sample.    In   the
municipalities, it seems as if need for leadership is more dependent on the autonomy
of the employee. Autonomy had a strong negative relation to need for leadership in
the municipalities.

AETK or (self-relying) experience of the employee had one of the strongest and most
persistent relations  to  need for leadership.   Both  in the cross-sectional study  and  in  the
three case studies, significant negative relations between subordinates' experience  and
need for leadership were detected. Furthermore, subordinates' experience is
positively related to criteria such as job satisfaction and organizational commitment,
and   negatively   to role conflict  and work stress. The relation of experience  to  work
stress is reproduced   in   the case studies. Consequently, experience   of the employee
seems to be an important variable, which, through training, can be used by employers
to reduce the need for leadership without lowering their satisfaction and commitment,
or augmenting their feelings of stress.

Need for leadership and situational characteristics 217



The relation between the presence or positive aid of support staff and need for
leadership is also consistent in the cross-sectional study and the insurance companies
study. It appears that this relation is a highly interesting one from a theoretical point
of   view, with staff support also being significantly related to satisfaction,
commitment, role conflict, and work stress. The relation between staff support and
work stress in the cross-sectional study is opposite to the relation found in the
insurance companies study.  This may be partly due to the fact that in the insurance
companies this variable measures evaluative aspects of staff support, while ADVSTF
reflects the presence (or not) of staff support. On the other hand, the different finding
may reflect the difference between a within-company and a between-company study.
Within companies, more staff support may lead to less stress, while between
companies, more staff (support) may also mean a higher amount of control of the
staff on subordinates' work and consequently a higher pressure to perform.

Last but not least, we included charismatic leadership and leader expertise as
predictors of need for leadership, and encouragement of self-management, task-
oriented leadership, and human-oriented leadership as being predicted by need for
leadership. Perceived charismatic leadership is a strong positive predictor of need for
leadership. This is not true for perceived leader expertise. Furthermore, strong
relations between need for leadership and perceived encouragement of self-
management and task-oriented leadership were found. Although we can not be
absolutely  sure  of the direction  of the effects, it seems  as  if  a  high  need for leadership
triggers leaders to show more encouragement of self-management, more task-
orientation, and (to a lesser degree) more human-orientation.
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Chapter 8

Conclusions and discussion
8.1 Conclusions

Psychological theories concerning leadership reflect societal thinking about leaders
and their influence.     In     the last decades in Western societies, democratization,
individualization, and informatization have been accompanied by an increase in
participation and responsibility of people on the work floor. According to Manz and
Sims (1980), leadership becomes redundant and ineffectual in self-managing teams.
Because individual employees and teams have taken up some of the tasks and
responsibilities of the leader, it has become more important for leaders to fit the
situational requirements in order to remain effective. While individualization has been
associated with smaller power distances between superiors and subordinates and
higher GNP (Hofstede, 1984), global competition has led to a reversed reaction,
favoring strong charismatic and change-centered leadership of top-managers.
Furthermore, because informatization has led to more information being available to
people about leaders and their organization, companies increasingly attach more
importance to managing the images of leaders and organizations through broadcasts,
(glossy) reports and bulletins, and commercials.

During    the last decades, psychological theories have shown a divergence in their
approach to leadership. Three approaches can be distinguished. The first approach
has been called the best type approach. In the last two decades, representatives of this
tradition, as for instance Burns (1978), Bass (1985a), and House (1977) have focused
on exceptional (e.g., charismatic) qualities of leaders. The second approach has  been
called the situational approach and is concerned with situational contingencies of
leadership. Typical research in the situational tradition has been conducted by Fiedler
(1967), Hersey and Blanchard (1974), Vroom and Yetton (1973), House (1971), and
Kerr and Jermier (1978). The third approach has been concerned with cognitive
processes in leadership. Representatives of this tradition are, for instance, Lord and
Maher (1993) and Meindl (1990).

In the simational theories Of leadership, the main subject of this book, different
variables have been proposed as moderators of the relation between leadership
characteristics and organizational or individual outcomes. The review of empirical
findings, which was presented in chapter 2, has not provided much support for
situational theories of leadership. In only 9.3 %   of the cases in which the substitutes
for leadership theory - one of the most comprehensive situational theories - was
tested, did moderator effects occur. Furthermore, only in a few of the cases in which
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a moderator effect was found were the effects in the predicted direction. The lack of
findings in support of the theory may be due to methodological or theoretical
problems in the substitutes for leadership theory. An argument can be made for the
methodological case, since research has often been carried out in single firms or with
small samples, thus incurring  Type II errors, i.e., reducing the chance  to  find  a
significant interaction effect when a true effect exists. Still, in our cross-sectional
study, in which a greater variety in organizational characteristics was present, and in
which   we used reliable substitutes scales,   not much support was found   for  the
substitutes for leadership theory either. In only 16.3% of the MMRs, was a
significant interaction effect found. Of these interaction effects, only 9.4% were in
the predicted direction, constituting   only    1.4 %   of the total number of possible
interaction effects. Theoretically,     it    may be questionable whether the substitutes
indeed make leadership unnecessary. For instance, in a formalized organization, task-
oriented leadership may be more needed in order to deal with exceptions to the
bureaucratic rules.

As a solution to the methodological and theoretical problems, we offered a model in
which need for leadership plays a central role. Need for leadership has been defined
as   a 'social contextual quasi-need,' thus allowing for variation   in  the   need   for
leadership across different situations. Since, according to Kerr and Jermier (1978)
substitutes for leadership are supposed to make leadership unnecessary, need for
leadership is hypothesized to stand the highest chance of moderating the relation
between leadership and criteria. Furthermore, if the substitutes for leadership theory
is correct, the substitutes should be negatively related to need for leadership.

To test these hypotheses, we conducted three studies. First of all an instrument
measuring need for leadership was constructed. The first instrument measuring need
for leadership, the NLP, was promising in terms of validity, but was found not to be
specific enough and to lack sufficient reliability for MMR. The NL-P consistently
moderated the relation between task-oriented leadership and work stress in our study
of two insurance subsidiaries. Contrary to expectations, the relation between task-
oriented leadership and work stress was stronger with less need for leadership,
instead of weaker. NL-P moderated the relation between human-oriented leadership
and commitment in the expected direction in the RVS-Ede study, with a stronger
relation between these variables    when    need for leadership    was    high. A second
instrument was constructed, the full need for leadership scale (NL-F) consisting of a
subjective   (NL-F(S))   and an objective component   (NL-F(0)).   The   MMR   on   data
from our study on three municipalities with NL-F(S) confirmed the insurance

companies' findings. Again, high need for leadership was associated with a weaker
relation between task-oriented leadership and work stress than low need for
leadership. Furthermore, NL-F(S) moderated the relation between human-oriented
leadership and commitment in the expected direction.
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Compared with the substitutes for leadership variables, the NL-F(S) fared much
better in showing significant moderator effects. In our cross-sectional study, the NL-
F(S) scale of need for leadership moderated the relation between leadership and
criteria in 52% of the cases, and in the expected direction. In all three studies, need
for leadership did not moderate the positive relation between human-oriented
leadership and job satisfaction, nor did it moderate the negative relation between
human-oriented leadership and work stress. Consequently, these relations appear to
be robust. Even when employees do not need their leader, subordinates with a human-
oriented leader are more satisfied and experience less work stress than subordinates
with a leader who is indifferent or lacks the skills to build up positive relationships
with them. When looking at the cross-sectional study and ignoring the findings for
self-rated performance, human-oriented leadership was only moderated by need for
leadership  in  one  out  of four cases,  i.e.,  when role conflict  was the criterion.  Need
for leadership moderated the relation between task-oriented leadership two out of four
times, when commitment and stress were the criteria. Charismatic leadership, leader
expertise, and leader's encouragement of self-management were all moderated by
need for leadership three out of four times. In all cases, need for leadership
moderated their relation with job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and role
conflict.    Need for leadership   did not moderate the relation of these three leader
characteristics with work stress, though. Consequently, our research confirms the
validity of the situational theory for some, but not all, relations between leadership
characteristics and  criteria.

Although our study does not provide much evidence for the substitutes using the
MMR, substitutes are found to be present to a higher degree when the leader is absent
than in situations in which a leader is present. Subordinates who do not have a leader
are characterized by higher ability, experience, training and knowledge, professional
orientation, need for independence, and by more unambiguous, routine,
methodologically invariant tasks, task-provided feedback, and intrinsically satisfying
tasks. However,     none     of the organizational characteristics     that are considered
substitutes were present to a stronger degree in the absence of a leader. In accordance
with expectations, need for leadership was lower when a leader was absent. There
was no confirmation of the hypotheses regarding unit size. A larger unit size was not
associated with less need for leadership, nor was it associated with a stronger
presence  of the substitutes.

In chapter 7, the relations between subordinate, task, organizational and leadership
characteristics and need for leadership were the focus of attention. In the insurance
company study, no relations were found between the 'Big 5' dimensions of
personality and need for leadership. The three personality dimensions, complaisance,
submissiveness, and arrogance were also not related to need for leadership. In the
cross-sectional study, authoritarianism was, as predicted, positively related to need
for leadership. Although authoritarianism was expected to influence the relation
between leadership and criteria (House & Mitchell, 1974), this effect has not yet been
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corroborated (Weed, Mitchell, & Moffitt, 1976; Schuler, 1976; Kenis, 1978). Our
study does confirm a connection between this personality dimension and the
perception of leader relevance    in   the    form   of   need for leadership. Consequently,
through a higher need for leadership, authoritarian employees may be more
susceptible to leadership influence.

In the structural model tested in chapter    7, both subordinate characteristics    and

leadership characteristics played an important role in explaining need for leadership.
Besides authoritarianism, gender, AETK (ability, experience, training, and
knowledge) and NIND (need for independence) were the most important subordinate
characteristics predicting need for leadership. Women showed more need for
leadership than men. In a meta-analysis by Eagly, Karau, Miner and Johnson (1994),
women were found to score higher than men on the desire to meet role requirements
in terms of positive relationships with superiors and on the desire to carry out
activities  that  are  of a day-to-day administrative nature. According to Eagly  et  al.,
these scores reflect a more comfortable position of women regarding subordinate
roles. Women may, thus, more easily admit that they need leadership than men are
willing to.

Employees high on AETK and high on NIND showed less need for leadership. This
finding is consistent with what would be expected from the substitutes for leadership
theory. Lack of findings with AETK and NIND when directly using the substitutes
model may partly be due to methodological shortcomings in these studies but may
also be due to the fact that AETK and NIND only explain a (small) part in the
variance of need for leadership. Considering the small effect sizes in those cases in
which need for leadership moderated a relation between leadership and a criterion, it
is no wonder that the chances of finding moderator effects with separate substitutes

are very slim.

None of the substitutes in the category of task characteristics and only three in the
category of organizational characteristics were related to need for leadership.

Contrary to expectations, ADVSTF (advisory and staff support) was positively related
to need for leadership. We may have to turn the relation upside down to explain the
effect. In contrast to expectations from the substitutes theory, it may be true that need
for leadership determines the amount of staff support one gets instead of vice versa,
staff support determining the amount of need for leadership. Further, longitudinal,
studies should be conducted to determine the exact nature of the relationship between
staff support and need for leadership. Closely-knit, cohesive, interdependent work
groups (COHES) and organizational rewards not within the leader's control
(NOCTRL) were negatively related to need for leadership in our latent variable
model. However,    this   was   not   the   case    in   the classification exercise described    in
chapter 6. Furthermore, the relations of these variables to need for leadership,
although in the expected direction, were not very strong.

222 Chapter 8



The use of a LAN (Local Area Network) was negatively related to need for
leadership. Parker (1996) Suggests that the use of informational networks may lead to
a reduction of the amount of information withheld at each hierarchical level in an
organization. Through a LAN, information may be increasingly shared by all
members of an organization, thus reducing the need to obtain information from the
supervisor. In this way, organizations may reduce organizational levels (Dopson &
Stewart,  1993) and enhance the span of control of leaders (Peir6 & Prieto,  1994).

Of the leadership characteristics, charismatic leadership was positively related  to  need
for leadership. Through charisma, a romanticized picture of the leader may arise
(Meindl, Ehrlich, & Dukerich, 1985). The romanticization or identification with a
leader may lead to a strong reliance of a subordinate on the acts of the leader. The
reliance on leader acts may lead to an increase in the perceived relevance of those
acts,   i.e., a stronger   need for leadership.   Need for leadership   may thus become
strongly enhanced through charismatic leadership. We did not find support for the
relation between leader expertise and need for leadership. It may be that need for
leadership does not depend on the amount of expertise a leader possesses, but more
on  what the leader does  with the expertise. Withholding important information from
subordinates may create dependency on the one hand, but it may also trigger an
autonomous search by subordinates to obtain the information from other sources
(e.g., the staff).

Finally, need for leadership seems to have strong positive effects on leaders'
encouragement of self-management, task-oriented leadership and human-oriented
leadership. Yukl (1994) proposed a model in which leader behavior has an influence
on situational variables,  but in which the situational variables  do not influence  the
leader behavior. We have argued that the relationship between situational
contingencies and leadership behavior  is a reciprocal  one. Our reasoning  and  the  data
suggest that need for leadership does influence leadership behavior. Need for
leadership may thus evoke certain behavioral responses of leaders, which in their turn
are meant to reduce the need for leadership. 30

8.2 Discussion and future research

8.2.1 The sample

First and foremost, it should be noted that our studies were conducted in the
Netherlands. Consequently, scholars should be careful in generalizing the conclusions
to other cultures. One of the cultural variables which may affect the results is power

3() Our reciprocal model of the relation between need for leadership and leadership behaviors thus
resembles a thermostat  model, in which both the leadership behaviors and need for leadership are kept
within certain boundaries through negative feedback loops. These boundaries may shift in time as a result
of, for instance, more experience with the task.
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distance. Hofstede (1984), for instance, found large differences in power distance
between countries. With the USA, the Netherlands shares a (just below) medium
power distance, characterized by: (1) medium dependence needs of subordinates, (2)
expectations of subordinates that superiors consult them but acceptance of autocratic
behavior as well, (3) preference of a 'resourceful democratic' supervisor, (4)
judgement that laws and rules apply to all but acceptance of a certain level of
privileges for superiors, and (5) acceptance of status symbols, which contributes to a
superior's authority. As we have seen, need for independence affects need for
leadership negatively. According to Hofstede, people in small power distance
countries have weak dependence needs. We may consequently expect them to have a
lower need for leadership. On the other hand, people in countries with a large power
distance have strong dependence needs.    They   may be expected   to   have a stronger
need for leadership. Not only the mean level of need for leadership but also the effect
of need for leadership on the relation between leadership behaviors and organizational
or individual criteria may be affected. Since, according to Hofstede, subordinates
expect superiors to act autocratically in large power distance countries, it may well be
that the relation between for instance task-oriented leadership and several criteria
remain robust, irrespective   of the level   of  need for leadership. Future research   on
need for leadership in different cultures should be conducted to offer an answer to
these and related topiCS of interest.

Although the cross-sectional sample was not completely representative of the Dutch
3Ipopulation,  we do expect the results to be generalizable to the Netherlands as a

whole, since the sample consisted of an adequate range of employees belonging to
different age categories, gender, and type of businesses. At least this variety has
ensured that sufficient power was obtained to detect moderator effects, which were
present  to a larger extent than  in  the case studies.

8.2.2 77:e instrument

Two critical questions may be asked concerning need for leadership: "What really is
need for leadership?"    and    " Is there   only   one   need   or are there several needs    for
leadership?"    We have several reasons for selecting   the   term   need for leadership
instead    of '

importance of leadership,' 'leadership wish,' '(added) value    of
leadership,' 'leadership valence'  or any other term denoting a subordinate's wish for
a certain behavioral response of a leader. First of all, we selected the term because it
fitted with the stance of substitutes for leadership researchers (Kerr & Jermier, 1978)
that substitutes should make leadership unnecessary. Since, as we have argued,

necessity refers to a more objective, economic criterion, we selected the term need
for leadership to reflect the psychological content of the phenomenon under study,

31 It should be noted that maybe the 'Noord-Brabant' population, being close to Belgium, has a
somewhat higher power distance than the mean population of the Netherlands.
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addressing subordinates' perceptions    of the relevance    of his leader instead   of   the
monetary added value of his leader. In the second place, we selected the term because
it is most closely related to the terms used in the scanty research done in this area,
such as leadership need strength and need for (close) supervision. From our
discussion in chapter 4, it should be clear that we view need for leadership as a
social-contextual quasi-need,  and not as a basic  'need.' The difference is that need for
leadership (1) is developed through exposure to hierarchical settings, and (2) does not
necessarily lead to behavior directly fulfilling the need. Need for leadership expresses
itself in cognitions, such as wishes, which can be measured by using a questionnaire.

Shouldn't need for leadership reflect the multi-dimensional approach that has been
taken towards leadership and be differentiated into several distinct dimensions? Our
answer will remain somewhat equivocal. Our main reason for choosing a
unidimensional approach is a methodological one. In order to adequately conduct
MMR,    it was necessary to construct an instrument which   is as reliable as possible.
This,    together    with    the    size    of the sample, ensured enough power to obtain    the
number of significant results we have had. The most important point is to prove that
moderator efects can be found at all, by using the most straightforward moderator of
the relation between leadership and criteria,  i.e.,  the need for leadership. Using one
variable is also more parsimonious. It should be clear, though, that we cannot dismiss
the criticism that there might be multiple needs for leadership, for instance, a need
for human-oriented leadership and a need for task-oriented leadership. Indeed, in our
CFA we found evidence for more than one factor in the NL-F(S) and NL-F(0) item-
pool,   but the reliabilities  of the scales re flecting these factors  were not sufficient  to  be
adequately used in MMR. Further construction efforts should be devoted to finding
out whether separate (reliable and valid) needs for leadership can be found and
whether they break down into different types of interactions in MMR.

8.2.3 The interaction

The significant interaction effects found accounted for an average of only  1 %  of the
total variance in the criterion. We should be wary, though, in dismissing a finding
like this as insignificant. According to Cohen (1988), an explained variance of 1 % is
small, yet it is approximately equal to the difference in mean height between 15- and
16-year old girls. Since   most   of the effect sizes   of the leader characteristics   on   the
criteria are small to medium in size, with a relation hovering on the average between
.2 and  .3, an interaction effect accounting for  1 %  of the variance also means that for
subjects scoring very low on the moderator, there is virtually no relation between the
predictor and the criterion, while at high scores, the relation between the predictor
and  criterion  is very strong (i.e., approximately  .40  to  .50).  To  give an example,  for
the relation between charismatic leadership (x) and role conflict (y) with the
moderator need for leadership (z) the following results were obtained in the cross-
sectional study:   13,,y =-•20,  11,   =.10,  and  11*   =:09 (see Table  6.13).  If  we  drew  a
graph  at two standard deviations below,   i.e. ,   at the lowest possible score  on  need  for
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Figure 8.1: Moderator effect at extreme scores of need for leadership for the relation
between charismatic leadership and role-conflict

leadership (respondents scoring  1  on each question ranging  1,  i.e.,  no need,  to 5,  i.e.,
high need) and two standard deviations above the mean of need for leadership,  i.e.,  at
a high score (respondents scoring  at   a  mean  of  4.2  on  each  of  the 1 7 questions),   we
would  find the graph shown in Figure  8.1.

As can be seen, when there is no need for leadership at all, there is virtually no
relation between charismatic leadership and role conflict. When there is a strong need
for  leadership, the relation is almost two times as strong,  i.e., -.40 instead  of -.20.
Indeed, for all cases in chapter 6 in which an interaction effect was found, leadership
is almost redundant if an employee has absolutely no need for leadership. Although
theoretically relevant, we must remember that, practically, almost nobody has such
low scores on need for leadership. In the first place, when need for leadership is low,
not all leadership behavior has been found to be redundant for all criteria. In the
second place, almost nobody has such a low need for leadership that the relevancy of
leadership is reduced to zero. While this research does support the situational theory -
although not for every kind of leadership behavior and every criterion - it does not
support the stance  of  Kerr and Jermier  (1978) that leadership  can be redundant  in
certain situations. An absence of leader effects  due  to  a  very  low  need for leadership

will rarely be found.

8.2.4 Predictors  of need for leadership

Using adjectives from the AB5C (Hofstee & de Raad, 1991), personality only
explained  3 %  of the variance  in the latent variable  need for leadership  in our second
insurance company study. It is questionable, however, whether the personality
characteristics of insurance agents are representative of the entire working population.
Conscientiousness, for instance, was related to performance in an insurance company
(Barrick, Mount, & Strauss, 1993). Consequently, it may not be unlikely that
insurance agents are selected on the basis of conscientiousness as well as extraversion
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and emotional stability, causing restriction of range problems in tests   of the relation
between these constructs  and  need for leadership.

The individual, organizational, and leadership characteristics explained 38% of the
variance (R2*di)   in the latent variable  need for leadership  of the cross-sectional study.
There may be other situational variables which have an effect on need for leadership
accounting for the remaining systematic variance. For instance, there are reasons to
assume that power bases (French & Raven, 1959) of the leader may explain need for
leadership. Although expert power may have been partly covered by leader expertise
and coercive power will not likely result in need for leadership, reward power,
referent power, and legitimate power are potential candidates explaining need for
leadership. If a leader has strong reward power, subordinates will probably need the
leader more in order to deliver these rewards. When a subordinate's leader has strong
referent power, the subordinate will like the leader more,  and will consequently value
the presence of behavior towards him to a greater extent than the subordinate of a
leader who has no referent power. As far as legitimate power is concerned, we have
shown that in the absence of leadership, need for leadership is significantly lower.
Although it is likely that employees with a lower need search for a job in which no
leader is present, it is also very likely that hierarchies reinforce the norms which
legitimize leadership. Because of these norms, employees may need a leader more
than they would without these norms. According to Hollander (1992), influence
attempts become acceptable to subordinates when a leader has gained legitimacy as,
for instance, through election. In return for idiosyncrasy credits, subordinates expect
the leader to act in a way that fulfills their expectations. Consequently, in this view,
as much as a leader needs subordinates to provide idiosyncrasy credits, subordinates
need leaders in order to get certain things done.

8.2.5      Leadership and need for leadership

Although theoretically defended, we can not be absolutely sure of the exact relation
between the different leadership characteristics and need for leadership. Viewed from
a behavioral perspective, there     may     be some reciprocity between charismatic
leadership and leader expertise on the one hand, and need for leadership on the other.
On theoretical grounds we decided to use these variables in the cross-sectional model
the way we did. We used need for leadership both as a dependent and as an
independent variable, being predicted by charismatic leadership and leader expertise
on the one hand, and as a predictor of leader's encouragement of self-management,
human-oriented leadership and task-oriented leadership on the other hand. A
longitudinal study should be carried out to determine whether encouragement of self-
management, human-oriented leadership and task-oriented leadership are indeed
reciprocally related to need for leadership in the way theorized in chapter 4.
Furthermore, such a study can help to ascertain whether charismatic leadership and
leader expertise are or are not affected by the level of need for leadership.
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8.2.6       Need for  leadership and attribution

One of the most recent theoretical developments in leadership research has been the
introduction of attribution in the leadership process. For instance, Rush et al. (1977)
found higher ratings on human-oriented and task-oriented leadership when positive
performance cues were provided. However, Mitchell et al. (1977) showed that
success was more consistently attributed to favorable circumstances in terms of
Fiedler's (1967) situational characteristics than to human-oriented and task-oriented
leadership. Part of the effects found in our studies might be attributable to perception
of subordinates of the outcomes obtained. For instance, when subordinates have a
higher commitment they may be more likely to attribute charismatic qualities to their
leader. Even interactions can be explained using an attribution perspective. For
instance when subordinates see themselves as having a high need for leadership and
when commitment is high, more charismatic leadership qualities might be ascribed to
their leader  than  when  need for leadership  is  low.

One of the main problems with the research following the attribution perspective has
been the nature of the samples. Results have generally been obtained using students
and/or predefined cases in an experimental setting. Consequently, some of these

studies may not have a very high ecological validity. Furthermore, it can be argued
that subjects differ in the degree to which they rely on implicit theories about

leadership or on real experience with a leader. At the beginning of a career, it is
likely that subjects rely more on implicit theories about leadership than subjects who
have experience with organizational leadership in general and a specific leader in
particular. The implicit theories   at the beginning   of a career   are very likely   to   be
replaced by reality-based cognitions, reflecting the causal influences inferred by
behavioral leadership researchers. In the third place, even Lord and Maher (1993)
contend that behavioral processes  play an important   role in leadership. According  to
these attribution theorists, ratee effects explained more variance in the outcomes than
rater effects (Lord & Maher, 1993, p. 32). Although perceptions and attributions may
play a role, we think that the outcomes observed can be accounted for to a large
extent by the leader's behavior, the interaction effects, and the situational
characteristics as described   in our model. Future research should be conducted   to
assess the amount of attribution present in research using need for leadership.

8.3 Practical implications

Two types of implications result from this research. In the first place,
recommendations can be made about the type of leadership adequate for employees

with high or low need for leadership. In the second place, recommendations can be
made on how to handle inadequate leadership through situational engineering.

In  Table  8.1, the implications for leadership are indicated. We should note that a low
need for leadership   has a different meaning   for each leadership variable.    For   some
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Table 8.1: Practical implications (based   on the cross-sectional study): what leaders
should provide to obtain the following outcomes at low and high need for leadership

Need for leadership
Outcomes High Low

Human-orientation Human-orientation
Task-orientation Task-orientation

High satisfaction Charisma
Display of expertise                          -
Encouragement'                       -
Human-orientation Human-orientation
Task-orientation

High commitment Charisma
Display of expertise                        -
Encouragement'

Human-orientation Human-orientation
Low task-orientation

Low work-stress Charisma Charisma
Display of expertise Display of expertise

Human-orientation                          -
Low task-orientation Low task-orientation

Low role conflict Charisma
Display of expertise                          -

Low human-orientation High human-orientation
Task-orientation Task-orientation

High performance                      -
Encouragement Encouragement'

a            i.e. leader's encouragement of self-management

relations, e.g., between task-oriented leadership and organizational commitment,
there is no association anymore between the two variables already one standard
deviation below the mean of need for leadership (see Figure 6.6). For other variables,
the association between leadership and the criterion reduces to zero only at extremely
low    levels   of   need for leadership. We should   also   acknowledge that there   are   no
clear-cut cook-book rules to be followed. For instance, to enhance satisfaction with
employees with a high need for leadership, human-oriented leadership seems to be
strongly recommended. Showing high human-oriented leadership, however, although
raising satisfaction, may be counterproductive in terms of the performance of the
employees. A second example: When need for leadership is low, task-oriented
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leadership is positively related - although not strongly - to satisfaction, commitment
and  performance. The flipside of these positive effects is another positive relation,
i.e., that between task-oriented leadership on the one hand,  and work stress  and role
conflict on the other. Consequently, the seemingly positive effect of task-oriented
leadership on satisfaction, commitment and performance is shared by an equally
strong negative effect on work stress and role conflict.

Generally speaking, however, the following recommendations can be advanced.
When need for leadership is low, human-oriented leadership seems to be beneficial,
because with low need for leadership, human-oriented leadership is positively related
to satisfaction, commitment, and performance, and negatively related to work stress.
It should be noted that this finding conflicts with the theory of Hersey and Blanchard
( 1974), which suggests   that   at high maturity there    is   no   need for human-oriented
leadership anymore.

When   need for leadership   is high, there are different implications   for   the   following
three groups of criteria,  i.e., (1) satisfaction/commitment, (2) stress/role conflict,  and
(3)     performance.     For the criteria satis faction/commitment,     all five leadership
characteristics seem to be relevant and the advice should be: the more the better. For
stress/role conflict, the triplet human-oriented leadership, charismatic leadership, and
leader expertise in combination with low task-orientation seems to be most beneficial.
For      performance, both task-oriented leadership and encouragement      of      self-
management   are   the most important leadership styles.    Not   only   are they related   to

performance at high need for leadership, but also at low need for leadership.

As discussed in chapter 3, Podsakoff et al. (1995) have classified moderators on the
basis of whether they reduced or enhanced a relationship    (type A), nullified    a
relationship    (type    B) or reversed a relationship    (type C) between two variables.
According to this classification, need for leadership would be classified in most
instances as a type A or type B moderator, reducing or nullifying the relations
between leadership behaviors/characteristics and criteria   but not reversing   them.    In
the case of human-oriented leadership and performance, we observed a type C
moderator. When need for leadership is high, human-oriented leadership is negatively
related to performance. When need for leadership is low, human-oriented leadership
is positively related to performance. When performance is the main criterion,
advisors should thus warn leaders to differentially relate to those with high and low
need for leadership.

In Table 8.2, the implications of our findings are noted. In terms of our classification
provided in chapter 6, the most important variable that might 'substitute' for
inadequate leadership seems to be the ability, experience, training and knowledge

(AETK) of an employee. The variable AETK is found to be negatively related to need
for leadership, negatively related to work stress, and positively related to job
satisfaction and organizational commitment. Consequently, when the inadequate
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Table 8.2: Practical implications (based on the cross-sectional study): possible
'substitutes' (N-C+) for inadequate leadership

Leadership Criterion N-C+

Inadequate Satisfaction Augment ability, experience,
training, and knowledge

Commitment Augment ability, experience,
training, and knowledge

Work stress Implement Local Area

Network, and augment ability,
experience, training, and

knowledge

leader fails to positively affect these criteria, the employee' s ability, experience,
training, and knowledge may replace some of the functions of the inadequate leader.
Clearly, our results point out the importance of learning in organizations. Companies,
with a learning-oriented culture may be better able to develop the abilities and
knowledge of their employees. These abilities may in turn make up for the possible
incompetencies of a leader.

The implications involving work stress and role conflict are less clear. According to
the substitutes theory, advisory and staff support should make leadership unnecessary.
Contrary to expectations, we found a positive relation between advisory and staff
support and need for leadership. Furthermore, advisory and staff support was
positively related to work stress and role conflict. Consequently, to reduce work
stress and role conflict, the data suggest that less advisory and staff support should be
provided. This would then also reduce the need for leadership. As previously
discussed, we are in doubt whether the direction of causality suggested is true. It may
very well be that with a low need for leadership, employees also do not need, seek,
and receive staff support. The direction of causality may thus be the reverse. High
role conflict and work stress may cause employees to seek staff support instead of
vice versa. The causal direction of the relation between staff support and other
variables should thus be subjected to future research. Therefore we have not included
the advice suggested   by our results in Table   8.2.    The   same   may   be   true   for   the
relations between the criteria and staff support.

Another implication refers to the use of a Local Area Network (LAN) in the case of
work stress. It may be hypothesized, for instance, that a LAN can replace leadership
by creating the opportunity for employees to more easily ask for help in case of
stressful problems. On the other hand, again, it can only be ascertained longitudinally
or experimentally whether this implication holds.
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The findings in our cross-sectional examples, which are described in chapter 7, also
point to some 'enhancers' (N+C+) of adequate leadership. The prescriptions resulting
from these examples would be controversial, and for that reason we have not included
them in Table 8.2. For instance, from Figures 7.5 through 7.8 we might conclude
that when leadership is adequate it would be advisable to select authoritarian
employees to enhance satisfaction, commitment, and to reduce work stress and role
conflict. We would like to make it clear, though, that it does not seem advisable to
follow these and other prescriptions for enhancing adequate leadership. We cannot be
sure that selecting authoritarian employees will not have repercussions on, for
instance, creativity. Furthermore, when a team gets a new leader with less leadership

skills, severe repercussions on satisfaction, commitment, role conflict, and work
stress may result from having selected employees with high authoritarianism. The
right side of the decision tree of Howell et al. (1990) presented in Figure 4.2 should
thus be treated with considerable  care.

One of the major practical implications of our research is that organizations should be
very careful in attempts to substitute for, or enhance, the effects of leadership,
because in the process several  criteria  are   affected  at once. Furthermore,  need  for
leadership may depend to a larger extent on the leader than we initially thought,
since, in the presence of a leader, we have found that leadership and its need are
strongly interwoven. Leadership itself may thus be more important than anything else

in creating its own substitutes while maintaining high satisfaction, commitment, and
performance.
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Appendix A.1: Summary of results of studies using individual and task substitutes for leadership
Authors Subjects Criterion Leadership AETK NIND INDIFF PROF INSAT TASKFB ROUT

1. Childers, Dubin- 588 sales persons Job satisfaction Structure              0           0 - reducer - reducer reducer

sky & Skinner (1990)' Job satisfaction Consideration        -          0          -           0
2. Fahr, Podsakoff 195 governmental Performance Conting. reward    0       x       0 0 pos.mod.    0       0
& Cheng (1987) employees Work satisf. Conting. reward    0        x        0        0        0        0        02,3,4

Superv. satisf. Conting. reward          0                     x                     0                     0 0 pos.mod.           0
3. Howell & 220 hospital Org. commitm. Support              -                     - 0 supplem.     0         -
Dorfman (1981)' employees Gen. satisfaction Support                -                        - 0 supplem. supplem.      -

Org. commitm. Work Assignm.      -            -                         -            - - supplem.
Org. commitm. Specif. Proced.     -         -                   - - supplem.
Org. commitm. Role Clarif.         0         -                     0         - - supplem.
Gen. satisfaction Role Clarif.            0            -                           0            -             -             0

4. Howell & 354 hospital Org. commitm. Prof: Instrum.      0        0        -                  -        0
Dorfman (1986)'·6 ernployees Gen. satisfaction Prof: Instrum.         0            0            -                           -             0

(140 prof- Org. commitm. Prof: Support - - suppress' - suppress 0 -
essionals & Gen. satisfaction Prof: Support - - diminish. -0 0
108 non- Org. commitm. NProf: Instrum. 0 diminish. - - -0 0
professional Gen. satisfaction NProf: Instrum. homolog. homolog.      -             -             -             0            0
employees) Org. commitm. NProf: Support     -         -         0         -         0         0

Gen. satisfaction NProf: Support - - diminish. -0 0
Org. commitm. Specif. Proced.     -         - - homolog.    -         -
Gen. satisfaction Specif. Proced.        -             -

5. Kerr & Jermier 113 city police Org. commitm. Instr+Support         0            0            -        1100
log.

unspecif. unspecif.       0         2
(1978)' Role ambiguity Instr+Support       0          0          - 0 unspecif. 0 unspecif.  ' W1       6. Mcintosh 97 nurses Job satisfaction Support               -                      - - supplem. - diminish.   I 5

57 (1990)8 Anxiety Support    - -
unspecif.

-
unspecif. eD

2.         7. Pimer & Charters 450 teachers Commitment Instrumental - -0
K (1988) Commitment Support    - - neg.mod. - -
A                                                                                                                          GL

./.
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       Appendix A.1 Continued

Authors Subjects Criterion Leadership AETK NIND INDIFF PROF INSAT TASKFB ROUT

1                    8. Podsakoff, 111 pharmacist Performance Conting. reward    -        -        x        0       0        -        -
             Dorfman. Howell & technicians Work satisf. Conting. reward    -        -        x        0       0        -        -

2.         Todor
(1986)4·' Superv. satisf. Conting. reward           -                      -                      x 0 substitute           -                      -

 .                           481 management Performance Conting. reward    -        -        x        0        0

1                                   & engineering Work satisf. Conting. reward   -       - x substitute    0
personnel Superv. satisf. Conting. reward - -         reducer          0              0              -              -

9. Podsakoff, 1539 employees General satisf. Articul. vision 0 0 diminish. diminish. enhancer supplem.   0
MacKenzie & from a wide range Org. commitm. Articul. vision 0 0 diminish. 0 supplem. 0 diminish.
Bommer (1995)'c' of industries Trust in leader Articul. vision pos.pred. 0 neg.mod' 0 0 pos.mod' neg.mod

Role clarity Articulat. vision substitute neg.mod. 0 0 supplem. supplem. supplem.
Role conflict Articul. vision pos.pred. 0 pos.pred. pos.pred. neg.pred. neg.pred. neg.pred.
Performance Articul. vision 0     pos.pred. neg.pred. 0 0 pos.pred. neg.mod'

General satisf. Provid. model 0 0 diminish. diminish. supplem. supplem.   0
Org. commitm. Provid. model 0 0     neg.pred. 0 pos.pred. 0 neg.pred.

Trust in leader Provid. model supplem. 0 reducer pos.mod. 0 substitute 0
Role clarity Provid. model pos.pred.    0        0 0 pos.pred. pos.pred. pos.pred.
Role conflict Provid. model' diminish. 0 diminish. diminish. supplem. supplem. supplem.
Performance Provid. model 0 pos.pred. neg.pred. pos.mod' 0 pos.pred. neg.pred.

General satisf. Get goal-accept. 0 0 diminish. diminish. supplem. supplem.   0
Org. commitm. Get goal-accept. 0 0     neg.pred. 0 pos.pred. 0 neg.mod'

Trust in leader Get goal-accept. supplem. 0 diminish. 0 0 supplem. neg.mod.
Role clarity Get goal-accept. pos.mod'  pos.mod' 0 0     pos.pred. pos.pred. pos.pred.

Role conflict Get goal-accept. pos.pred. 0 pos.pred. pos.pred. neg.pred. neg.pred. neg.pred.
Performance Get goal-accept. 0 supplem. diminish. 0 0 supplem. diminish.
General satisf. Hi-perf. exp." 0 neg.mod. supplem. supplem. diminish. diminish.   0
Org. commitm. Hi-perf. exp.        0 0 neg.mod' 0 pos.mod' 0 neg.pred.
Trust in leader Hi-perf. exp. pos.pred. 0 neg.pred. 0 neg.mod' pos.pred.   0
Role clarity Hi-perf. exp. pos.pred.   0      0 0 pos.pred. pos.pred. pos.pred.



Appendix A.1: Continued
Aumors Subjects Criterion Leadership AETK NIND INDIFF PROF INSAT TASKFB ROUT

9. Podsakoff et al. Role conflict Hi-perf. exp. supplem. 0 supplem. supplem. diminish. neutraliz. diminish.
(continued) Performance Hi-perf. exp. 0 pos.mod' neg.pred. 0 0     pos.pred. neg.pred.General satis f. Indiv. support 0 0 diminish. diminish. supplem. supplem.   0

Org. commitm. Indiv. support 0 0               neg.mod' 0 pos.pred. 0 neg.pred.Trust in leader Indiv. support supplem. 0 neutraliz. 0 0 supplem. 0
Role clarity Indiv. support supplem.    0        0 0 supplem. supplem. supplem.Role conflict Indiv. support" diminish. 0 diminish. diminish. supplem. supplem. supplem.Performance Indiv. support 0 supplem. diminish. 0 0 supplem. diminish.
General satisf. Intell. stimulat. 0

0     neg.pred. neg.pred. pos.pred. pos.pred.    0
Org. commitm. Intell. stimulat. 0 0 neg.pred. 0 pos.pred. 0 neg.pred.Trust in leader Intell. stimulat. pos.pred. 0 neg.pred. 0 0 pos.pred. 0
Role clarity Intell. stimulat. pos.pred.    0        0 0 pos.pred. pos.pred. pos.pred.Role conflict Intell. stimulat. supplem. 0 supplem. substitute diminish. diminish. diminish.
Performance Intell. stimulat. 0     pos.pred. neg.pred. 0 pos.mod' pos.pred. neg.pred.

10. Podsakoff, 411 professional General satisf. Conting. reward 0 0 diminish. 0 supplem. 0 diminish.
MacKenzie & managerial & Commitment Conting. reward 0 0     neg.pred. 0 pos.pred. O 0
Fetter (1993)'·'0 white-collar Role ambiguity Conting. reward neg.pred.     0          0 0 neg.pred. neg.pred.     0

employees Role conflict Conting. reward 0 neg.pred. pos.pred.    0        0         0        0
from 10 Performance Conting. reward    0        0 0 neg.pred.    0        0        0
companies General satisf. Leader support 0 0 diminish. 0 supplem. 0 diminish.

Commitment Leader support neg.mod' 0 neg.pred. 0 pos.pred.    0        0
Role ambiguity Leader support neg.pred.     0           0 0 neg.pred. neg.pred.     0
Role conflict Leader support 0 neg.mod' pos.pred.   0     0     0     0X Performance Leader support       0           0 0 pos.mod'      0           0           0
General satisf. Clarification 0 0 diminish. 0 supplem. 0 diminish.
Commitment Clarification 0 0 neg.pred. 0 pos.pred.    0        0

sq· Role ambiguity Clarification' substitute  0     0 0 supplem. supplem.   0
A                                                        Role conflict Clarification 0 neg.pred. pos.pred.    0       0 0 pos.mod'

Performance Clarification       0        0 0 neg.pred. pos.mod'    0        0

 



       Appendix A.1: Continued

Authors Subjects Critenon Leadership AETK NIND INDIFF PROF INSAT TASKFB ROUT

 1        Podsakoff et
al. General satisf. Spec. Proced. 0 0               neg.mod' 0 pos.mod' 0 neg.pred.

'G (continued) Commitment Spec. Proced.      0        0        0 0 pos.pred.    0        0
m Role ambiguity Spec. Proced. neg.pred. 0 pos.mod' 0 neg.pred. neg.pred.   0

 : Role conflict Spec. Proced. 0 neg.pred. neg.mod'    0        0        0        0

2j Performance Spec. Proced.       0        0 0 neg.pred.    0         0         0
11. Podsakoff, 612 employees General satisf. Conting. reward supplem. 0 diminish. 0 supplem. supplem. diminish.

Niehoff, MacKenzie from three Commitment Conting. reward 0 0     neg.pred. 0 pos.pred. pos.pred.   0

& Williams different Role ambiguity Conting. reward diminish.     0          0 0 diminish. diminish. diminish.

(1993)9·10 organizations Role conflict Conting. reward 0 0 pos.pred. neg.mod'   0      0       0
Performance Conting. reward    0        0         0         0         0         0         0
General satisf. Leader support supplem. 0 diminish. 0 supplem. supplem. diminish.
Commitment Leader support 0 0 diminish. 0 supplem. supplem.   0
Role ambiguity Leader support neg.pred.     0          0 0 neg.pred. neg.pred. neg.mod'
Role conflict Leader support 0 0 pos.pred. pos.pred.    0        0       0
Performance Leader support 0 0         neg.mod'        0               0               0               0
General satisf. Clarification pos.pred. 0 neg.pred. 0 pos.pred. pos.pred. neg.pred.

Commitment Clarification' 0 0 supplem. 0 diminish. diminish.   0
Role ambiguity Clarification' supplem. 0 pos.mod. 0 supplem. substitute supplem.
Role conflict Clarification     0 0 neg.mod' pos.pred.   0     0      0
Performance Clarification'         0           0           0           0           0           0           0
General satisf. Spec. Proced. pos.pred. 0 neg.pred. 0 pos.pred. pos.pred. neg.pred.

Commitment Spec. Proced. 0 0     neg.pred. 0 pos.pred. pos.pred.    0

Role ambiguity Spec. Proced. neg.pred.    0       0 0 neg.pred. neg.mod.'neg.pred.
Role conflict Spec. Proced. 0 0     pos.pred. pos.pred.    0         0         0

Performance Spec. Proced. 0 0 neg.mod'0000
12. Podsakoff, 1946 government Performance Conting. reward x x               neg.mod.             x                         0                         0                         0

Todor, Grover & & hospital empl Work satisf. Conting. reward    x         x         0         x         0         0         0
Huber (1984)3,4,9.11 Superv. satisf. Conting. reward pos.mod. x 0 pos.mod. 0 0 0



AETK = Ability, experience, training, and knowledge, NIND = Need for independence, INDIFF = Indifference toward organizational rewards,
PROF = Professional orientation, INSAT = Intrinsically satisfying tasks, TASKFB = Task-provided feedback concerning accomplishment, ROUT
= Unambiguous, routine, methodologically invariant tasks,
supplem. = supplement, diminish. = diminisher, neutraliz. = neutralizer, pos.mod. = positive moderator, neg.mod. = negative moderator,
suppress. = suppressor, homolog. = homologizer, unspecif. = unspecified, pos.pred. = positive predictor (leadership is not related to the criterion,
the potential moderator has a positive relation with the criterion, but there is no interaction between leadership and the potential moderator), neg.pred.
= negative predictor

1 Childers et al. (1990) used the terminology of Sharma et al. (1981) in specifying the results. The significant findings which are termed
reducer in our table are thus termed quasi moderator in their paper.

2 The authors reversed the 4 and expected that "few of the situational variables will be found to moderate the relationships between contingent
reward and noncontingent punishment behaviors and subordinate satisfaction or performance" (Fahr, Podsakoff & Cheng,  1987, p. 45). Since
they refer to Podsakoff, Dorfman, Howell and Todor (1986) and Podsakoff, Todor, Grover and Huber (1984) for their hypotheses and
because they use the same methods we will, for practical purposes, use the hypotheses formulated in these two papers.

3 Pos.mod. refers to a positive moderator effect without specifying whether this effect is a substitute, an enhancer or a pure positive moderator.
4 Some supplements and diminishers may be present when a '0' or an 'x' is marked in this table.
5        Howell and Dorfman (1981, 1986) used the term weak substitute to describe the case in which a potential substitute had a relation with the

criterion but did not interact with leadership; we use the term supplement (when leadership and the potential substitute both have a positive
relation with the criterion) and diminisher (when leadership has a positive and the potential substitute has a negative relation with the
criterion) instead.

6         Again, tile term weak substitute is replaced by either supplement or diminisher. The term strong substitute is replaced by suppressor, since
the   need for independence and intrinsically satisfying tasks both strongly (respectively   r= -.28   and  r=.27  (both  p < .05)) correlated  with
leadership support. The term homologizer is used to describe the case in which significant differences in correlations between subgroups were
found.

'         The results of Kerr and Jermier (1978) are unspecified in our table, since it is impossible to determine from their data what kind of effect
they    found. Most probably the effects they found point to supplemental effects   for   some and homologizer effects for other leadership
constructs.

8       Mcintosh (1990) used autonomy and variety as potential substitutes. Autonomy is treated as 'intrinsically satisfying tasks' and variety is
1                                         treated   as the reverse   of 'unambiguous, routine and methodologically invariant tasks'. Therefore, although variety supplements support   in
'to5 predicting satisfaction, the opposite (diminish.) is true when reversing the meaning of the construct. Although Mcintosh suggests that

autonomy substitutes and variety neutralizes leader support, this can not be concluded using our terminology from the data presented.

 
9 We will not use contingent punishment, noncontingent reward and noncontingent punishment as predictors of criteria, since they were not

1                 expected to have a positive relationship with criteria (Podsakoff, Todor, Grover & Huber, 1984, pp. 26-28); this does not mean that these
leadership behaviors and the potential moderators of these behaviors are not interesting from a scientific point of view, but they do not fit
with observations made by Kerr and Jermier (1978) and Howell, Dorfman and Kerr (1986).

"'           Since no explicit hypotheses were formulated we regarded every combination of a substitute, leadership and (in-role) criteria as a hypothesis.

                  We used
the standardized regression coefficients provided in Table 4 and 5 of Podsakoff, MacKenzie and Bommer (1995) to determine the

form of the moderator.



g It For theoretical and practical purposes co-worker satisfaction, pay satisfaction and advancement Satisfaction are excluded as criteria.
-          not tested
0 hypothesized, tested and not supported being a moderator
x         not explicitly hypothesized, but tested and not supported being a moderator

b. None of the suppressors noted are acmally tested for suppression effects (i.e. tested whether there was a significant difference in explained
23                  variance with and without suppressor.

i       '
This leadership behavior is negatively related to the criterion. In this case, a diminisher, for example, has a beta coefficient which is in the
opposite direction as the leadership-criterion relation.

R. According to Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Ahearna and Bommer (1995) these would be called type C and would be most important from a
J managerial point of view, since a reversal of the relation of leadership with a criterion appears when in the presence of the moderator

(although in only some instances the relationship between the leadership behavior and tile criterion was significantly positive at one level of
the moderator. and significantly negative at the other level).



Appendix A.2: Summary of results of studies using organizational substitutes for leadership
Authors Subjects Criterion Leadership COHES FORM NOCTRLINFLEX ADVSTF SPAT

1. Childers, Dubin- 588 sales persons Job satisfaction Structure                           0 0 homolog.          0               0                 0
sky & Skinner (1990)1 Job satisfaction Consideration substitute -0-    0
2. Fahr, Podsakoff 195 governmental Performance Contingent reward       0          0           0 - neg.mod.
& Cheng (1987) employees Work satisfaction Contingent reward       0          0           0           -                       02.3.4

Supervisor satisf. Contingent reward       0         0          0          -                      0
3. Howell & 220 hospital empl. Org. commitment Support diminish. -  -
Dorfman (1981)' Gen. satisfaction Support                    0          -

Org. commitment Work Assignment - unspecif. - -
Org. commitment Specif. of Proced. - supplem. - -
Org. commitment Role Clarification diminish. 0  -
Gen. satisfaction Role Clarification 0 supplem. - -

4. Howell & 354 hospital empl. Org. commitment Prof: Instrumental      0        -
Dorfman (1986) (140 professionals Gen. satisfaction Prof: Instrumental 0        diminish.         -                -5,6

& 108 non- Org. commitment Prof: Support          0        -
professional Gen. satisfaction Prof: Support          0        -                                       -
employees) Org. commitment NProf: Instrumental    0        -         -

Gen. satisfaction NProf: Instrumental 0 supplem. - -
Org. commitment NProf: Support         0        -
Gen. satisfaction NProf: Support         0        -
Org. commitment Specif. of proced.           -              -
Gen. satisfaction Specif. of proced.           -              -

5.  Kerr & Jermieerr 113 city police Org. commitment Instr+Support             0           0            -             0           0            -
(1978)' Role ambiguity Instr+Support 0 unspecif. -0 0-

bl      6. Mcintosh 97 nurses Job satisfaction Support                     -           0            -

"2 (1990)8 Anxiety Support - unspecif. - - -
R.         7. Orpen & Hall 64 managers Job satisfaction Contingent reward       0          -            0           -                       0
K (1994)
A         7. Pitner & Charters 450 teachers Commitment Instrumental                   0             0               0               0             0               0

(1988) Commitment Support              0       0        0        0       0        0

 



N
&     Appendix A.2. Continued

Authors Subjects Criterion Leadership COHES FORM NOCTRLINFLEX ADVSTF SPAT

1     8. Podsakoff, 111 pharmacist Performance Contingent reward       0         0          -           -

           Dorfman, Howell & technicians Work satisfaction Contingent reward neg.mod.     0          -           -

        Todor
(1986)4 Supervisor satisf. Contingent reward       0         0

481 management & Performance Contingent reward       0         0          -
1                             engineering pers. Work satisfaction Contingent reward       0          0           -            -

Supervisor satisf. Contingent reward 0 neg.mod. - -
9. Podsakoff, 1539 employees General satisfaction Articulating vision supplem. 0 0 supplem. 0 0
MacKenzie & from a wide range Org. commitment Articulating vision substitute 0 diminish. supplem.  0    0
Bommer (1995)10 of industries Trust in leader Ar'ticulating vision pos.pred. pos.mod.' 0 0            pos.mod.'            0

Role clarity Articulating vision 0 supplem. 0 supplem. 0 0
Role conflict Articulating vision neg.pred. neg.pred. 0 neg.pred. pos.pred.  pos.pred.
Performance Articulating vision 0 0 neg.pred. 0 0 0
General satisfaction Providing model supplem. 0 0 supplem. pos.mod.   0
Org. commitment Providing model pos.pred. 0 neg.mod.' pos.pred.  0      0
Trust in leader Providing model supplem. diminish. pos.mod. neg.mod.   0      0
Role clarity Providing model 0 pos.pred. 0 pos.pred.    0         0
Role conflict Providing model' supplem. supplem. 0 supplem. diminish. diminish.
Performance Providing model neg.mod' 0 neg.pred.     0        0         0
General satisfaction Get goal-accept. supplem. 0 0 supplem. 0 0
Org. commitment Get goal-accept. pos.mod' neg.mod' neg.pred. pos.pred. 0 pos.mod'
Trust in leader Get goal-accept. supplem. neutralit   0      0 0 pos.mod.
Role clarity Get goal-accept. 0 neg.mod' 0 0 pos.mod'pos.pred

Role conflict Get goal-accept. neg.pred. neg.pred. 0 neg.pred. pos.pred.  pos.pred.

Performance Get goal-accept.           0 0 diminish.       0           0            0
General satisfaction Hi-perf. expect.' diminish. 0 0 diminish. 0  0
Org. commitment Hi-perf. expect. pos.pred. 0 neg.pred. pos.pred.  0    0
Trust in leader Hi-perf. expect. pos.pred. neg.pred. 0 0               neg. mod.'              0
Role clarity Hi-perf. expect. 0     pos.pred. 0 pos.pred.    0         0



Appendix A.2: Continued
Authors Subjects Criterion Leadership COHES FORM NOCTRL INFLEX ADVSTF SPAT

9. Podsakoff et al. Role conflict Hi-perf. expect. diminish. diminish. 0 diminish. supplem. enhancer
(continued) Performance Hi-perf. expect.        0 0 neg.pred.     0        0         0

General satisfaction Individual support supplem. 0 0 supplem. 0 0
Org. commitment Individual support pos.pred. 0 neg.pred. pos.mod'  0    0
Trust in leader Individual support supplem. diminish.   0      0     0      0
Role clarity Individual support 0 supplem. 0 supplem. 0 0
Role conflict Individual support supplem. supplem. 0 supplem. diminish. diminish.
Performance Individual support 0 0         diminish.         0             0               0
General satisfaction Intell. stimulation pos.mod' 0 0      pos.pred.    0         0

Org. commitment Intell. stimulation pos.pred. neg.mod' neg.pred. neg.mod' 0 pos.mod'
Trust in leader Intell. stimulation pos.pred. neg.mod'    0       0      0       0
Role clarity Intell. stimulation 0   pos.pred. 0 pos.pred. pos.mod'  0
Role conflict Intell. stimulation diminish. diminish. 0 diminish. supplem. supplem.
Performance Intell. stimulation 0 0 neg.pred. 0  neg.mod' neg.mod

10. Podsakoff, 411 professional General satisfaction Contingent reward supplem. 0 diminish.         0             0               0
MacKenzie & managerial & Commitment Contingent reward        0           0            0            0           0            0
Fetter (1993)9,10 white-collar Role ambiguity Contingent reward pos.pred. neg.pred.       0            0           0            0

ernployees Role conflict Contingent reward       0          0 0 neg.pred. pos.pred. pos.pred.
from 10 Performance Contingent reward        0           0            0            0           0            0
companies General satisfaction Leader support supplem. 0 diminish.         0             0               0

Commitment Leader support        0       0        0        0       0        0
Role ambiguity Leader support pos.pred. pos.mod.    0        0       0        0
Role conflict Leader support            0           0 0 neg.pred. pos.pred. pos.mod.A Performance Leader support           0          0           0           0          0           0

 

General satisfaction Clarification supplem. 0 diminish.         0             0               0
Commitment Clarification                   0             0               0               0             0               0

Sl· Role ambiguity Clarificatiod diminish. supplem.    0      0     0      0
x Role conflict Clarification        0      0 0 neg.mod' pos.pred. pos.pred.

Performance Clarification                   0             0               0               0             0               0

 



       Appendix A.2: Continued

Authors Subjects Criterion Leadership COHES FORM NOCTRL INFLEX ADVSTF SPAT

J           10. Podsakoff et al. General satisfaction   Spec. of procedures pos.pred. 0 neg.pred.     0        0         0

49 (continued) Commitment Spec. of procedures        0             0               0               0              0               0

2
Role ambiguity Spec. of procedures pos.pred. neg.pred. 0                  neg. mod' 0 neg.mod'

WA.
Role conflict Spec. of procedures       0            0 0 neg.pred. pos.pred. pos.pred.

1 Performance Spec. of procedures        0             0               0               0             0               0
11. Podsakoff, 612 ernployees General satisfaction Contingent reward supplem.            0                       0

0 supplem. neg.mod.

Niehoff, MacKenzie from three Commitment Contingent reward pos.pred. 0 neg.pred. 0 pos.pred. neg.pred.

& Williams different Role ambiguity Contingent reward neutraliz. diminish.      0           0          0           0
(1993)

9.10
organizations Role conflict Contingent reward neg.pred.     0           0 0 pos.pred.      0

Performance Contingent reward 0        diminish.         0               0              0               0

General satisfaction Leader support supplem. 0 0 0 supplem. 0
Commitment Leader support supplem. 0 diminish. 0 supplem. diminish.
Role ambiguity Leader support pos.mod' neg.pred. neg.mod'   0     0      0
Role conflict Leader support neg.pred.    0         0         0     pos.pred.     0
Performance Leader support 0     neg.pred.     0         0         0         0
General satisfaction Clarification pos.pred.    0          0          0     pos.pred.     0

Commitment Clarification' diminish. 0 supplem. 0 diminish. supplem.
Role ambiguity Clarification' substitute substitute    0       0       0       0
Role conflict Clarification neg.pred. 0 neg.mod' 0     pos.pred.     0
Performance Clarification' 0 supplem. 0 0 0 0
General satisfaction   Spec. of procedures pos.pred.       0               0 0 pos.pred.        0
Commitment Spec. of procedures pos.pred. 0 neg.pred. pos.mod' pos.pred. neg.pred.
Role ambiguity Spec. of procedures neg.pred. neg.pred. pos.mod'         0              0               0
Role conflict Spec. of procedures neg.pred.       0               0 0 pos.pred.        0
Performance Spec. of procedures 0 neg.pred.     0         0        0         0

12. Podsakoff, 1946 government Performance Contingent reward               0                     x                       0                       x                     x               neg. mod.

Todor, Grover & & hospital empl. Work satisfaction Contingent reward 0 pos.mod. 0 x x O
Huber (1984)3.4.9.11 Supervisor satisf. Contingent reward pos.mod. neg.mod. 0 x pos.mod. 0



COHES = Closely knit, cohesive, interdependent work groups, FORM = Organizational formalization, NOCTRL = Organizational rewards not
within the leader's control, INFLEX = Organizational inflexibility, ADVSTF = Advisory and staff support, SPAT = Spatial distance between
superior and subordinate,
supplem. = supplement, diminish. = diminisher, neutraliz. = neutralizer, pos.mod. = positive moderator, neg.mod. = negative moderator,
suppress. = suppressor, homolog. = homologizer, unspecif. = unspecified, pos.pred. = positive predictor (leadership is not related to the criterion,
the potential moderator has a positive relation with the criterion, but there is no interaction between leadership and the potential moderator), neg.pred.
= negative predictor
' Childers et al. (1990) used the terminology of Sharma et al. (1981) in specifying the results. The significant findings which are termed

reducer in our table are thus termed quasi moderator in their paper.
The authors reversed the 4 and expected that "few of the situational variables will be found to moderate the relationships between
contingent reward and noncontingent punishment behaviors and subordinate satisfaction or performance" (Fahr, Podsakoff & Cheng, 1987,
p. 45). Since they refer to Podsakoff, Dorfman, Howell and Todor (1986) and Podsakoff, Todor, Grover and Huber (1984) for their
hypotheses and because they use the same methods we will, for practical purposes, use the hypotheses formulated in these two papers.
Pos. mod. refers   to a positive moderator effect without specifying whether this effect   is a substitute, an enhancer  or   a pure positive
moderator.
Some  supplements and diminishers  may be present when a  '0'  or an  ' x' is marked  in this table.
Howell and Dorfman (1981, 1986) used the term weak substitute to describe the case in which a potential substitute had a relation with the
criterion but did not interact with leadership; we use the term supplement (when leadership and the potential substitute both have a positive
relation with the criterion) and diminisher (when leadership has a positive and the potential substitute has a negative relation with tile
criterion) instead.

6 Again, the term weak substitute is replaced by either supplement or diminisher. The term strong substitute is replaced by suppressor, since
the  need for independence and intrinsically satisfying tasks both strongly (respectively  r= -.28  and  r=.27  (both  p <.05)) correlated  with
leadership support. The term homologizer is used to describe the case in which significant differences in correlations between subgroups
were found.
The results of Kerr and krmier (1978) are unspecified in our table, since it is impossible to determine from their data what kind of effect
they   found. Most probably the effects they found point to supplemental effects   for   some and homologizer effects for other leadership
constructs.

4      8          Mcintosh (1990) used autonomy and variety as potential substitutes. Autonomy is treated as 'intrinsically satisfying tasks' and variety is

                                    treated  as
the reverse of 'unambiguous, routine and methodologically invariant tasks'. Therefore, although variety supplements support in

predicting satisfaction, the opposite (diminish.) is true when reversing the meaning of the construct. Although Mcintosh suggests that · autonomy substitutes and variety neutralizes leader support, this can not be concluded using our terminology from the data presented.
SI· We will not use contingent punishment, noncontingent reward and noncontingent punishment as predictors of criteria, since they were not

expected to have a positive relationship with criteria (Podsakoff, Todor, Grover & Huber, 1984, pp. 26-28); this does not mean that these
leadership behaviors and the potential moderators of these behaviors are not interesting from a scientific point of view, but they do not fit
with observations made by Kerr and Jermier (1978) and Howell, Dorfman and Kerr (1986).

10       Since no explicit hypotheses were formulated we regarded every combination of a substitute, leadership and (in-role) criteria as a
                       hypothesis. We used the standardized regression coefficients provided in Table 4 and 5 of Podsakoff, MacKenzie and Bommer (1995) to



w                               determine the form of the moderator indicated in this table.
'                        According to Podsakoff, Bommer and MacKenzie  (1995) this effect  is not classifiable in Howell, Dorfman  and  Kerr' s (1986) framework,

but from the data provided it appears that this is a neutralizer, since the main effect of leadership is positive, the main effect of the potential
moderator is negative and the interaction is also negative.

1        "          For theoretical and practical purposes co-worker satisfaction, pay satisfaction and advancement satisfaction are excluded as criteria from
b this table.5
j I

not  tested.

hypothesized, tested and not supported being a moderator.

A : not explicitly hypothesized, but tested and not supported being a moderator.
This leadership behavior is negatively related to the criterion, In this case, a diminisher, for example, has a beta coefficient which is in the
opposite direction as the leadership-criterion relation.
According to Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Ahearna and Bommer (1995) these would be called type C and would be most important from a
managerial point of view, while a reversal of the relation of leadership with a criterion appears when in the presence of the moderator
(although in only some instances the relationship between the leadership behavior and the criterion is significantly positive at one level of
the moderator, and significantly negative at the other level).



Appendix A.3: Summary of appendices A. 1 and A.2'
Relation of human-or. leadership with Relation of task-or. leadership with Relation of charismatic leadership with

Substitutes' Sat Per CO Str Sat Per Co Str Sat Per           Co            Str

AETK pm: 1     -:6      nm: 1 sb: li pp: 2 - :4 -:  7               sb: 1' sp: 2 -:5 -: 5            sb:  1 1

sp: 3 -:4           sp:  1 1

ho: 1 sp: 1
'

PP: 3 pm:   1 2
:5 di: 21 - :5 np: 2 - :5 sp: 2

np: 3 -:4 di: li

-:3
PP: 2

np: 3

NIND - :7      sp: 1 - :5 nm: 1     ho: 1 - :4 di: 1      np: 2     nm: 11 pm: 1 -: 5      pm: 1
-:4 np: 1 - :6 -:5 -:6 -: 9      sp: 1 nrn: 1'

-:8 PP: 3 -:8

PROF sb: 1 pm: 1     nm: 1 nm: 1    rd: 1 np: 2 ho: 1 PP: 2 pm: 1 pm: 1 - :5 sb: 1

pm: 1 np: 1 -:6      pp: 1 ho: 1 - :2 -:6 - :6       sp: 1' - :4 sp: 1
di: 1 -:6 -:8 -:5 di: 3 di: 22
-:12 np: 1 PP: 2

-:4 -:4
INDIFF nt: 1 nm: 2 nm: 1    di: 1' nm: 1     nm: 1 sp: 1' pm: 2' rd: 1 di: 1 nm: 1     sp: 2

rd: 1 di: 1 di: 1 PP: 4 di: 1 -: 3      np: 2 nm: 2     nm: 1 np: 4 di: 1 di:  1 '
di: 7 - :4 np: 3 - :5 np: 2 -: 1       pp: 2 sp: 1' np: 3 PP: 2
-:4 su: 1 -:1 -: 2       di: 4 -:5

- :4 np: 3
ROUT di: 5 di: 1 np: 1     nm: 1 rd: 1 -: 4       sp: 3 pm: 1 nm: 2     nm: 1     nm: 1 sp: 22

-:6 -:6 -:4      sp: 22 di: 2 -: 5       sp: 1' -:8    di: 1 di: 1 di: 2

di: 1 np: 3 np: 1 np: 3 np: 3 np: 6..e -:6 -:1    -:5
Si.

X

E



       Appendix A.3: (continued)'
Relation of human-or. leadership with Relation of task-or. leadership with Relation of charismatic leadership with#

Substitutes+ Sat Per CO Str Sat Per CO Str Sat Per Co Str

1b TASKFB pm: 1 sp: 1 sp: 1 sp: 21 rd: 1 - :4 di: 1'     sb: 11 sb: 1 sp: 1 - :5 nt: 1

                                  sp: 5 - :6 --7      di: 1 pp: 2 PP: 1 nm: 1    pm: 1 PP: 4 sp: 22

-:7 np: 3 - :4 -:  4               sp: 1' sp: 4                              di: 1
-:4 np: 1 di: 1' np: 6

-: 4      pp: 3

INSAT sb: 1 pm: 1 sp: 2 sp: 22 pm: 1 pm: 1 di: 11 sp: 21 eh: 1 pm: 1 sp: 1 sp: 22

sp: 7 -: 8       pp: 4 di: 1 sp: 1 - :3 PP: 3 np: 2      nm: 1 - :4 PP: 3 di: 2

-: 10 su: 1 np: 3 PP: 2 - : 4      sp: 2 -: 1      np: 6

-:1 -:2 di: 11

pp: 1
- :4

FORM pm: 1 di: 1 -:6    pm: 1 sp: 22 sp: 1 sp: 1' sb: 11 nt: 1 -: 5      nm: 2     nm: 11

nm: 2 np: 1 sp: 2 di: 1 np: 1 - :6 sp: 1' pm: 1 -:3      sp: 22

di: 1 -:6 di: 1 -:5 -:2 np: 2     nm: 1 di: 2

-:11 np: 2 -: 4      di: 1 np: 5

- :4 np: 1

-:5

INFLEX sp: 1 -:5    pm: 1 sp: 22 - :5      - :4      pm: 1 nm: 2     nm: 1 -:5 nm: 1     sp: 22

-:5 -: 5      np: 2 -:4      np: 1 sp: 3 sp: 1 di: 2

-:6 -:5      di: 11 PP: 3 np: 6

PP: 1

-:4

ADVSTF pm: 1 -:5      sp: 1 PP: 4 pp: 2 -:4 di: 1' PP: 4 pm: 2    nm: 1 -:5      pm: 11

sp: 2 pp: 1 - :6 -:3 pp: 1 - :4 nm: 1 - :4 sp: 2

- :4 -:4 -:3 -:7 di: 22

pp: 2

-:3



Appendix A.3: (continued)'
Relation of human-or. leadership with Relation of task-or. leadership with Relation of charismatic leadership with'

Substitutes+ Sat Per CO Str Sat Per           Co Str Sat Per CO Str

COHES sb: 1 - :9 sp: 1 nt: 1 sp: 1 - :4 di: 21 sb: 1' pm: 1 nm: 1    sb: 1 sp: 11

pm: 1 di: 1      pm: 1 PP: 3 PP: 1 pp: 1 sp: 5 -:4 pm: 1 di: 2

nm: 1 PP: 2 sp:  1 1 -:4 -:5  np: 3 di: 1' PP: 3 np: 2

sp: 6 5      di: 11 -: 3      pp: 3 -:5
-:10 PP: 2

np: 2

-:2

NOCTRL di: 2 di: 1 di: 1 nm: 1     di: 1 - : 4      sp: 1' pm: 1 pm: 1 di: 1 nm: 1 -:10
-:10 - :6      np: 1 - :9 np: 1 np: 2     nm: 1 - :9 np: 4 di: 1

-:4 ho: 1 -:2 -:6 np: 3
-:2

SPAT nm: 1     nm: 2 di: 1 pm: 1   -:5 -:4 sp: 1'    nm: 1 pm: 1    nm: 1 pm: 2 eh: 1

-:11 -: 5      np: 1 di: 1
1

np: 1 pp: 2 - :9 - :4 -:3           pm.  1 1

-:4      pp: 1 -:3 -:5 sp: 1

-:7 di: 1'

PP: 2
-:4

sb = substitute, m = neutralizer, eh = enhancer, rd = reducer, pm = positive moderator, nm = negative moderator, sp = supplement, di =
diminisher, pp = positive predictor, np = negative predictor, ho = homologizer, su = suppressor.

Results are a summary of appendix A.1 and A.2; not included are results from Kerr and Jermier (1978) and unspecified results from
Howell and Dorfman (1981) and Mcintosh (1990); when an outcome was obtained but not hypothesized, it is included in this table; when

t .

an outcome was not hypothesized but tested and not supported, it is excluded from this table.

               consists of Instrumental leadership, Structure, Work assignment, Specification of procedures and (Role) Clarification; Charismatic
Human-oriented leadership consists of Consideration, Contingent reward and (Individual or Leader) Support; Task-oriented leadership

4 leadership consists of Articulating vision, Providing model, Getting acceptance of group goals, High performance expectations and
1 Intellectual stimulation.

Sat (Satisfaction) consists of (Job, General or Work) Satisfaction, Supervisor satisfaction and Trust in leader; Per is performance, Co is
(Organizational) Commitment and Str (Stress) consists of role ambiguity, role conflict, anxiety and the reverse of role clarity.
AETK = Ability, experience, training, and knowledge, NIND = Need for independence, INDIFF = Indifference toward organizational

                rewards, PROF
= Professional orientation, INSAT = Intrinsically satisfying tasks, TASKFB = Task-provided feedback concerning



                accomplishment, ROUT = Unambiguous, routine, methodologically invariant tasks, COHES = Closely knit, cohesive, interdependent

work groups, FORM = Organizational formalization, NOCTRL = Organizational rewards not within the leader's control, INFLEX =
Organizational inflexibility, ADVSTF = Advisory and staff support, SPAT = Spatial distance between superior and subordinate.

1,2.3 The number of times the results were due to a negative relation of leadership with the criterion (in case of role clarity (part of stress): due

J                               to a positive relation).
b

1
b.



Appendix B

Appendix B.1: The full need for leadership questionnaire (NL-F)'
Instructie:
Het volgende onderdeel bevat telkens twee vragen; wij verzoeken u eerst de vragen aan de linkerkant te
beantwoorden alvorens met de vragen aan de rechterkant te beginnen.

Links: Wilt u zo objectief mogelijk aangeven Rechts: Wilt u aangeven voor welke van de
wat volgens u de vereiste bijdrage van een chef onderstaande aspecten u persoonlijk veel of
is op onderstaande aspecten, gezien het karakter weinig behoefte hebt aan de inbreng van uwvan de werkzaamheden van u en uw collega's eigen chef.

Een chef is in dit soort werk nodig om... Ik heb mijn chef nodig om (mij)...
1 2 3 4 5 a. ...doelen te stellen. 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 b.  ...te beslissen welke werkzaamheden uitge- 1 2 3 4 5
voerd moeten worden.

1 2 3 4 5 c. ...kennis over te dragen. 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 d. ...te motiveren. 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 e. ...het werk te coOrdineren, te plannen en te 1 2 3 4 5
organiseren.

1 2 3 4 5 f. ...externe contacten te onderhouden. 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 g. ...informatie tegeven. 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 h. .werkzaamheden van de afdeling op 1 2 3 4 5

elkaar af te stemmen.
1 2 3 4 5 i.   ..te zorgen voor een goede groepsgeest. 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 j.  ..te ondersteunen. 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 k.   ...zaken voor elkaar te krijgen bij hogeren 1 2 3 4 5
in de organisatie.

1 2 3 4 5 1. ...conflicten te hanteren. 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 m.  ...het werk na te bespreken. 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 n.  ...fouten te corrigeren. 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 0....te helpen bij het oplossen van problemen. 1 2 3 4 5
p.  ...bijdragen te erkennen en te waarderen.

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
q. ...te inspireren.

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Wilt u nu de vragen rechts invullen?
1 1 - disagree completely, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = agree

completely
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Appendix B.2: The preliminary need for leadership instrument (NL-P) using a
Likert-scale'  (R = reversed scored)

NL-P (in study  1)
1.  In deze organisatie  is de functie van regiomanager absoluut onontbeerlijk.
2. Mijn regiomanager kan mij niets leren. (R)
3.  Voor mijn werkzaamheden maakt  het niet zoveel  uit  of ik een regiomanager  heb  of
niet. (R)
4. De toegevoegde waarde van de regiomanager op mijn werk is niet erg groot. (R)
5.  De regiomanager heeft een duidelijke invloed op mijn functioneren.

NL-P (in studies 2 and 3)
1.  Bij  dit  type werk maakt  het niet zoveel  uit of er een  chef is  of niet.  (R)
2. In dit werk kan een chef langere tijd gemist worden zonder dat er iets fout gaat.
(R)

3.  Bij dit soort  werk  is de functie  van  een chef onontbeerlijk.
4. In deze functie is de toegevoegde waarde van een chef op het werk groot.
5.  Voor het dagelijkse verloop maakt het  bij dit soort  werk niet zoveel  uit  of er  een
chef is of niet.(R)
Extra item in study 3:
6. Een leidinggevende is noodzakelijk in dit soort werk om ervoor te zorgen dat het
werk correct wordt uitgevoerd.

'
1 = disagree completely, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = agree
completely
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Appendix B.3: The leadership instruments (using Likert-scales')

Human-oriented leadership (Syroit, 1978)
1        Mijn chef is gemakkelijk te begrijpen.
2         Mijn chef brengt de suggesties van zijn medewerkers in de praktijk.
3         Mijn chef behandelt al zijn medewerkers als zijn gelijken.
4       Mijn chef is vriendelijk en men kan gemakkelijk met hem in contact komen.
5         Mijn chef heeft vertrouwen in zijn medewerkers.
6 Over belangrijke zaken tracht mijn chef de goedkeuring van zijn medewerkers

te krijgen alvorens eraan verder te werken.
7       Mijn chef wil ieder van zijn medewerkers zoveel mogelijk tegemoet komen in

persoonlijke zaken.
8         Mijn chef stelt zijn medewerkers op hun gemak wanneer zijn met hem praten.
9        Mijn chef luistert altijd naar mijn argumenten als ik minder presteer.
10       Mijn chef helpt de mensen van zijn afdeling met hun persoonlijke problemen.
11       Mijn chef beklemtoont het belang van een goede groepsgeest.
12    Mijn chef drukt zijn waardering uit wanneer een van zijn medewerkers zijn

taak goed uitvoert.
13    Mijn chef tracht zijn medewerkers in goede verstandhouding te houden met

andere afdelingen.
14      Mijn chef steunt hetgeen zijn medewerkers doen.

Task-oriented leadership (Syroit, 1978)
1         Mijn chef vraagt medewerkers met een lage produktie meer te presteren.
2      Mijn chef dringt erop aan dat zijn medewerkers hun werk uitvoeren door de

voorgeschreven wijze van werken tot in details uit te voeren.
3         Mijn chef zorg ervoor dat zijn medewerkers zo hard werken als ze kunnen.
4         Mijn chef legt nadruk op de doelstellingen die gehaald moeten worden.
5         Mijn chef moedigt langzaam werkende medewerkers tot meer inspanning aan.
6   Voor het belang van de organisatie vraagt mijn chef offers van zijn

medewerkers.
7         Mijn chef spoort zijn medewerkers herhaaldelijk tot grotere inspanning aan.
8     Mijn chef beslist tot in de puntjes wat er moet gedaan worden en hoe het

gedaan moet worden.
9          Mijn chef geeft kritiek op slecht werk.
10        Mijn chef houdt de touwtjes strak in handen.

1

1 = disagree completely, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = agree
completely

Appendix B 251



Appendix B.3: continued

Charismatic leadership (Den Hartog, Van Muijen, Koopman, 1994)
1        Ik heb volledig vertrouwen in mijn chef.
2          Voor mij is mijn chef een symbool van succes en bekwaamheid.
3         In woord en daad toont mijn chef zich een imago van bekwaamheid.

4       Mijn chef fungeert voor mij als een voorbeeld.
5        Mijn chef maakt dat ik trotS ben met hem/haar samen te werken.
6  Mijn chef toont een buitengewone bekwaamheid in alles wat hij/zij

onderneemt.
7         Ik vertrouw erop dat mijn chef elke hindernis kan nemen.

8    Mijn chef maakt mij bewust van belangrijke gemeenschappelijke waarden,
aspiraties en idealen.

9  Mijn chef creeert een gemeenschappelijk gevoel aan een belangrijke
opdracht/missie te werken.

10   Mijn chef heeft een sterke dynamische persoonlijkheid en een krachtige
uitstraling.

11     Mijn chef laat me zien hoe je problemen vanuit nieuwe gezichtshoeken kunt
bekijken.

Leader expertise (Podsakoff, Todor & Schuler, 1983)
1        Niemand van mijn afdeling kent het werk beter dan mijn chef.
2        Mijn chef is zeer bedreven in alle aspecten van het werk.
3         Vanwege de deskundigheid van mijn chef volg ik meestal zijn adviezen op.
4       Mijn chef is een expert.
5    Vanwege zijn kennis van zaken is mijn chef een vraagbaak voor de hele

afdeling.

Encouragement of self-management (Manz & Sims, 1987)
1    Mijn chef moedigt mij aan om eerst een taak te oefenen voordat ik er

werkelijk mee begin.
2        Mijn chef moedigt mij aan om zelf mijn eigen doelen te formuleren.
3      Mijn chef moedigt mij aan om kritisch te zijn op mijn eigen prestaties en die

van mijn teamgenoten.
4       Mijn chef moedigt mij aan om mezelf en teamgenoten te belonen als we goed

werk hebben afgeleverd.
5    Mijn chef moedigt mij aan om hoge verwachtingen van mijzelf en mijn

teamgenoten te hebben.
6         Mijn chef moedigt mij aan om nauwlettend in de gaten te houden of mijn werk

wel aan de vereisten voldoet.

1 = disagree completely, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = agree

completely
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Appendix C

Appendix C.1: The personality adjectives in study lb derived from Hofstee and De
Raad (1991) and the correction procedure

I+ II+ III + IV+ V+
Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientious Emotional Intellect

Stability

I+ open sociaal attent zelfverzekerd vrijmoedig
goedaardig strijdvaardig
vriendelijk
goedgeefs
hulpvaardig
buigzaam
loyaal
plooibaar

II + opgewekt vredelievend zorgzaam beheerst idealistisch

collegiaal

III+ charmant bescheiden plichtsgetrouw wilskrachtig rechtdoorzee

IV+ optimistisch geduldig consequent onverstoorbaar kritisch

V+ ondernemend rechtvaardig leergierig besluitvaardig

openhanig onbaatzuchtig onafhankelijk

I- serieus rationeel ironisch

Ii- praatziek ambitieus keihard opstandig

eigenzinnig
recalcitrant
weerbarstig

III- ongeremd laconiek rebels

vriigevochten

IV- hartstochtelilk zachtaardig Pietluttig

V- gewillig gedisciplineerd gevoelloos
inschikkelijk gezagsgetrouw
gedienstig
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Appendix C.1: continued

1-                     II- III- IV-             V-

I- gesloten egocentrisch onverschillig besluiteloos bedeesd

zelfzuchtig lijdzaam
gelaten

II- nors bazig onbescheiden lichtgeraakt neerbuigend

III- apathisch grootdoenerig nonchalant onstandvastig karakterloos

kruiperig

IV- neerslachtig opvliegend onbezonnen overgevoelig volgzaam

onderdanig

nederig

V- schuchter hebberig onbetrouwbaar afhankelijk
udel onzelfstandig

I+ dominant onbesuisd impulsief goedhartig

dweperig

II + ZWIJgzaam zorgeloos aanhankelijk gedwee
meegaand

III gereserveerd eerzuchtig zorgelijk braaf

+                                                                                                         gehoorzaam
behoudend

conservatief

IV afstandelijk autoritair vernielzuchtig oerdegelijk
+                               heerszuchtig

hard

arrogant
onverbiddelijk
hooghartig
zelfgenoegzaam
zelfingenomen

V+ skeptisch veeleisend roekeloos onbeheerst

individualis- weerspannig
tisch eigenwijs

koppig
cynisch
halsstarrig
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Appendix C.2: Correction for item-response biases in the personality adjectives

The following procedure was used to correct for item-response biases in the
personality adjectives:

1. Correlations between pairs of adjectives were calculated. The following pairs of
adjectives with a negative correlation were retained:

a. three adjective-pairs which were empirical anti-poles according to
Hofstee and De Raad (1991), such as closed (facet I-I-) and open (facet I+I+),
and for which the following applied: the negative intercorrelation between
the anti-poles was stronger than the correlations of each adjective with other
adjectives. For example, the negative intercorrelation between 'closed' and
'open'  (r=-.48,  p<.01) was strongest of all negative correlations with other
adjectives, meaning that -.48 was the strongest of all negative correlations of
'closed'  with the other adjectives and  -.48  was the strongest of all negative
correlations of 'open' with all the other adjectives,
b. these three were supplemented with three negative correlating
adjective-pairs which were empirical anti-poles, but for which one of them
the negative correlation was not the strongest correlation of the adjective
with all other adjectives,
c.                    these      six were supplemented with seven negative correlating
adjective-pairs which were empirical anti-poles and which intercorrelation
was  stronger  than  -. 10,  but for which  for  both the negative intercorrelation
was  not the strongest correlation  of the adjectives with all other adjectives.
d.         these 13 were supplemented with three pairs of correlations, which
were semantical, but not empirical anti-poles (such as polite (facet II+III+)
and impolite (facet III-II-)) and which intercorrelation was stronger than -. 10.

The   following 16 (Dutch) adjective pairs were obtained using this procedure:
open-gesloten, opgewekt-nors, optimistisch-neerslachtig, schuchter-ondernemend,
bescheiden-onbescheiden, plichtsgetrouw-nonchalant, wilskrachtig-onstandvastig,
onafhankelijk-afhankelijk, besluitvaardig-besluiteloos, strijdvaardig-lijdzaam,
ongeremd-gereserveerd, zachtaardig-hard, gewillig-koppig, rebels-gehoorzaam,
geduldig-opvliegend, and dominant-nederig.

2. Scores obtained from these polar pairs were added  for each respondent and divided
by 32.

3. This individual response-bias correction score, finally, was subtracted  from  each
person's raw personality adjective scores.
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Appendix C.2: continued

Based on the categorization of the adjectives by Hofstee and de Raad (1991) the
following (Dutch) big five adjectives scales were used (R=reversed coded):

I.   Extraversion: open, opgewekt, charmant, optimistisch, ondernemend, praatziek,
ongeremd, hartstochtelijk, gesloten(R), nors(R), apathisch(R), neerslachtig(R),
schuchter(R), zwijgzaam(R), gereserveerd(R), afstandelijk(R), skeptisch(R);
II. Agreeableness: sociaal, vredelievend, bescheiden, geduldig, rechtvaardig,
zachtaardig, gewillig, egocentrisch(R), bazig(R), grootdoenerig(R), opvliegend(R),
hebberig(R), dominant(R), eerzuchtig(R), autoritair(R), veeleisend(R);
III. Conscientiousness: attent, zorgzaam, plichtsgetrouw, consequent, leergierig,
serieus, ambitieus, gedisciplineerd, onverschillig(R), onbescheiden(R),
nonchalant(R), onbezonnen(R), onbetrouwbaar(R), onbesuisd(R), zorgeloos(R),
vernielzuchtig(R), roekeloos(R);
IV. Emotional stability: zelfverzekerd, beheerst, wilskrachtig, onverstoorbaar,
besluitvaardig, rationeel, keihard, gevoelloos, besluiteloos(R), lichtgeraakt(R),
onstandvastig(R), overgevoelig(R), afhankelijk(R), impulsief(R), aanhankelijk(R),
zorgelijk(R), onbeheerst(R);
V. Intellect: vrijmoedig, rechtdoorzee, kritisch, ironisch, opstandig, rebels,
bedeesd(R), neerbuigend(R), karakterloos(R), volgzaam(R), gedwee(R), braaf(R),
oerdegelijk(R).

A PCA was conducted on the 45 extra adjectives. Scales were made through
summation of the items belonging to a factor (loadings  >.3 or  < -.3) on which they
had the strongest factor-loading (after recoding of negatively loading items).

Table C.1: Varimax rotated PCA-factors of the 45 extra adjectives

I                   II                   III

koppig -.68 -.03 .07

eigenwijs -.54 -.14 .04

eigenzinnig -.53 -.11 .24

gehoorzaam .52 -.01 -.18

vrijgevochten -.49 -.08 .14

inschikkelijk .47 -.07 .00

openhartig .45 -.38 -.01

cynisch -.43 .06 .04

gezagsgetrouw .42 -.06 -.18

halsstarrig -.40 .31 .13
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Appendix C.2: continued

Table C.1: continued

I                   II                   III

gedienstig .35 .30 -.11

meegaand .34 .16 -.00

weerbarstig -.32 .28 .28

behoudend .31                     .21                     .04

plooibaar .29 -.22 .02

buigzaam .18 .02 :01
individualistisch -.16 -.14 .15

onderdanig .23 .60 -.07

nederig .09 .57 -.22

vriendelijk .36 -.50 -.11

hulpvaardig .42 -.50 -.07

lijdzaam .26 .50 -.13

gelaten .11 .49 :01

strijdvaardig .11 -.47 .17

loyaal .24 -.47 -.13

collegiaal .39 -.45 .01

onzelfstandig .16 .43 -.03

onafhankelijk -.00 -.42 -.01
goedaardig .32 -.42 -.13

kruiperig .15 .41 .20

dweperig .07 .37 .17

conservatief .02 .26 .03

recalcitrant -.23 .24 .08

goedgeefs .06 -.21 -.14

arrogant -.16 .10 .60

heerszuchtig -.13 .08 .58

hooghartig -.07 .25 .58

zelfingenomen -.00 .10 .52

zelfzuchtig -.15 .03 .51

hard -.24 -.15 .45

zelfgenoegzaam .33 -.04 .44

ijdel -.05 -.14 .40

onverbiddelijk -.25 -.04 .35

weerspannig -.15 .19 .29

onbaatzuchtig -.11 .08 -.20
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Appendix C.2: continued

In this way the following scales resulted:

VI. Complaisance: koppig(R), eigenwijs(R), eigenzinnig(R), gehoorzaam,
vrijgevochten(R), inschikkelijk, openhartig, cynisch(R), gezagsgetrouw,
halsstarrig(R), gedienstig, meegaand, weerbarstig(R), behoudend
VII. Submissiveness: onderdanig, nederig, vriendelijk(R), hulpvaardig(R), lijdzaam,
gelaten, strijdvaardig(R), loyaal(R), collegiaal(R), onzelfstandig, onafhankelijk(R),
goedaardig(R), kruiperig, dweperig
VIII. Arrogance: arrogant, heerszuchtig, hooghartig, zelfingenomen, zelfzuchtig,
hard, zelfgenoegzaam, ijdel, onverbiddelijk
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Appendix D: Principal Component Analysis of substitutes for leadership (n=667, loadings  >  .30 are bold-printed)
I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX X XI XII XIII hi

AETK1 -.05 -.01 -.04 -.00 .09 .13 -.05 .38 03 -.07 .57 -.01 .0751
AETK2 .05 -.02 -.01 .04 .02 .13 -.06 .13 .03 -.05 .64 -.03 .03 .46
AETK3 .08 -.02 .04 -.02 .05 .02 .06 .43 .11 -.07 .52 .06 -.10    .51
AETK4 -.08 -.17 .09 -.06 .02 -.11 07 .28 -.01 .05 .41 .01 -.25 .38
AETK5 .09 .11 .06      .01 .07 .03 -.08 .43 .14 .13 .50 .01 -.05 .51

AETK6 .08 -.10 .01 -.02 .07 .07 -.01 .50 .15 05 .53 ..01 -.02 .57
AETK7 .01 .07 .03 .09 -.00 .10 -.05 -.03 -.08 .07        .66 .00 .06 .48

NINDl -.01 .06 -.03 -.01 .01 .03 02 .62 -.05 .02 .06 .05 .07 .41

NIND2 -.09 .11 .04 .02 .18 .10 .01 .59 -.06 .03 .03 -.00 -.05 .42

NIND3 ..01 -.14    .01 -.07 ..05 -.12 .09 .63 .12 .06 .27 .10 -.05 .55
NIND4 .05 .02 .02 -.00     .07     .01 .02 .70 .06 .02 .18 .05 .06 .55

PROFi .03 -.36 -.09 -.03 -.12 .16 .07 .09 .55 -.16 .02 05 .01 .52
PROF2 .09 -.21 -.03 -.09 -.10 .17 -.06 -.12 .53 -.07 .10 -.04 .16    .44
PROF3 .13 .08 .26 .07 .08 .24 -.05 .16 .47 -.05 -.06 .06 .02 .42
PROF4 -.04 -.43 .08 -.00 -.08 .16 .11 .17 .41 -.05 -.06 .04 -.03    .44
PROF5 .09 -.11 -.05     .01 .05 .01 .24 -.10 .61 -.07 .03 .07 -.11 .49
PROF6 .01 -.05 -.01 .00 -.02 -.06 .05 .11 .63 -.07 -.01 .08 .04    .43
PROF7 -.03 .17 .13 -.02 -.11 .23 -.06 .15 .57 .07 -.03 .03 .00    .47
PROF8 .05 .09 .12 -.12 .17 .20 -.06 .29 .34 .15 .09 .04 .02 .34
PROF9                                            .07           -.17           -.13 -.01 -.04 .06 .03 -.17 .57 -.07 .11 .08 .04 .44   
INDIFFl .02 .00 -.06 .20 -.02 -.08 .01 .23 -.11 .63 -.08 .19 -.02 .55   

  INDIFF2   -.20 .10 -.11 .06 -.01 -.19 -.15 -.09 -.05 .65 .07 .02 -.03 .56  I INDIFF3 -.02 .01 .03 .38 -.02 -.10 -.04 .14 -.14 .42 -.02 .07 -.11
.39           e       INDIFF4                ..25     .01     -.14    -.07    -.05    -,26    -.14    -.13    -.10 .55

-.01    --04     .19    .55             SE INDIFF5 ..07 .17 .07 -.11 .06 -.04 -.01 .03     .01 .73 .08 .02 -.01 .60
(1 INDIFF6 ..07 .09 .10 .12 .04 -.06 .03 .05 -.06 .77 -.01 -.01 ..05    .64             
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       Appendix D. Continued
1 II           III          IV         V VI VII VIII IX X XI XII XIII        hz

ROUTI .01 .75 .06 .02 18 -.05 -.05 -.00 -.09 .09 -.03 .00 .06 .63

1 ROUT2 -.03 .80 .11 .02 .09 -.07 -.11 .08 -.06 .10 -.05 .02 -.00           .70

 2 ROUT3 -.05 .84 .14 .05 .10 -.09 -.05 .06 -.05 .11 -.00 -.02 .00    .77

  ROUT4 -.02 .68 .08 02 .15 -.17 -.09 .02 16 .01 -.03 -.06 -.09 .57

4 ROUT5 -.06 .77 .13 .02 .24 -.04 -.03 02 -.02 .07 .04 -.04 .06 .68

Si

ri TASKFB 1 .08 .21 .06 -.06 .76 .05 -.02 -.05 -.02 .04 .05 -.03 .05 .65

TASKFB2 ..00 .12 .04 -.08 .77 .02 -.08 .09 .00 .07 ..01 .01 .00    .64

TASKFB3 -.02 .20 .05 -.01 .67 .13 -.05 .09 -.13 .03 .03 .03 -.00 .53

TASKFB4 .02 -.01 .06 -.03 .73 .11 .04 .15 -.01 -.11 -.04 04 .07 .59

TASKFB5 .04 .08 .07 -.01 .81 -.01 .04     .05 -.00 .00             .03 -.06 -.04    .68

TASKFB6 .06 .32 .08 ..01 .53 -.00 .05 -.03 .00 .01 .14 -.04 .04 .42

INSAT1 .19 -.10 .03 .04 .10 .73 .06 .03 .16 -.08 .12 .00 -.01 .64

INSAT2 .10 -.00               .02 .00 .11 .81 .05 .02 .11 -.03 .12 .04 .02 .72

INSAT3 .19 -.03 .05 .01 .11 .77 .07 .03 .14 -.20 .07 .04 -.03 .72

INSAT4 .17 -.21 05 -.05 .02 .77 .06 -.00 .18 -.08 -.01 .08 .01 .72
INSAT5 .14 -.16 -.01 -.12 -01 .57 .01 .04 .00 -.17 .08 ..01 .10 .43

FORMl .21 .37 .16 .08 .15 .18 -.01 .02 .05 -.13 .09 .01 .38    .44

FORM2 .07 -.09 .26 -.05 .05 .06 .15 .12 -.04 -.08 -.21 -.01 .38 .32

FORM3 .09 -.08 .14 -.05 .15 -.10 .35     .04 .06 ..01 -.13 -.02 .45 .42

FORM4 .07 .19 .32 .05 .05 .08 .12 .12 .10 -.03 -.01 .06 .62 .59

FORM5 -.01 03 .15 .00 -.01 .01 -.05 -.04 .04 -.01 .05 .01 .70 .52

INFLEXi  .01 .09 .72 -.06 .07 .11 .01 -.07 .01 -.02 .07 .06 .13 .58

INFLEX2 .11 .17 .70 -.07 .03 .06 .11 .02 .07 -.05 .04 .06 .14 .59

INFLEX3 .03 .04 .83 -.06 .08 .00 .07 .08 -.01 .04 .02 .02 .20 .75

INFLEX4 .15 .11 .81 -07 .13    .01 .06 .03 .01 -.03 -.03 -.01 .12 .74

INFLEX5 .07 .12 .81 ..05 .05 -.05 .06 .03 -.06 .06 -.01 .04 .08 .70

INFLEX6 ..07 -.09 .32 .00 -.06 -.03 -.09 -.14 -.07 .09 .09 .03 .45 .37



Appendix D: Continued

I           II           III         IV         V          VI VII VIII IX X XI XII XIII        hz
ADVSTFl .16 -.12 .07 -.08 .02 .11 .67 .03     .01 -.12 .08 -.02 -.05 .54
ADVSTF2 -.12 -.03     .01 -.11 -.04 .07 .69 .05 -.06 .01 .00 .03 -.06 .52
ADVSTF3 .06 -.17 .04 -.06 -.03 -.03 .71 .02 .02 .05 -.07 .01 .16 .58
ADVSTF4 ..02 -.03 .01 -.08 -.03 .05 .68     .01 .09 .05 -.12 -.03 .05 .50
ADVSTF5 .03 -.02 .09 -.07 .02 .05 .75 .02 .07 -.07 .04 .02 -.06    .60
ADVSTF6 .17     .04 .04 .02     .01 -.03 .72 -.04 .05 -.11 -.05 -.05 .08 .58

COHES 1 .77 -.00               .06             -.04 -.04 .12 .11 -.03 .06 -.12 .06 .06 .04    .66
COHES2 .72 .01 .01 -.03 .11 .18 .09 -.05 .07        .01 .03 -.03 .14    .60
COHES3 .82 -.00 .06 -.03 -.03 .07 .02 -.01 .02 -.08 -.01 -.02 .00    .70
COHES4 .88 -.04 .07 -.02 .03 .11 .02 .06 .10 -.06 .02 -.02 -.00 .80
COHES5 .85 -.10 .05 .05 .02 .08 .00 .00 .06 -.12 ..01 -.05 .04    .77
COHES6 .74 .04 .11 -.02 .07 .14 .05 .04 -.02 -.05 .02 -.05 -.06    .60

NOCTRLl .07 .04 -.12 .61 -.02 -.10 -.06 -.16 -.07 -.07 .13 .11 -.16 .51
NOCTRL2 -.03 .03 -.04 .84 -.08 -.00 -.04 -.06 .08 .01 .07 .01 .06 .73
NOCTRL3 .02 .05 -.03 .61 -.02 .06 -.07 .14 -.03 .14 -.11 -.07 .06    .45
NOCTRL4 ..04 -.01 -.09 .85 -.07 -.00 -.05 -.07 -.01 .02 .07 -.01 .02 .76
NOCTRL5 .01 -.03 -.09 .80 -.02 -.08 -.09 -.13 -.05 -.05 .12 .03 -.08 .71

NOCTRL6 ..09 .06 .05 .64     .02 .04 -.10 .12 .02 .16 -.13 -.05 .11    .51

SPAT1 -.00 -.04 .05 -.04 -.02 .07 -.01 .03 .05 .02 .05 .76 -.02 .59
SPAT2 -.02 .01 05 .03 ..01 .06 03 03 .06 .00 .10 .82 -.03 .70
SPAT3 -.06 -.05 -.03 .02 .02 -.09 -.10 .09 .08 .13 -.14 .55 .15 .40

  SPAT#   -.02 -.01 .09 .02 -.03 .07 .02 .05 .09 .02 -.03 .81 -.03 .68

R
Scale cohes rout inflex noctrl taskfb insat advstf nind prof indiff aetk spat form

Sl'         No. of items in scale 65 666564 96 745
b       Cronbach a .89 .87 .84 .83     83 .87 .84 .66 .72 .75 .73 .75 .61

Mean 23.2 14.4 18.3 16.6 22.4 21.1 18.3 15.5 29.7 17.5 27.8 13.0 16.0
Standard deviation 5.0 5.3 5.1 6.1 4.8 3.6 5.1 2.6 5.6 4.6 4.2 4.2 4.1

 <
./



Appendix E
Appendix E: Correlation matrices of Figures 7.2 (Table  E. 1) through 7.11 (Table
E. 10)

In following matrices correlations are shown with two numbers behind the decimal-
point. To conduct the structural analyses correlations with four numbers behind the
decimal-point were used. Therefore, small differences may be noted in the results
when  using the following matrices. Furthermore, the standard deviations reported
here may differ somewhat from the ones reported in chapter 5 because the correlation
matrices used for the structural analyses were obtained after listwise deletion of
missing data. For the same reason, the standard deviations of the standardized
interaction terms  are not exactly  equal  to  one.

Table E.1: Correlation matrix belonging to Figure 7.2: The AB5C adjectives-scales
with three need for leadership scales (NL-F(S), NL-F(0), and NL-P) in the insurance
company RVS-Rotterdam  (n = 307)

1. Extraversion 1.00
2. Agreeableness -. 10     1.00
3. Conscientiousness .18 .21 1.00

4. Emotional stability .35 -.10 .37 1.00
5. Intellect .34 -.44 -.04 .22 1.00
6. Complaisance .05 .55 .36 .11 -.52 1.00
7. Submissiveness -.48 -.04 -.53 -.51 -.38 -.06 1.00
8. Arrogance .05 -.62 -.15 .18 .19 -.34 .07 1.00
9. NL-F(S) .04 -.02 -.13 -.09 -.02 -.05 .06 .08 1.00
10. NL-F(O) .13 -.06 .05 .03 .11 -.07 -.10 .05 .63 1.00
11. NL-P .10 .07 -.03 -.04 -.07 .06 -.06 -.06 .46 .42 1.00
Standard deviation 6.46 6.65 5.60 6.58 4.81 6.32 4.81 4.42 11.9 11.6 4.30

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.   9. 10. 11.
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Table E.2: Correlation matrix belonging to Figure 7.3: 'Antecedents' of need for
leadership  in the cross-sectional research    (n = 578)

1. Gender 1.00
2. AETK :03 1.00

3. NIND -.11 .45 1.00
4. INDIFF .03 .02 .12 1.00

5. PROFES .02 .13 .08 -.24 1.00

6. Authoritarianism :11 .12 .19 -.03 -.01 1.00
7. Self-efficacy -.07 .44 .35 -.06 .21 .14 1.00

8. TASKFB -.02 .12 .14 -.01 -.08 .32 .15 1.00

9. INSAT .11 .18 .07 -.34 .40 .07 .25 .12 1.00

10. ROUT .12 .00 .05 .22 -.31 .32 -.09 .38 -.22 1.00
11. COHES .12 .08 -.01 -.27 .17 .05 .14 .08 .34 -.10 1.00

12. FORM .04 -.04 .05 -.11 .11 .16 .04 .18 .14 .12  .19

13. INFLEX           .01  .05  .08 -.02  .05  .29  .08  .17  .09  .21  .15
14. ADVSTF -.07 -.02 .06 -.15 .13 .05 .08 -.00 .11 -.16 .16

15. SPAT -.08 .07 .11 .09   .17   .00   .04  -.04  .06  -.08 -.05

16. NOCTRL .12 .01 -.05 .18 -.09 -.13 -.01 -.10 -.07 .05 -.04
17. LAN .06 -.07 -.03 -.10 -.07 -.08 .05 -.04 -.05 -.03 .01
18. Charisma .10 -.05 -.02 -.40 .16 .19 .05 .13 .31 -.03 .36
19. Leader's expertise     .16 -.11  -.04 -.27  .05   .19  .00   .14   .18   .11   .28
20. NL-F(S) .11 -.23 -.18 -.08 .06 .07 -.13 .06 .04 .03 -.01
21. NL-F(O) .09 -.13 -.11 -.06 .12 .10 .01 .07 .06 -,01 -.01

22. NL-P .11 -.18 -.14 -.05 .01 .10 -.05  .00  .04 -.01 .08

Standard deviation 0.46 4.10 2.65 4.61 5.60 6.87 3.00 4.81 3.45 5.31 4.98

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11.

Table E.2: Continued

12. FORM 1.00
13. INFLEX .50 1.00
14. ADVSTF .20  .12 1.00

15. SPAT .04 .10  -.02  1.00

16. NOCTRL -.06   -. 11   -.20   -.00    1.00
17. LAN .04 -.02 .09 -.16 -.18 1.00
18. Charisma .15 .12 .17 -.15 -.16 .02 1.00

19. Leader's expertise     .06   .08   .08  -.22 -.09  .02   .79  1.00
20. NL-F(S) .11 .09 .10 -.05 -.05 -.09 .23 .21 1.00

21. NL-F(O) .09 .07 .17 -.03 -.10 -.10 .20 .14 .65 1.00
22. NLP .14 .13 .21 -.07 -.11 -.05 .22 .19 .31 .39 1.00

Standard deviation 4.13 5.03 5.46 4.21 6.15 23.6 9.03 4.53 13.0 13.3 5.76

12.  13. 14. 15.  16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 21. 22.
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Appendix E: Continued

Table E.3: Correlation matrix belonging to Figure 7.4: 'Consequences' of need for
leadership in the cross-sectional research (n=712)
1. NL-F(S) 1.00
2. NL-F(0) .64 1.00

3. NL-P .29 .36 1.00
4. Encouragement .29  .26  .20 1.00

5. Human-orientation .13 .08 .09 .56 1.00
6. Task-orientation .21 .23 .24 .54  .10 1.00

Standard deviation 13.0 13.2 5.66 4.43 10.6 6.83

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.

Table E.4: Correlation matrix belonging to Figure 7.5: An example of the need for
leadership model with situational predictors, leader's expertise and job satisfaction in
the cross-sectional study (n=673)

1. Gender 1.00

2. AETK -.05  1.00

3. NIND -.10 .45 1.00
4. Authoritarianism -.11 .11 .21 1.00
5. ADVSTF -.11 -.00 .03 .04 1.00
6. LAN .06 -.04 -.02 -.07 .09 1.00
7. Leader's expertise .14 -.10 -.04 .18 .06 .02 1.00
8.     Need for leadership .10 -.20 -.18 .08 .21 -.08 .24 1.00
9.     Interaction 7x8 .03 .07 .07 .11 -.01 .02 -.07 -.08 1.00
10. Job satisfaction .01 .20 .10 .18 .19 .02 .33 .04 .07 1.00

Standard deviation 0.46 4.09 2.61 6.73 5.46 23.5 4.53 2.25 0.99 6.23
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.
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Appendix E: Continued

Table E.5: Correlation matrix belonging to Figure 7.6: An example of the need for
leadership model with situational predictors, leader's encouragement of self-
management and organizational commitment in the cross-sectional study (n=682)
1. Gender 1.00

2. AETK -.05 1.00

3. NIND -.09 .45 1.00
4. Authoritarianism -.09 .11 .21 1.00
5. ADVSTF -.11 .01 .04 .05 1.00

6. LAN .07 -.03 -.01 -.07 .10 1.00
7. Encouragement .07 -.06 -.04 .10 .19 .06 1.00
8.     Need for leadership .11 -.19 -.17 .09 .21 -.08 .32 1.00
9.  Interaction 7x8 -.01 .05 .04 .06 -.02 -.05 -.10 -.10 1.00

10. Ccommitment .11 .10 .04 .22 .13 -.02 .34 .08 .06 1.00

Standard deviation 0.46 4.09 2.61 6.78 5.45 23.3 4.42 2.26 1.01 5.25

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.

Table E.6: Correlation matrix belonging to Figure 7.7: An example of the need for
leadership model with situational predictors, charismatic leadership and role conflict
in the cross-sectional study (n=660)

1. Gender 1.00
2. AETK -.05  1.00

3. NIND -.10 .45 1.00
4. Authoritarianism -.09 .11 .22  1.00
5. ADVSTF -.10 .01 .04 .04 1.00

6. LAN .06 -.05 -.02 -.07 .09 1.00
7. Charisma .09 -.03 -.01 .17 .13 .02 1.00

8.     Need for leadership .12 -.20 -.17 .10 .21 -.08 .29 1.00
9.  Interaction 7x8 -.01 .04 .04 .06 -.03 -.01 -,08 -.11 1.00

10. Role conflict -.20     .01   .08  -.05   .19 -.03  -.17  .09 -.10  1.00
Standard deviation 0.46 4.14 2.62 6.69 5.47 23.6 9.04 2.25 0.99 5.29

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.
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Appendix E: Continued

Table E.7: Correlation matrix belonging to Figure 7.8: An example of the need for
leadership model with situational predictors, task-oriented leadership and work stress
in the cross-sectional study (n=675)

1. Gender 1.00

2. AETK :05  LOO
3. NIND -.10 .44 1.00
4. Authoritarianism -.09 .11 .22 1.00

5. ADVSTF -.11 .01 .03 .04 1.00
6. LAN .06 -.04 -.02 -.07 .09 1.00
7. Task-orientation -.07 -.02 .00 .29 .11 -.06 1.00
8.  Need for leadership    .11  -.19 -.18   .09  .20 -.08   .30  1.00
9.  Interaction 7x8 .02 .04 .02 .07 .02 -.01 -.07 .00 1.00
10. Work stress -.10 -.03 .03 -.04 .07 -.07 .17 .08 .04 1.00

Standard deviation 0.46 4.09 2.60 6.79 5.45 23.6 6.75 2.25 1.01 5.03
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.

Table E.8: Correlation matrix belonging to Figure 7.9: An example of the need for
leadership model with situational predictors, task-oriented leadership and work stress
in the insurance company RVS-Ede  (n =298)
1. Tenure 1.00

2. Experience .37 1.00

3. Attitude towards IT   -.45  -.17  1.00
4. Colleagues -.41 -.21 .26 1.00
5. Support staff .01 .09 .03 .15 1.00

6. Task-orientation .21 .13  -.05 -.08 -.09  1.00

7. NL-P -.44 -.32 .37 .39 .22 -.18 1.00
8.   Interaction 6x7 .06 -.02 -.01 .01 .03 -.09 -,04 1.00
9. Work stress .38  .01  -.34 -.28 -.29  .28 -.28 -.14 1.00
Standard deviation 10.1 1.91 6.84 3.75 4.14 5.04 4.56 1.02 6.52

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9.
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Appendix E: Continued

Table E.9: Correlation matrix belonging to Figure 7.10: An example of the need for
leadership model with situational predictors, task-oriented leadership and work stress
in the insurance company RVS-Rotterdam  (n = 268)

1. Tenure 1.00

2. Experience .37 1.00

3.     Critical tw. authority      . 16       . 32     1.00

4.   Use of IT .21 -.04 .05 1.00
5. Attitude towards IT -.24 -.10 -.12 -.44 1.00
6. Colleagues :25 -.18 -.18 -.19 .29 1.00
7. Support staff .04 .02 -.13 .06 .09 .06 1.00
8. Task-orientation .06 .04 .12 .02 .15 .12 -.07 1.00

9. NL-P -.28 -.32 -.51 -.15  .28  .32  .26 -.01 1.00
10. Interaction 8x9 .09 .01 -.11 .05 -.11 -.06 .11 -.19 .02 1.00
11. Work stress .23 .03 .06 -.03 -.14 -.07 -.22 .18 -.13 -.18 1.00

Standard deviation 8.38 2.00 5.21 0.48 6.57 3.51 5.34 5.75 4.28 1.08 6.11

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.  11.

Table E.10: Correlation matrix belonging to Figure 7.11: An example of the need for
leadership model with situational predictors, task-oriented leadership and work stress
in the municipalities study  (n = 166)

1. Tenure 1.00

2.  Self-relying exp. .20 1.00

3.  Critical tw. authority  .02  .15  1.00
4. Autonomy .21 .24 .06 1.00

5. Skill variety -.03 .07 .12 .19 1.00

6. Team cohesion -.04 -.09 -.12 .18 .08 1.00
7. Task-orientation -.01 -.05 .10 -.30 -.04 .03 1.00
8. NL-F(S) -.35 -.26 .00 -.37 -,05 -.09 .24 1.00
9.   Interaction 7x8 .03 .08 .07 -.02 -.13 -.10 .12 -.11 1.00
10. Work stress .05 .04 .31 -.19 .21 -.19 .25 .08 -.10 1.00

Standard deviation 8.84 3.25 3.18 4.23 5.26 5.74 4.02 13.0 1.05 4.39

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9.   10.
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Summary

In recent decades, societal developments have taken place which have influenced our
way of thinking about organizations and leadership. These developments can be
summarized using the terms informatization, globalization, individualization, and
democratization. At the same time, and probably as a result of these developments,
organizational theories have evolved which have stressed the importance of self-
coordination and -regulation of (individual employees in) production teams, such as
sociotechnics, reengineering, empowerment, self-management, and self-leadership.
Because of these developments, an important question has become whether leadership
has added value. In this book, this topic is dealt with from the subordinate's point of
view. Our research focused on the following general questions: What is 'need for
leadership,'  what  is its effect on the relation between leadership characteristics  and
different individual and organizational criteria,  and what situational (i.e., subordinate,
task, and organizational) characteristics are related to need for leadership?

Leadership is defined in this study as a set of influencing acts, performed by a person
who has gained position power through a process of legitimation, towards an
individual or a group of individuals. In chapter 2, a distinction is made between three
approaches in leadership research: a 'best type' approach, a situational approach, and
a perception approach.

The   ' best type' approach argues  that some leadership characteristics or behaviors  are
always effective, irrespective of the situation. At the start of this century, personal or
biographical characteristics of leaders were the main focus of interest. However,
scholars concluded that there was no evidence for the existence of fixed leadership
traits or characteristics on the basis of the available data. Consequently, research was
started which explored the relation between leadership behaviors and effectiveness.
This resulted in two behavioral dimensions called human-oriented leadership (also
know as consideration, employee-centered, relation-oriented, or supportive
leadership) and task-oriented leadership (also called initiating structure, production-
oriented, performance-oriented, or instrumental leadership). Blake and Mouton
(1964) concluded that a combination of human-oriented and task-oriented leadership
is the most effective. More recent research on the 'best type' approach stresses the
importance of transformational, charismatic, inspirational, visionary, or change-
centered leadership. From a number of studies it can be concluded that charismatic
leadership is positively related to outcomes such as satisfaction with, and
effectiveness of, the leader, and organizational commitment.

The main tenet of the situational approach is that the effectiveness of a leader is
dependent on the situational context, which encompasses subordinates' characteristics,
characteristics of the relation between subordinates and the supervisor, team
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characteristics, task characteristics, and organizational characteristics. Research on
different situational theories of leadership has not led to consistent results concerning
the influence of situational characteristics on the relation between leadership and
effectiveness. A possible reason  for  the  lack of findings  is that leadership researchers
differ in their stance about the degree of stability of the situational and leadership
characteristics, and the time span necessary for a leader to become effective in a
certain situational context. Fiedler (1967), for instance, treats leadership as a stable
characteristic. He advises leaders to adapt the situation  to fit their leadership, instead
of fitting their leadership to the situation. Vroom and Jago (1988), by contrast, refer

to the decisional methods of leaders. To be effective, they suggest a leader should
accommodate to the situational context of the problem, instead of vice versa.

In the perception approach, a distinction is made between recognition-based processes
and inferential processes. In recognition-based processes categorization of leadership
behavior takes place based on cognitive schemas which contain leadership

prototypicality information. Inferential processes are based on attributional processes,
in which the degree of prototypicality and (organizational) success determine the
degree to which leadership characteristics are ascribed to a focal person. It is possible
to   explain the findings   of   the    ' best type' approach   and the situational approach   in
terms of the perception-approach. In the 'best type' approach, success is wholly
attributed to the characteristics of a leader, while in the situational approach success
is  attributed  to the leader  as  well  as  to the situational context.

In chapter 3, some methodological problems associated with the situational theories of
leadership are described. The situational theories of leadership assume interaction  or
moderator effects    to be present. A situational characteristic    is a moderator    if   the

relationship between a leadership characteristic and an outcome (such as job
satisfaction of an employee) is a function of the level of the situational characteristic.
Field studies are biased against finding moderator effects.   The most important reason
is  that it  is very likely that a Type II error occurs when a small sample  is used,  i.e.,
to statistically conclude that there is no interaction while actually, an interaction effect
is   present. The multiplication of predictors   (such   as the situational variable   and   the
leadership variable) makes the interaction-term less reliable, causing a lower power in
the statistical analysis. It appears to be less problematic to find moderator effects in
laboratory studies because they are conducted in controlled circumstances with
subjects assigned to extreme situations. This causes a reduction in measurement
errors and an enhanced chance of finding significant effects. However, it is hard to
generalize the results from laboratory studies to real work settings since they are less
representative of these settings.

Different strategies have been proposed to deal with the problems in moderator
analyses, such as subgrouping, backward regression, principal component regression,
and the use of structural equations with latent interaction-terms. Compared to other
methods, Moderated Multiple Regression analysis (MMR) appears to be the most

294 Summary



appropriate method for tracking interaction effects. The F-test is robust and
interpretable. Moreover, when the predictors are centered or standardized before the
calculation of the interaction term, the direction and size of the regression coefficients
appear not to be greatly influenced. On the basis of the regression coefficients of the
predictors and the interaction term, a classification of possible interaction effects is
presented.

One of the theories which uses MMR is the 'substitutes for leadership' theory (Kerr
&  Jermier,   1978). This theory proposes a number of situational characteristics which
make leadership impossible or redundant, i.e., neutralize or substitute the relation
between leadership characteristics and outcomes. The situational characteristics are
subdivided in three categories: subordinate characteristics, task characteristics and
organizational characteristics. The following subordinate characteristics       are
distinguished: 1. ability, experience, training, and knowledge,     2.     need    for
independence, 3. professional orientation, and 4. indifference towards organizational
rewards. The following task characteristics are distinguished: 5. unambiguous,
routine and methodologically invariant tasks, 6. task-provided feedback concerning
accomplishment,  and 7. intrinsically satisfying tasks. The following organizational
characteristics are distinguished: 8. organizational formalization, 9. organizational
inflexibility, 10. advisory and staff support, 11. closely-knit, cohesive, interdependent
work groups, 12. organizational rewards not within the leader's control, and 13.
spatial distance between superior and subordinates.

So far, the empirical findings have not supported the presence of neutralizers and
substitutes. This may have been caused by the absence of (sizeable) real effects or by
methodological problems, such as the unreliability of the instruments used, the small
samples, and the lack of variation of situational characteristics in the samples. In
chapter 4, a solution is suggested to deal with the empirical problems in the
situational theories of leadership. It is proposed that an intermediate variable exists
which is determined by the subordinate characteristics, task characteristics, and
organizational characteristics which make leadership impossible or redundant, and
which influences the relation between leadership and outcomes. The variable is called
need   for leadership. Need for leadership is described as a social-contextual quasi-
need,  i.e.,  a need which is brought about in social settings, in which the strength  of
the need for leadership is determined by contextual and personal factors. Need for
leadership is defined as the perception of an employee of the relevance of the leader's
legitimate acts of influence towards him-/herself or the group (s)he belongs to. On the
basis of the theory, a need for leadership model is proposed in chapter 4. The model
assumes: 1. that the situational characteristics have an effect on need for leadership,
2.   that   need for leadership moderates the relation between leadership characteristics
and  outcomes;  i.e.,  need for leadership  is an intermediate moderator,  and  3.  that  a
reciprocal relation between leadership characteristics and need for leadership is
present.
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The advantage of such a model, in which need for leadership is posited as an
intermediate moderator, is that:

1.   a more profound insight   into the nature and effects of situational characteristics
may be obtained;
2. one variable can more easily be made reliable enough to ensure the power needed
in MMR in order to avoid Type II errors;
3. one variable, transmitting all situational variable effects, will more likely moderate
the relation between leadership and outcomes;
4. one variable, which transmits all other effects, will stand a higher chance of being
a moderator in different kinds of settings; and
5.  by  using one variable,  we can parsimoniously test whether  a  'best type' approach
or a situational approach is closer to the truth.

The presence of a need for leadership can be explained using different theories, such
as psychodynamic theories, the substitutes for leadership theory, the self-
determination theory, the self-efficacy theory, the self-management or self-leadership
theory, and the social exchange or transactional theories. From different perspectives,
these theories can explain,   i.e., from psychodynamic developments,   contextual
factors, motivational or cognitive processes, team characteristics, and transactions
between leaders and their subordinates, why employees attach either smaller    or
greater significance to the presence and influence of a leader when undertaking their
job. Some scholars have used constructs which resemble need for leadership, such as
need for supervision, and (opposite to need for leadership) need for autonomy. On the
basis of the scant research conducted with these constructs, it is difficult to provide
any conclusive statements. This may be due to the small sample sizes and unreliable
constructs in these studies.

In this book, three studies have been conducted to test the hypotheses presented in
chapter 4. In chapter 5, the studies are described. In the first study, in an insurance

company in Ede and Rotterdam, a preliminary need for leadership instrument was
constructed (the NL-P: need for leadership - preliminary). Although this instrument is
reliable and valid, it was decided to construct a more comprehensive instrument (the
NL-F: need for leadership - full) to be able to satisfy the requirements of MMR. In
the theoretical-rational phase, items were generated and judged by experts. In the
internal-structural phase,   the 17 remaining items were subject   to an exploratory   and

confirmatory factor analysis using samples from the municipalities of Tilburg,
Middelburg, and Goes. On the basis of the results, the reliabilities of the different
scales constructed from the factors, and substantive considerations, a one-factor
solution was preferred in constructing   the   need for leadership scale.   In the external-
criterion phase, a cross-sectional study was used to validate need for leadership. Both
the divergent and convergent validity of the need for leadership appeared to be
adequate. The ranking of the 17 need for leadership items are very similar in all three
studies. On the average, respondents state they have a strong need for a leader who
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has influence higher-up in the organization and who can provide the employees with
relevant information. The respondents state the leader is least needed to make
decisions. Chapter 5 ends with a discussion of the other instruments and methods used
to test the hypotheses in the three studies.

In chapter 6, the results of the MMRs using the substitutes as moderators are
compared with the results of the MMRs using need for leadership as a moderator. In
53 of the 325 possible cases (16.3 %), moderator effects using the substitutes variables
were observed.  In 5 of the 53 moderator effects  (9.4%),  i.e.,  in  1.4%  of all possible
interaction effects, the effect   was   in the direction expected  by the substitutes theory.
Most of the other effects were in the opposite direction proposed by the substitutes for
leadership theory.

The hypothesis which expects need for leadership to moderate the relation between

leadership characteristics and criteria was tested    in all three studies, although    it
should be noted that moderator effects were less likely in the insurance and
municipalities studies due to the small size of both of the samples. As expected, need
for leadership moderated the relationship between human-oriented leadership and
organizational commitment   in both organizational samples.   With  a  low  need  for
leadership, the relation between human-oriented leadership and organizational
commitment is weaker than with a high need for leadership. Furthermore, need for
leadership moderates the (positive) relation between task-oriented leadership and
work stress. Contrary to expectations, with a low need for leadership the relation
between task-oriented leadership is stronger than with a high need for leadership.

Need for leadership moderated the relation between leadership characteristics and
criteria    in the cross-sectional study    in     13     of    the 25 cases (52%) in which an
interaction effect can occur. Except for two pure moderator effects, these were in the
direction hypothesized. When need for leadership is low, the relations between
leadership characteristics and criteria are weaker than when need for leadership is
high. In the RVS, the municipalities, and the cross-sectional study, a positive relation
was found between human-oriented leadership and job satisfaction. This indicates that
the relation between human-oriented leadership and job satisfaction remains at the
same level, irrespective of the strength of the need for leadership.

Furthermore, the relation between both need for leadership and the substitutes on the
one hand, and team-size on the other, was inspected. There was no significant
relation between team-size and need for leadership. The substitutes 'spatial distance
between superior and subordinates' and 'organizational rewards not within the
leader's control' correlated positively, and 'organizational inflexibility' negatively
with team-size. There is a significant difference between those who do, and those
who do not have a leader in the strength of the need for leadership and the level of
the substitutes. Compared   to the situation in which a leader is present,    in   the   case
where a leader is absent, the subordinates are characterized by a weaker need for
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leadership, a higher level of experience, a stronger professional orientation, and a
stronger need for independence, and the task is more methodologically invariant,
offers more task-provided feedback, and contains more intrinsically satisfying
aspects. There are no differences in organizational characteristics between
respondents whose leader is present versus those whose leader is absent.

In  chapter  7, the relations between situational characteristics, i.e., characteristics  of
(the task of) the subordinate and characteristics of the organization, and need for
leadership are traced. Furthermore, the relations between leadership characteristics
and need for leadership are inspected. We looked at the relation between need for
leadership and personality characteristics in the insurance company RVS-Rotterdam,
based on the adjectives of the 'Big Five' of personality (extraversion, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, emotional stability, and intellect), supplemented with adjectives
which represent complaisance, submissiveness, and arrogance. Personality explains
3 %   of the variance  in  need for leadership.  None  of the personality dimensions  are
significantly related  to  need for leadership.

In the cross-sectional research, the situational variables (including charismatic
leadership and leader expertise) explain  38 %   of the (corrected) variance  in  need  for
leadership. Charismatic leadership, 'advisory and staff support,' and authoritarianism
are positively related to need for leadership. 'Ability, experience, training, and
knowledge,' the presence  of a Local Area Network  (LAN),  need for independence,

'closely-knit, cohesive, interdependent work groups,' and 'organizational rewards  not
within the leader' s control' are negatively related   to   need for leadership. Women
appear to have a higher need for leadership than men do. Although it is impossible to
assess causality on the basis of these results, it is likely that charismatic leadership,
combined with subordinates' authoritarianism, will strengthen the need for leadership.
The presence of a LAN, no control of the leader over organizational rewards,
experience of the subordinate, and need for independence will probably diminish the
need for leadership. Our results of the relation between 'advisory and staff support'
and need for leadership are in contrast with the expectations of the substitutes for
leadership theory. Advisory and staff support is positively related    to    need    for
leadership. We think that a strong need for leadership will more probably lead to (a
higher demand for) advisory and staff support than vice versa.

Apart from the relation between charismatic leadership and need for leadership, we
found positive relations between need for leadership on the one hand and leader's
encouragement of self-management, task-oriented leadership, and human-oriented
leadership on the other hand. This may be explained by assuming that leaders will
encourage self-management, structure the taSk, and offer support when subordinates
have a strong need for leadership. In chapter 7, a number of examples are provided
of models in which situational variables are combined with need for leadership,
leadership characteristics, and criteria. The most important situational variable
appears   to   be the experience   o f the subordinate. Experience is negatively related   to
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need for leadership, role conflicts, and work stress, and positively related to job
satisfaction and organizational commitment. Practically, our results may point out the
importance of training and learning in organizations. If organizations    are    able    to
augment the experience and knowledge of subordinates, the need for leadership may
be lessened without a reduction in job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and
without compounding work stress and role conflicts.

In chapter 8, some conclusions are provided. In addition, the methods and results are
discussed. In the first place, strictly speaking, the results can only be generalized to
the Dutch working population. In the second place, we may wonder whether there is
only one need for leadership or if there is more than one (such as need for human-
oriented leadership and need for task-oriented leadership). In the third place, we may
ask ourselves whether the explained variance is not too small to justify such a study.
It is pointed out, though, that small interaction effects in psychological research can
have a large effect on the size of the relation between two variables. Last of all, we
may question the nature of the relation between situational variables, need for
leadership, leadership characteristics and criteria. Using the perception theory, a
different explanation may be provided for the effects found. Although we cannot
dismiss such an explanation, the conclusions appear to be defensible because the
results are obtained using field studies in which the respondents are familiar with the
leader, instead of laboratory studies in which judgments are based on brief
interactions with a leader or on no interaction at all.

Chapter 8 is concluded with some practical advice. When the need for leadership is
weak, human-oriented leadership appears to be the preferred style, since in this
instance, it has a positive relation with job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
and subordinate performance. When the need for leadership is strong, there are
different implications for: 1. job satisfaction and organizational commitment, 2. work
stress and role conflicts, and 3. subordinate performance. With regard to job
satisfaction and organizational commitment, the following applies to all leadership
characteristics: the more the better. With regard to work stress and role conflicts, the
combination of human-oriented leadership, charismatic leadership, leader expertise
and low task-oriented leadership seems to be most beneficial. With regard to
subordinate performance, high task-oriented leadership and strong leader
encouragement of self-management seem to have the most positive effects.

Managers and leaders should be warned that a change in leadership (style) may have
an effect on different outcomes at once. Furthermore, the study shows a strong
relation between leadership characteristics and subordinates' need for leadership. It
appears that leadership plays an important role in enhancing, maintaining, or
diminishing subordinates' need for leadership.
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Samenvatting

In de afgelopen decennia hebben maatschappelijke ontwikkelingen plaatsgevonden die
van invloed zijn geweest op ons denken over organisaties en leiderschap. Deze
ontwikkelingen zijn samen te vatten onder de termen informatisering, globalisering.
individualisering, en democratisering. Gelijktijdig, en waarschijnlijk mede als gevolg
van deze ontwikkelingen, zijn organisatie-theorieen ontwikkeld die het belang van
zelf-sturing en zelf-regulering van (individuele werknemers in) produktie-teams
benadrukken, zoals de sociotechniek, 'reengineering', 'empowerment',     zelf-
management, en zelf-leiderschap. Door deze ontwikkelingen is de vraag naar de
toegevoegde waarde van leiderschap een belangrijk onderwerp geworden. In dit boek
wordt die vraag behandeld vanuit het gezichtspunt van de medewerker cq.
ondergeschikte van de leidinggevende. De hoofdvraag in dit boek is drieledig en
betreft de volgende punten: 1. Wat is, en waaruit bestaat, de behoefte aan leiderschap
van een medewerk(st)er? 2. Wat is de invloed van een hoge of lage behoefte aan
leiderschap  op de effectiviteit  van de leidinggevende?  en 3. Waardoor wordt  de
behoefte aan leiderschap bepaald?

Leiderschap wordt in deze studie gedefinieerd als een geheel van invloedspogingen
van een persoon die door een legitimatieproces positiemacht heeft verworven ten
opzichte van een andere persoon of een groep van personen. In hoofdstuk 2 wordt een
onderscheid gemaakt worden tussen drie benaderingen in leiderschapsonderzoek: een
'beste type leiderschap' benadering, een situationele benadering, en een perceptie-
benadering.

De 'beste type' benadering gaat er van uit dat bepaalde kenmerken/gedragingen van
leidinggevenden altijd effectief zijn, ongeacht de situatie. In eerste instantie, aan het
begin van deze eeuw, keek men daarvoor naar biografische of persoonsgebonden
kenmerken van leidinggevenden. Toen er, op grond van de aanwezige gegevens
weinig bewijs leek te bestaan voor een persoonsgebonden benadering van leiderschap,
ging men op zoek naar gedragingen die gerelateerd waren aan effectief leiderschap.
Uit deze benadering zijn twee belangrijke dimensies van leiderschap voortgekomen,
te weten: mensgericht leiderschap (ook wel genoemd: consideratief, werknemer-
gericht, relatie-gericht, of ondersteunend leiderschap) en taakgericht leiderschap (ook
wel genoemd: structurerend, produktie-gericht, prestatie-gericht, of instrumenteel
leiderschap). Blake en Mouton (1964) concludeerden dat een combinatie van
mensgericht en taakgericht leiderschap het meest effectief  is. Meer recent onderzoek
in      de       ' beste type' benadering benadrukt het belang van transformationeel,
charismatisch, inspirerend, visionair, of veranderingsgericht leiderschap. Uit divers
onderzoek blijkt dat charismatisch leiderschap positief gerelateerd is aan uitkomsten
zoals leiderschapseffectiviteit, tevredenheid van de ondergeschikte met de
leidinggevende, en betrokkenheid bij de organisatie.
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De situationele benadering gaat er van uit dat de effectiviteit van een leidinggevende
afhankelijk   is   van de context waarin hij/zij verkeert. De situationele context   is   een
breed begrip en verwijst over het algemeen naar kenmerken van de ondergeschikten,
kenmerken van de relatie tussen de ondergeschikten en de leidinggevende, kenmerken
van het team van ondergeschikten, kenmerken van de taak, en kenmerken van de
organisatie. Onderzoek naar verschillende situationele leiderschapstheorietn heeft
geen consistent beeld gegeven van de invloed van situaties op de effectiviteit van
leidinggevenden. Een mogelijke reden hiervoor is dat de onderzoekers er
verschillende opvattingen op na houden over de mate van stabiliteit van de situationele
en leiderschapskenmerken, en de tijdsduur die nodig is om als leidinggevende
effectief te zijn. Fiedler (1967), bijvoorbeeld, gaat uit van stabiele
leiderschapskenmerken. Hij adviseert leidinggevenden dan ook de situatie aan te
passen aan de eigen stijl van leiderschap, in plaats van de stijl aan te passen aan de
situatie. Vroom en Jago (1988), daarentegen, gaan uit van kortdurende
probleemoplossingsmethoden van leidinggevenden, waarbij de leidinggevende, om
effectief te zijn, het beste de stijl van leiderschap kan aanpassen aan de situatie.

In de perceptie-benadering wordt een onderscheid gemaakt tussen herkennings-
processen en inferentie-processen. In herkennings-processen vindt categorisatie van
gedrag plaats aan de hand van cognitieve schema's die personen hebben ten aanzien
van leiderschapskenmerken. Inferentie-processen zijn gebaseerd op attributies,
waarbij de mate waarin een leidinggevende als prototypisch gepercipieerd wordt en
de mate van (organisatie-)succes bepalen in hoeverre leiderschapskenmerken worden
toegeschreven aan de focale persoon. Het is goed mogelijk de bevindingen van de
'beste type' benadering en de situationele benadering te verklaren vanuit de perceptie-
benadering. In de 'beste type' benadering wordt succes vrijwel geheel geattribueerd
aan (de kenmerken van) de leidinggevende, terwijl in de situationele benadering
succes zowel aan de kenmerken van de situatie als aan de leidinggevende
geattribueerd wordt.

In hoofdstuk 3 wordt nader ingegaan op de methodologische problemen die ontstaan
als we de situationele leiderschapstheorieen willen gaan toetsen. In situationele
leiderschapstheorieen worden zgn. interactie- of moderator-effecten verondersteld.
Een situationeel kenmerk  is een moderator als de relatie tussen een

leiderschapskenmerk en een uitkomst (zoals bijvoorbeeld werksatisfactie van de
werknemer) een functie is van het niveau van het desbetreffende situationele
kenmerk. In veld-onderzoek blijkt het lastig moderator-effecten te vinden. De
belangrijkste reden hiervoor is dat, vooral bij een kleine steekproef, de kans erg groot
is om een Type II fout te maken, i.e. statistisch geen interactie-effecten te vinden
terwijl ze er in werkelijkheid wel zijn. Dit wordt mede veroorzaakt doordat de
betrouwbaarheid van de interactie-term daalt als gevolg van de multiplicatie van de
predictoren   (in dit geval de situationele variabele   en de leiderschapsvariabele).    Het
blijkt minder problematisch moderator-effecten aan te tonen in laboratorium-
onderzoek. De reden hiervoor is dat laboratorium-onderzoek gebruik maakt van
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gecontroleerde omstandigheden, waarbij respondenten worden toegewezen aan
extreme situaties. Hierdoor worden meetfouten gereduceerd en wordt   de   kans   dat
effecten optreden vergroot. Laboratorium-onderzoek heeft echter als belangrijk nadeel
dat de resultaten minder representatief zijn.

Verschillende strategieen zijn ontwikkeld om de kans te vergroten moderator-effecten
aan te tonen, zoals ' subgrouping', 'achterwaartse regressie', 'principale componenten

regressie',  en het gebruik van structurele vergelijkingen met latente interactie-termen.
Uit de vergelijking met andere methoden blijkt 'Moderated Multiple Regression'
analyse (MMR) het meest geeigende middel om interactie-effecten op te sporen. De
F-test om het interactie-effect te toetsen blijkt robuust en interpreteerbaar te zijn.
Verder blijkt dat, wanneer de twee predictoren gecentreerd of gestandaardiseerd
worden voordat de interactie-term berekend wordt, de richting en grootte van de
regressie-coefficienten niet of nauwelijks aangetast worden. Op basis van de
regressie-coefficienten van de predictoren en de interactie-term kan een classificatie

gemaakt worden van de verschillende mogelijke (moderator-)effecten.

Edn   van   de   theorietn die gebruikt maakt   van   MMR   is de 'substituten   voor

leiderschap' theorie (Kerr & Jermier, 1978). Deze theorie veronderstelt dat er
situationele kenmerken bestaan die leiderschap onmogelijk of onnodig maken, i.e. de
relatie tussen leiderschap en criteria respectievelijk neutraliseren of substitueren. De
situationele kenmerken zijn onderverdeeld in de volgende drie categorieen:
kenmerken van ondergeschikten, taakkenmerken, en organisatiekenmerken. De
volgende kenmerken van ondergeschikten worden onderscheiden: 1. vaardigheden,
ervaring, training, en kennis, 2. behoefte aan onafhankelijkheid, 3. professionele
orientatie, en 4. onverschilligheid t.a.v. beloningen van de organisatie. De volgende
taakkenmerken worden onderscheiden: 5. routinematigheid van de taak, 6. taak-
feedback, en 7. de mate waarin de taak intrinsiek motiverend is. De volgende

organisatiekenmerken worden onderscheiden: 8. formalisatie, 9. inflexibiliteit, 10. de
mate van staf-advies en -ondersteuning, 11. de mate van cohesie en interdependentie
in teams, 12. de mate waarin het leidinggevenden ontbreekt aan controle over
organisatiebeloningen,    en    1 3. de geografische afstand tussen de leidinggevende   en

zijn/haar ondergeschikten.

Verschillende onderzoeken hebben tot nu toe het bestaan van neutralisatoren en
substituten voor leiderschap niet kunnen confirmeren. Dit kan veroorzaakt worden
doordat de effecten klein of nonexistent zijn of doordat de methodologische
problemen, zoals onbetrouwbaarheid van de instrumenten, kleine steekproeven, en
onvoldoende variatie in de situationele kenmerken in de steekproeven, de
mogelijkheid om interactie-effecten te vinden belemmeren. In hoofdstuk 4 wordt een
oplossing geboden voor de problemen in de situationele leiderschapstheorieen. Deze
oplossing behelst dat we veronderstellen dat er een intermedierende variabele bestaat
die enerzijds wordt bepaald door de kenmerken van de ondergeschikte, de
taakkenmerken, en de organisatiekenmerken die leiderschap onmogelijk of onnodig
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maken, en anderzijds van invloed is op de relatie tussen leiderschapskenmerken en
uitkomsten. De variabele wordt behoefe aan leiderschap genoemd. Behoefte aan
leiderschap wordt gekarakteriseerd als een sociaal-contextuele quasi-behoefte, d.w.z.
een behoefte die tot stand komt in sociale situaties, waarbij de sterkte van de behoefte
wordt bepaald door contextuele en persoonlijke factoren. Behoefte aan leiderschap
wordt gedefinieerd als de perceptie van een medewerker van de relevantie van de
legitieme invloedspogingen van een leidinggevende ten opzichte van hem- of haarzelf
of de groep waartoe hij/zij behoort. In hoofdstuk 4 is op basis van de theorie het
behoefte aan leiderschap model ontwikkeld. Het model veronderstelt: 1. dat de
situationele kenmerken van invloed zijn op de behoefte aan leiderschap, 2. dat
behoefte aan leiderschap de relatie tussen leiderschapskenmerken en uitkomsten
modereert; i.e. behoefte aan leiderschap een intermedierende moderator is, en 3. dat
er een reciproke relatie is tussen behoefte aan leiderschap en leiderschapskenmerken.

Het voordeel van een model waarin behoefte aan leiderschap als een intermedierende
moderator wordt gebruikt, is dat:

1. we meer inzicht krijgen in de aard en effecten van de situationele kenmerken,
2. 66n variabele makkelijker kan voldoen aan de betrouwbaarheids-eisen die
noodzakelijk zijn om Type II fouten  in MMR te beperken,
3.  de kans groter  is dat tan variabele,  die alle effecten van de situationele kenmerken
overdraagt, de relatie tussen leiderschapskenmerken en uitkomsten modereert dan
meerdere situationele variabelen afzonderlijk,
4.    de kans groter   is   dat 66n variabele,   die alle effecten van situationele kenmerken
overdraagt, in alle settings een moderator zal zijn,
5.    met   behulp   van tan variabele een spaarzamere   test   van de proposities   van   de
situationele benadering mogelijk is dan met meerdere situationele variabelen.

De behoefte aan leiderschap laat zich plaatsen binnen verschillende theorietn, zoals
psychodynamische theorieen, de substituten voor leiderschapstheorie,      de     zelf-
determinatie theorie, de zelf-redzaamheid theorie, de zelf-management of zelf-
leiderschap theorie, en sociale uitwisselings of transactionele theorieen. Deze
theorie8n kunnen vanuit verschillende perspectieven verklaren - i.e. vanuit
psychodynamische ontwikkelingen, contextuele factoren, motivationele of cognitieve
processen, teamkenmerken en transacties tussen leidinggevenden en ondergeschikten -
waarom medewerkers meer of minder belang zullen hechten aan de aanwezigheid en
invloed van een leidinggevende bij het vervullen van hun functie in een organisatie.
Door enkele onderzoekers zijn aan behoefte aan leiderschap verwante constructen
gebruikt, zoals bijvoorbeeld behoefte aan supervisie of (tegengesteld aan behoefte aan
leiderschap) behoefte aan autonomie. Op basis van de uitkomsten van het schaarse
onderzoek met deze constructen is het echter mocilijk stellige uitspraken te doen.
Hierbij speelt een rol dat de gebruikte variabelen niet betrouwbaar genoeg en de
steekproeven te klein waren.
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Drie onderzoeken zijn verricht om de hypothesen die in hoofdstuk 4 op grond van het
behoefte aan leiderschapsmodel zijn opgesteld, te toetsen. In hoofdstuk 5 worden de
verschillende onderzoeken nader uitgelegd. In het eerste onderzoek, bij RVS
verzekeringen te Ede en Rotterdam, is een begin gemaakt met de constructie van de
behoefte aan leiderschapsvragenlijst, de NL-P ('Need for Leadership-Preliminary').
Alhoewel dit instrument een relatief adequate betrouwbaarheid en validiteit heeft,
werd besloten een uitgebreider instrument te construeren, nl. de NL-F ('Need for
Leadership-Full'), om te kunnen voldoen aan de vereisten van MMR. De constructie
van de NL-F heeft plaatsgevonden in drie constructiefasen: de theoretisch-rationele
fase, de intern-structurele fase, en de extern-criterium fase. In de theoretisch-
rationele fase werden items gegenereerd en beoordeeld door experts.    In de intern-
structurele fase werden de zo ontstane 17 items onderworpen aan een exploratieve en
confirmatorische factoranalyse bij het gemeentepersoneel van Tilburg, Middelburg,
en Goes. Op basis van de uitkomsten, de betrouwbaarheden van de verschillende
schalen, en inhoudelijke overwegingen, werd besloten gebruik te maken van een 66n-
factor oplossing   bij het construeren   van de behoefte aan leiderschapsschaal.    In   de
extern-criterium fase, waarbij gebruik werd gemaakt van een cross-sectioneel
onderzoek onder de beroepsbevolking van Midden-Brabant, werd gevonden dat de
behoefte aan leiderschapsschaal een adequate convergente en divergente validiteit
bezit. De verschillende onderzoeken tonen een sterke overeenkomst wat betreft de
rangorde van de gemiddelden op de 17 behoefte aan leiderschapsitems. Gemiddeld
genomen geven de respondenten aan dat ze het meeste behoefte hebben aan een
leidinggevende die veel invloed hogerop heeft en relevante informatie geeft aan de
medewerker(s),   en het minste behoefte hebben   aan een leidinggevende die besluiten
voor ze neemt. Hoofdstuk 5 eindigt met een bespreking van de overige instrumenten
die gebruikt werden in de drie steekproeven en de methoden om de hypothesen te
toetsen.

In hoofdstuk 6 worden de resultaten van MMR's met substituten voor leiderschap als
moderatoren vergeleken    met    die    van    MMR' s met behoefte aan leiderschap    als
moderator. Bij de substituten voor leiderschap wordt in 53 van de 325 gevallen
(16.3 %)  waarin een moderator-effect mogelijk  is een dergelijk effect gevonden.  In  5
van de 53 gevallen (9.4%) waarin een interactie-effect gevonden wordt, is dit effect
in  de verwachte richting,  i.e.  in  1.4 %  van alle interactie-mogelijkheden. De meeste
andere effecten zijn tegengesteld aan de richting verondersteld door de substituten
voor  leiderschapstheorie.

De hypothese dat behoefte aan leiderschap een moderator is van de relatie tussen
leiderschapskenmerken en uitkomsten is getoetst in alle drie onderzoeken. Conform
de verwachtingen modereert behoefte aan leiderschap de relatie tussen mensgericht
leiderschap en betrokkenheid bij de organisatie in de organisatie-steekproeven. Bij
lagere behoefte aan leiderschap is de relatie tussen mensgericht leiderschap en
betrokkenheid minder sterk dan bij hoge behoefte aan leiderschap. Bovendien
modereert behoefte aan leiderschap de (positieve) relatie tussen taakgericht
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leiderschap en werkgerelateerde stress. Het gevonden effect is echter tegengesteld  aan

de verwachtingen. Bij een hogere behoefte aan leiderschap is de relatie tussen
taakgericht leiderschap minder sterk dan bij een lagere behoefte aan leiderschap.

In het cross-sectionele onderzoek wordt in 13 van de 25 mogelijke gevallen (52%)
een moderator-effect geconstateerd. Op twee pure moderator-effecten na zijn deze
interacties in de veronderstelde richting. In alle gevallen waarin de behoefte aan
leiderschap laag is, is de relatie tussen leiderschapskenmerken en uitkomsten minder
sterk dan in de gevallen waarin behoefte aan leiderschap hoog is. Zowel in het RVS-,
het gemeenten-, als het cross-sectionele onderzoek wordt een robuuste relatie tussen

mensgericht leiderschap en werksatisfactie gevonden. Dat wil zeggen, de relatie
tussen mensgericht leiderschap en werksatisfactie blijft even sterk, ongeacht of de
respondenten een hoge of lage behoefte aan leiderschap hebben.

Daarnaast is gekeken naar de relatie van behoefte aan leiderschap en de substituten
voor leiderschap met de grootte van het team. Er blijkt geen significant verband te

zijn tussen teamgrootte en behoefte aan leiderschap.     Van de substituten     voor
leiderschap correleren ' afstand tussen leidinggevende en ondergeschikte'    en    ' geen

controle van de leidinggevende over beloningen' positief met teamgrootte en
organisationele inflexibiliteit negatief. Er blijkt wel een significant effect te zijn van
de     aanwezigheid of afwezigheid    van een leidinggevende. Respondenten zonder

leidinggevende worden gekarakteriseerd door een geringere behoefte aan leiderschap,
grotere ervaring, een hogere professionele orientatie, en een grotere behoefte aan
onafhankelijkheid. Bij deze respondenten blijkt de taak te worden gekenmerkt door
een grotere routinematigheid, meer taakfeedback, en meer intrinsiek motiverende
aspecten. Er zijn geen verschillen tussen respondenten zonder en met leidinggevende

in de organisatiekenmerken.

In hoofdstuk 7 worden verbanden gelegd tussen de situationele kenmerken, i.e.
kenmerken van de (taak van de) ondergeschikten en kenmerken van de organisatie, en
behoefte aan leiderschap. Bovendien wordt gekeken naar de relatie tussen

leiderschapskenmerken en behoefte aan leiderschap. In een organisatie-steekproef is
ook gekeken naar de relatie tussen behoefte aan leiderschap en
persoonlijkheidseigenschappen, verkregen met adjectieven op basis van de vijf
belangrijkste persoonlijkheidsdimensies (extraversie, vriendelijkheid,
conscientieusheid, emotionele stabiliteit, en intellect) aangevuld met adjectieven die
de mate van toegeeflijkheid, onderdanigheid, en arrogantie van respondenten

representeren. Persoonlijkheid verklaart    3 %    van de variantie in behoefte    aan

leiderschap. Geen van de persoonlijkheidsdimensies heeft een significante relatie met
behoefte aan leiderschap.

In het cross-sectionele onderzoek verklaren de situationele variabelen (inclusief
charismatisch leiderschap en expertise     van de leidinggevende)     38 %     van     de

(gecorrigeerde) variantie in behoefte aan leiderschap. Charismatisch leiderschap, staf-
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advies en -ondersteuning, en autoritairisme hebben een positieve relatie met behoefte
aan leiderschap Ervaring/kennis, de aanwezigheid van een Local Area Network
(LAN), behoefte aan onafhankelijkheid, teamcohesie, en gebrek aan controle van de
leidinggevende over beloningen hebben een negatieve relatie met behoefte aan
leiderschap. Vrouwen blijken een grotere behoefte aan leiderschap te hebben dan
mannen. Hoewel het onmogelijk is op basis van de gegevens causaliteit te
demonstreren, veronderstellen we dat bij charisma van de leidinggevende en
autoritairisme van de ondergeschikte een sterkere behoefte aan leiderschap zal
optreden, terwijl de aanwezigheid van een intern netwerk, geen controle van de
leidinggevende over beloningen, en ervaring/kennis en behoefte aan onafhankelijkheid
aan de kant van de ondergeschikte diens behoefte aan leiderschap verzwakt. In
tegenstelling tot de substituten voor leiderschapstheorie veronderstellen we dat de
positieve relatie tussen staf-advies en -ondersteuning en behoefte aan leiderschap te
verklaren valt uit het feit dat werknemers met een grote behoefte aan leiderschap
eerder staf-advies en -ondersteuning zullen vragen.

Naast de relatie met charismatisch leiderschap vinden we eveneens positieve relaties
van behoefte aan leiderschap met aanmoediging van zelf-management van de
leidinggevende, taakgericht en mensgericht leiderschap. Dit kan verklaard worden
door te veronderstellen dat leidinggevenden bij een grotere behoefte aan leiderschap
eerder zelf-management zullen aanmoedigen, meer structuur zullen aanbieden en de

ondergeschikte meer zullen ondersteunen. In hoofdstuk 7 wordt een aantal
voorbeelden gegeven van modellen waarin zowel enkele situationele variabelen zijn
verwerkt, als behoefte aan leiderschap, leiderschapskenmerken, en criteria. De
belangrijkste situationele variabele blijkt ervaring/kennis van de ondergeschikte te
zijn. Deze variabele heeft een negatieve relatie met behoefte aan leiderschap, rol-
conflicten en werkstress, en een positieve relatie met werksatisfactie en betrokkenheid

bij de organisatie. Praktisch gezien zou dit er op kunnen duiden dat, als organisaties
d.m.v. training de kennis/ervaring van werknemers kunnen vergroten, er minder
behoefte aan leiderschap ontstaat zonder dat dit gepaard gaat met verminderde
werksatisfactie, lagere betrokkenheid bij de organisatie, hogere werkstress, en meer
rol-conflicten.

In hoofdstuk 8 worden de conclusies van het onderzoek op een rij gezet. Daarnaast
worden de methoden en resultaten bediscussieerd. In de eerste plaats kunnen, strikt
gezien, de resultaten alleen naar de Nederlandse beroepsbevolking gegeneraliseerd
worden. In de tweede plaats kunnen we ons afvragen of er maar Edn behoefte aan
leiderschap   is,   of  dat er meerdere verschillende behoeften bestaan (zoals de behoefte
aan   ondersteuning   en de behoefte aan structuur   van de leidinggevende).   In de derde

plaats kunnen we ons afvragen of de gemiddelde verklaarde variantie van de
interactie-term niet dermate klein is, dat het een onderzoek naar moderator-effecten
rechtvaardigt. Er wordt echter getoond dat, met de effecten die gewoonlijk
geconstateerd worden in psychologisch onderzoek, een kleine verklaarde variantie van
interactie-termen relatief grote invloed kan hebben op de sterkte van het verband
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tussen twee variabelen. In de laatste plaats kunnen we ons afvragen wat de aard van
de verbanden is tussen de situationele kenmerken en behoefte aan leiderschap aan de
ene kant en behoefte aan leiderschap, leiderschapskenmerken en criteria aan de
andere kant. Als uitgegaan wordt van de perceptie-theorie is het mogelijk een
"omgekeerde" verklaring te geven van de effecten. Alhoewel een dergelijke
verklaring niet uit te sluiten is, lijken de getrokken conclusies verdedigbaar te zijn
vanuit het gegeven dat de resultaten betrekking hebben op veldstudies, waarbij de
respondenten al enige ervaring hebben met de leidinggevende, i.p.v.
laboratoriumstudies (zoals in perceptie-onderzoek gebruikelijk is), waarbij      de
respondenten niet of nauwelijks ervaring hebben met de leidinggevende.

Hoofdstuk 8 wordt afgesloten met een aantal praktische adviezen. Als de behoefte aan
leiderschap van de ondergeschikte laag is, lijkt mensgericht leiderschap het meest
gunstig, omdat mensgericht leiderschap in deze situatie een positieve relatie heeft met
werksatisfactie, betrokkenheid bij de organisatie en prestaties van de ondergeschikte.
Als de behoefte aan leiderschap hoog is, zijn er uiteenlopende implicaties voor de stijl
van leidinggeven.  Dit is mede afhankelijk van de criteria waarop men zich richt,  i.e.:
1. werksatisfactie/betrokkenheid bij de organisatie, 2. werkstress en rol-conflicten, en
3. prestaties van de ondergeschikte. Ten aanzien van werksatisfactie en betrokkenheid
bij de organisatie geldt voor alle leiderschapskenmerken: hoe meer hoe beter. Voor
werkstress en rol-conflicten geldt dat de combinatie van mensgericht leiderschap,
charismatisch leiderschap en expertise   van de leidinggevende, samen   met   een   lage
taak-oriiintatie, het gunstigste is. Voor de prestaties van de ondergeschikte geldt dat
zowel hoge taakgerichtheid als een sterke aanmoediging van zelf-management door de
leidinggevende de optimale combinatie lijkt.

De belangrijkste waarschuwing voor managers en leidinggevenden is dat een
aanpassing van het leiderschap meerdere uitkomsten tegelijkertijd lijkt te beinvloeden.
Verder wijst dit onderzoek op de sterke relaties tussen leiderschapskenmerken en
behoefte aan leiderschap. Het lijkt er dus op dat leiderschap zelf een belangrijke rol
speelt in het versterken, instandhouden, of verminderen van de behoefte aan
leiderschap van medewerkers.
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