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Summary

This thesis examines some of the measurement, conceptual, predictive, and

intervention issues surrounding transformational leadership theory. Chapter 1 reviews
the research literature on transformational leadership as it relates to the above issues.
This review identifies several questions worthy of future investigation: (1) How should

transformational leadership be conceptualised and measured? (2) What exactly do
transformational leaders provide their followers with? (3) To what extent are the different
transformational leader behaviours modifiable? and (4) Do transformational leadership
interventions result in high levels of follower and organizational outcomes?

Chapter 2 contains two studies that explore a differentiated conceptualisation of
transformational leadership, the predictive qualities of the different transformational
behaviours, and the extent to which the different transformational leader behaviours are
malleable. A total of 636 participants (Royal Marine Commando recruits undergoing

basic training) took part in these studies. Specifically, Study 1 used a correlational design

to identify an appropriate measurement model and what the important transformational
leader behaviours were, i.e., the behaviours that were significant predictors of successful
completion of training (contingent reward, fosters acceptance of group goals, appropriate
role modelling, inspirational motivation, and individual consideration). This information
(as well as the level of use of the different behaviours) was then used to inform the

intervention in Study 2. Study 2 used a mixed model design to assess the efficacy of a

differentiated transformational leadership intervention. The results revealed that, in

comparison to the control group, the intervention group’s followers rated their leader as

being higher in three of the four behaviours that were identified in Study 1 as being



important (fosters acceptance of group goals, individual consideration, and contingent
reward). The recruit self-report variables of self-confidence, resilience, and satisfaction
were also higher in the experimental group compared to the control group. Unfortunately,

for various reasons objective performance data was not available.

Chapter 3 describes a large scale longitudinal experimental study that included

objective performance/outcome data. A total of 3468 participants (Infantry recruits
undergoing basic training) took part in this study. Chapter 3 was an organisation wide
study where approximately half the organisation formed the intervention group and the

other half formed the control group. Study 1 identified the important leader behaviours
in Infantry recruit training (contingent reward, inspirational motivation, fostering

acceptance of group goals, and individual consideration). Study 2 then sought to increase

the important behaviours that were identified in Study 1. The results of the intervention
study revealed that six of the seven leadership behaviours examined were positively

atfected by the intervention (high performance expectations was not targeted or impacted

by the intervention). Follower outcomes (self-confidence, resilience, satisfaction, and
group cohesion) and organizational outcomes (1* time pass rates, total pass rates, and
remedial pass rates) were also positively affected by the intervention.

Chapter 4 contained three studies that examined the proposition that
transfbrmational leaders provide their followers with vision, support, and challenge. A
total of 1212 participants (Infantry recruits undergoing basic training) took part in this
study. Studies 1 and 2 explored the theoretical rationale and internal validity of the
proposed model. Study 3 then tested the predictive validity of the vision, support, and

challenge model. The results revealed that vision, support, and challenge demonstrated
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acceptable levels of internal consistency and differentially predicted the outcomes
included in the study (leader inspires extra effort, satisfaction, self-confidence, and
performance).

The final chapter discusses the findings of the thesis and provides suggestions for

future research.
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The ability to lead, inspire and motivate people is an important human characteristic. It
has been suggested that leadership is vital for effective organizational and societal
functioning (Antonakis, Cianciolo, & Sternberg, 2004). Frequently, great or poor
organisational, military, or sport performances have been accredited to great leadership or

lack there of. It is not surprising therefore that leadership s claimed to be one of the

most studied domains in the social sciences (Antonakis et al., 2004). Leadership has
been studied from a number of different perspectives; €.g., trait based approaches,
behaviour based approaches, contingency based approaches, relational based approaches,

skeptic based approaches, and information-processing based approaches etc. This has
resulted in a large number of different theories and models of leadership. Indeed, as long

ago as 1971, Fiedler (1971) stated that, “There are almost as many definitions of
leadership as there are theories of leadership - and there almost as many theories of

leadership as there are psychologists working in the field.” (p.1). One such theory of

leadership that offers much promise is Bass’s (1985) transformational leadership theory.

Transformational Leadership

Transformational leadership has been shown to positively impact a wide range of
individual and organizational outcomes in a variety of contexts, including military (e.g.,
Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003; Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & Shamir, 2002), sport (e.g.,
Charbonneau, Barling, & Kelloway, 2001), business (e.g., Barling, Weber, & Kelloway,
1996; Howell & Avolio, 1993; Jung, Chow, & Wu, 2003; Podsakoff, Mackenzie,

Moorman, & Fetter, 1990), the public sector (e.g., Rafferty & Griffin, 2004), and

education (e.g., Koh, Steers, & Terborg, 1995). -
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Bass’s (1985) theory of transformational leadership extended the work of theorists
such as Weber (1924/1947), Berlew (1974), Downtown (1973), House (1977) and Burns

(1978). A common factor of these theorists was that they all referred to, or explicitly
delineated, a distinct component of leadership that involved inspiring followers via
charismatic or emotional appeals, and normally included some sort of vision component.
Bass (1985) integrated these theories (and others) to create transformational leadership
theory. Essentially, transformational leadership theory states that transformational
leaders inspire followers via emotional appeals to achieve their full potential by

transcending their own self-interest for the better of the team or organization. This is in

contrast to the earlier behavioural approaches that described leadership as a transactional

process whereby incentives and punishments were used to gain compliance. In
developing transformational leadership theory, Bass integrated Burns’s work on political
leadership into the organizational domain. However, Bass modified Burn’s theory by

stating that transactional and transformational leadership were not bipolar constructs (as

Burns had proposed); rather, transformational leaders inspire followers to invest extra

effort beyond that required for the realisation of the transactional contract (i.e., a leader
can display both transactional and transformational behaviours). Moreover, Bass argued
that transactional behaviour is an essential requirement upon which transformational
leadership builds (Bass, 1985).

‘Bass’s (1985) transformational leadership theory was the first to integrate the
earlier behavioural approaches with what Bryman (1992) called that “new paradigm” of
leadership (cf. Sashkin, 2004). The “new paradigm” of leadership essentially refers to

the emotional component of leadership and includes the charismatic approaches.
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Subsequently, there was an abundance of research on numerous related but distinct
theories and models that emerged from, or were associated with, the “new paradigm”, for
example: Leadership and power motivation (House & Shamir, 1993; Shamir, House, &

Arthur, 1993); exceptional chief executives (Bennis & Nanus, 1985); charismatic

leadership (Conger & Kanungo, 1988, 1994, 1998); stratified systems theory (Jaques,

1986); best leadership behaviours (Kouzes & Posner, 1987); and visionary leadership

(Sashkin, 1984) . Whilst there is wide agreement about the potential positive effects of
transformational leadership, there is no such agreement regarding exactly what the

specific behaviours are that make up transformational leadership or how these behaviours

should be measured.

Although our knowledge of transformational leadership has been greatly

enhanced there are four fundamental issues about transformational leadership that will be
addressed in this PhD. Broadly, the current thesis will seek to address the following

issues: (1) The conceptualisation and measurement of transformational leadership; (2)
Exploration of the underlying mechanisms by which transformational leadership exerts

its influence; (3) The extent to which different transformational leader behaviours are

modifiable; and (4) The extent to which high levels of transformational leadership result

In high levels of follower and organizational outcomes.

Conceptualisation and measurement

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQO)
The most widely used measure of transformational leadership is the Multifactor

Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) and its variant forms (e.g., Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1995;
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Bass & Avolio, 1995; 2000). Indeed, the development of this measure is probably one of
the factors that have contributed to the increased research interest in transformational
leadership, and perhaps leadership research as a whole. The MLQ has undergone many
developments since its conception in 1985. The early versions of the MLQ (Bass, 1985)
consisted of three behaviours that were considered transformational, Bass (1985):
Charismatic leadership — leadership that instils pride, faith, and respect, shows a special
gift for seeing what is really important, and demosntrates a sense of mission; intellectual
stimulation — leadership that provide ideas which result in a rethinking of issues that had
never been questioned before and that enables subordinates to think about old problems
in new ways; and individualized consideration — leadership that delegates assignments to

provide learning opportunities, gives personal attention to neglected members, and treats

each subordinate as an individual. Bass (1985) also identified a cluster of items that
emerged from the charismatic item pool that he referred to as inspirational leadership.

These items were: Is an inspiration to us; Inspires loyalty to him/her; and inspires loyalty

to the organization. The above factors formed the basis of the behaviours measured in

the early versions of the MLQ. However, the operationalisation of the factors often
varied from study to study. Frequently, inspiration was combined with charisma or all
the scales were combined to form a global construct.

It is important to note that the MLQ and its variant forms include a measure of
transactional leadership that has also undergone many revisions. However, the current
thesis is primarily concerned with transformational leadership and does not intend to

examine transactional leadership in any depth. Therefore, the measurement of

k -
!
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transactional leadership will only be discussed when it is directly relevant to issues raised
in the thesis.

The early versions of the MLQ have been criticised on both theoretical and
empirical grounds. Hunt (1991) and Yukl (1998) suggested that the early versions of the
MLQ bundled together Ieader behaviours, leader attributions, and leader outcomes, and
Yukl (1999) suggested that the separate leader behaviours often contained more than one
conceptually distinct construct. For example, Yukl (1999) suggested that individualized
consideration contained two main behaviours that were theoretically distinct, namely,
supportive leadership and developmental leadership. More recently, Rafferty and Griffin

(2006) found empirical evidence that supported this criticism. Furthermore, the

conceptualisation of intellectual stimulation has also been criticised on a number of

grounds including it being a diverse and ambiguous construct, some aspects of
intellectual stimulation may over lap with other transformational behaviours (e.g.,

inspirational motivation and individualized support), and there being no clear explanation

of precisely what the leader does to be intellectually stimulating (Yukl, 1999). However,
the most serious conceptual criticism that has been levelled at early versions of the MLQ
relates to the conceptualisation of charisma. Charisma is suggested to lump together
behaviours, impact and outcomes, and attributed characteristics (Yukl, 1999).

- The early versions of the MLQ underwent many revisions resulting in a large
number of different forms being used. For example, Bass (1985) referred to at least four
different forms, Hater and Bass (1988) referred to Form 5, Waldman, Bass, and

Yammarino (1990) referred to Form 11R, and Howell and Avolio (1993) referred to

Form 10. These early versions of the MLQ have displayed questionable psychometric
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properties. For example, Bycio, Hacket, and Allen (1995) explicitly tested the factor
structure of one of the early versions of the MLQ (MLQ-1). Their results questioned the
factor structure leading them to suggest that a two factor representation was most

appropriate with one factor representing a global construct of transformational leadership

and the other representing transactional leadership.

In response to these criticisms and short comings, Bass and his colleagues further
developed the MLQ resulting in the MLQ-5X (Bass & Avolio, 1995; 2000). Essentially,
the major conceptual and measurement changes Bass and Avolio (1995) made to the
MLQ was to delineate the charisma scale into idealized influence (behaviour), idealized

influence (attributed) and inspirational motivation. The transformational leader
behaviours included in the MLQ-5X (Bass & Avolio, 199)) are: idealized influence

(attributed) — refers to the socialised charisma of the leader, whether the leader is

perceived as being confident and powerful, and whether the leader is focussed on higher

order ideals and ethics; idealized influence (behaviours) — refers to charismatic actions of

the leader that are centred on values, beliefs, and a sense of mission; inspirational
motivation — refers to the ways in which the leader energises his/her followers by viewing
the future with optimism, stressing ambitious goals, projecting an idealized vision, and
communicating to followers that the vision is achievable; intellectual stimulation — Gets

followers to question the tried and true ways of solving problems, encourages them to

question the methods they use to improve upon them; and individualized consideration —

Focuses on understanding the needs of each follower and works continuously to get them

to develop to their full potential.
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Many alternative factor structures of the MLQ35-X have been purported. For
example, in Bass and Avolio’s (1995) original testing of the MLQS5-X idealized influence
(behaviour), idealized influence (attributed) and inspirational motivation were kept as
distinct constructs. However, in Bass and Avolio’s (2000) version of the MLQ-5X, they
merged idealized influence (behaviour), idealized influence (attributed) and inspirational
motivation to create a factor which they labelled charisma/inspirational. Bass and Avolio
(2000) suggested that a six factor representation (containing 3 transtormational factors:
charisma/inspirational; intellectual stimulation; and individualized consideration) of the
MLQ-5X was the most parsimonious representation. They also proposed a hierarchical
model of transformational leadership that consisted of charisma, inspirational and
intellectual stimulation as one factor with individualized consideration and contingent

reward as the second factor. Whilst Bass and Avolio (1995, 2000) provide evidence for

varying factor representations of the MLQ5-X, no clear evidence in favour of any of the

factor structures was offered.

Avolio, Bass, and Jung (1999) re-examined the structural properties of the MLQ-

5X. They first examined the original six factor model proposed by Bass (1985)
(charisma/inspirational; intellectual stimulation; individualized consideration; contingent
reward; active management-by-exception; and passive-avoidant leadership). This six
factor structure was revealed to have inadequate structural properties. Subsequently,
Avolio and colleagues used the Modification Indices to trim the scales to produce an
acceptable fit (the original 80 items were reduced to 36 items). In an endeavour to

establish the optimal factor structure of the MLQ5-X, Avolio and colleagues then

examined the six factor model against nine alternative factor structures (only using the 36
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items that were identified in the earlier scale modifications). The six factor structure was
revealed to be a better fit than the alternative factor structures tested except for a seven

factor model that consisted of: Charisma/inspirational; intellectual stimulation;
individualized consideration; contingent reward; laissez-faire; active management-by-
exception; and passive-avoidant leadership. However, the inter-factor correlations

between the transformational leader scales were high, .82 in some cases, and the average

correlation between contingent reward and the transformational leader behaviours was

also high, .75.

Whilst the MLQS5-X did answer some of the criticisms that were levelled against
the earlier versions of the MLQ, this version was not without its own criticisms. For
example, Tejeda, Scandura, and Pillai (2001) failed to replicate the factor structure of the
MLQ-5X as proposed by Avolio et al. (1999). Tejeda et al. (2001) then re-analyzed the
data using a modified version that contained 3-items for each of the scales. This new

measure was claimed to have adequate psychometric and predictive properties.

However, the scales were shown to have high inter-factor correlations (inter-factor
correlations ranged from .72 to .83). Tejeda and colleagues did acknowledge this by
stating that the measure needed further theoretical development and psychometric testing.
Furthermore, the exact process by which the 3 items for each scale were derived at was
not provided by the authors, except that the scales were trimmed to maximise internal
consistency. Consequently, the item selection might have been a data driven process and
there may not have been any theoretical underpinnings to item selection (this argument
can also be levelled at the apparent process by which Avolio et al. (1999) refined the

MLQ-5X). This is a problematic approach to scale development as serious questions
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have been raised about the practice of post hoc model adjustments being made purely on
data driven grounds (see for example, Biddle, Markland, Chatzisarantis, & Sparkes,
2001; Markland, 2007).

In another study, Carless (1998) suggested that the MLQ-5X does not measure
distinct transformational behaviours, rather it taps one higher order factor of
transformational leadership. Bono and Anderson (2005) supported this claim, noting that
the correlations between the separate behaviours were very high leading them to collapse
the separate behaviours into one higher order factor representing transformational
leadership. This approach has also been adopted by many other authors (e.g., Bass et al.,
2003; Bono & Anderson, 2005; Dvir et al., 2002; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Jung et al.,

2003; Pillai, Schriesheim, & Williams, 1999; Ployhart, Lim, & Chan, 2001; Shin & Zhou,

2003; Whittington, Goodwin, & Murray, 2004).
The high inter-factor correlations between the sub-dimensions of the MLQ-5X

has led researchers to adopt alternative approaches to the conceptualisation and

measurement of transformational leadership. For example, as reported above, some

authors have collapsed the transformational factors in the MLQ to create a global
construct (e.g., Bono & Anderson, 2005; Dvir et al., 2002; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Pillai
et al., 1999; Jung et al., 2003). Others have collapsed the MLQ into a reduced set of
factors (e.g., Barling, et al., 1996; Beauchamp, Welch, & Huley, 2007; Charbonneau, et
al., 2001), and still others have retained a fuller factor structure (e.g., Antonakis et al.,
2003; Brown & Keeping, 2005; Dumdum, Lowe, & Avolio, 2002). Some researchers
have argued that differentiation is pointless because of the high inter-factor correlations

(e.g., Carless, 1998,; Judge & Bono, 2000) and, in recent years, the most common
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approach to conceptualising transformational leadership when using the MLQ and its
variant forms has been to create a global representation of the construct. A review of the
transformational leadership papers that have been published in The Leadership Quarterly
and The Journal of Applied Psychology since 2000 reveals that the vast majority of the
articles that have used the MLQ-5X to examine transformational leadership have used a
global representation of transformational leadership. Of a total of 17 articles published in
The Leadership Quarterly only four reported a differentiated model in their main
analyses, whilst of a total of 15 articles published in The Journal of Applied Psychology
the current author failed to find any articles that used a differentiated representation of
transformational leadership in their main analyses. Of course, the motive for adopting a
global conceptualization of transformational leadership may not just have been data or
theoretically driven, but might also be the fact that analyzing one global construct leads
to less complex data analysis and leads to fewer problems with type I errors than analyses
involving differentiated models. However, were one to try and adopt a differentiated

conceptualisation of transformational leadership, the MLQ and its variant forms is
perhaps not best suited to measure that differentiated model. The differentiation versus

global conceptualisation of transformational leadership is elaborated on later in the

introduction.

Transformational Leadership Inventory

The Transformational Leadership Inventory (TLI) (Podsakoff et al., 1990) was developed
to try and alleviate some of the theoretical . (c.f. House & Podsakoff, 1994: Podsakoff et
al., 1990; Yukl, 1998) and psychometric problems (Bycio et al., 1995; Carless, 1998:

Tepper & Percy, 1994; Tjeda et al., 2001) associated with the MLQ. Podsakoff et al.
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(1990) sought to include as wide a range of behaviours as possible in their measure so as
to ensure that as much of the transformational leadership domain as possible was tapped.

As aresult, six transformational leader behaviours are included in the TLI: Identifying
and articulating a vision — behaviour on the part of the leader aimed at identifying new
opportunities for his or her unit/division/company, and developing, articulating, and

inspiring others with his or her vision of the future; provides an appropriate role model -
behaviour on the part of the leader that sets an example for employees to follow that is
consistent with the values espoused by the leader; high performance expectations —
behaviour that demonstrates the leaders’ expectations for excellence, quality, and/or high
performance on the part of the follower; fostering acceptance of group goals — behaviour
on the part of the leader aimed at promoting cooperation among employees and getting
them to work together for the same goal; intellectual stimulation — behaviour on the part
of the leader that challenges followers to re-examine some of their assumptions about
their work and rethink how it can be performed; and providing individualized support —
behaviour on the part of the leader that indicates that he/she respects followers and is

concerned about their personal feelings and needs. The TLI also included the
transactional behaviour of contingent reward — behaviour on the part of the leader that
praises followers for appropriate follower behaviour. Despite the resultant TLI
demonstrating adequate factor structure, internal reliability and predictive validity
(Podsakoff et al., 1990; Podsakoff et al., 1996; Schriesheim, Castro, Zhou, & DeChurch,
2006), the TLI has received relatively little attention in the research literature.

“There at least two theoretical and measurement problems that can be identified

with some of the behaviours measured in the TLI: Firstly, whilst the TLI was developed
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to tap as broad a range of potential transformational behaviours as possible, the
measurement of the vision construct in the TLI is relatively narrow. The
conceptualisation of vision in the TLI includes creating, articulating and inspiring

followers with a positive vision of the future. However, the items developed to measure

vision do not appear to tap the full range of this conceptualisation. The present author
would argue that part of inspiring followers will include expressing confidence or
instilling a belief in followers that they can achieve the vision. The measure of vision
created by Podsakoff and colleagues does not explicitly tap this expression of belief or
confidence in followers; the item that comes closest to this is, “Inspires others with
his/her vision”. This does not tap behaviours on the part of the leader that are explicitly
related to expressing confidence in followers. In Bass and Avolio’s (1995)
conceptualisation of transformational leadership, a key component of inspirational
motivation refers explicitly to expressing belief in followers. This component is not

directly measured in the TLI; secondly, the individual support dimension is also narrowly

defined in the TLI relating mainly to the leader demonstrating consideration of the

individual needs and feelings of followers. Whilst this is an important element of
transformational leadership it misses another key component which relates to follower
development. In Bass’s (1985) conceptualisation of individualized consideration he

clearly states that this dimension includes leader behaviours that relate to follower

development. This component has been omitted from the TLI.
One further weakness associated with the TLI is that the sub-dimensions of this
scale have according to Podsakoff et al. (1990) demonstrated questionable discriminant

validity. Despite all the sub-dimensions demonstrating adequate discriminant validity at
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the measurement level, Podsakoff et al., decided to combine three of the scales
(articulating a vision, providing an appropriate role model and fostering acceptance of
group goals) to make what he called a “core” transformational scale. Whilst the

correlations between these three factors were high (all approaching or exceeding .90) the

correlations were significantly less than one, which some would argue indicates that these

factors are different. However, in a subsequent study by Podsakoff et al. (1996) the

separate sub-dimensions of the TLI demonstrated similar results in terms of discriminant
validity to the 1990 study, but this time Podsakoff and colleagues retained the fully
differentiated factor structure of the scale. Authors using this measure have adopted

alternative approaches to the conceptualisation of transformational leadership. Some
authors have conceptualised the TLI as a global construct (e.g., Schaubroeck, Lam, &
Cha, 2007), a reduced factor structure (e.g., Podsakoff et al., 1990) or have retained a
fuller factor structure (e.g., Podsakoff et al., 1996; Spreitzer, Pertula, & Xin, 2005).
Rafferty and Griffin Transformational Leadership Scale

Rafferty and Griffin (2004) developed a third measure of transformational leadership that

was based on the work of Bass (1985), House (1998), and Podsakoff et al. (1990).
Ratterty and Gritfin developed a more focussed measure of transformational leadership
that contained theoretically distinct sub-dimensions. These were: Articulating a vision —
the expression of an idealized picture of the future based around organizational values:
inspirational communication — the expression of positive and encouraging messages -
about the organization, and statements that build motivation and confidence; intellectual
communication — enhancing employees® interest in, and awareness of problems, and

increasing their ability to think about problems in new ways; supportive leadership —
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expressing concern for followers and taking account of their individual needs; and
personal recognition — the provision of rewards such as praise and acknowledgement of
effort for achievement of specified goals. Whilst the Rafferty and Griffin (2004) measure
demonstrated good psychometric properties, discriminant and predictive validity, it again
has a relatively narrow operationalisation of transformational leadership missing out key

behaviours such as, expressing belief in followers, role modelling, fostering acceptance

of group goals and developmental leadership. To the best of the current author’s

knowledge no published articles have used the Rafferty and Griffin scale to date.

Assessing Discriminant Validity

An interesting issue that is related to the above discussions on measurement, and
probably social psychological research as a whole is establishing exactly what constitutes
good or adequate discriminant validity. It is clear from the previous discussions that

there is some confusion regarding precisely when the separate leader behaviours should

be combined and when they should be kept separate. There are a number of different

tests that purport to measure acceptable or unacceptable discriminant validity. For
example, conducting y difference tests where an unconstrained model is tested against a
series of more constrained models (see, Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Rafferty & Griffin,
2004), correlations significantly less than one, and the Fornell and Larcker (1981) test
where the variance accounted for in the latent variables by its indicators should be more
than variance the indicators account for in any of the other latent constructs have all been
reported in the transformational leadership literature. However, the exclusive use of

these different tests at the measurement level to asses discriminant validity is not the only
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way to determine whether constructs are sufficiently dissimilar. Rather, 1f constructs
have different antecedents, consequences, and are differentially affected by interventions,
this would also be strong evidence that those constructs are dissimilar. Whilst this is an

important issue that requires acknowledgement further discussion of it is beyond the

scope of the current PhD.

Differentiated Versus Globalisation

Another issue that is inherent in measurement discussions is the level at which
transformational leadership should be conceptualised, that s, as a global construct,

reduced factor structure, or fully differentiated. As discussed earlier, the most popular
conceptualisation of transformational leadership in the research literature has been to use

a global construct. However, there are certain limitations and assumptions that are

inherent when one adopts a global conceptualisation of transformational leadership. The
following discussion will focus on these assumptions and limitations.
First, a global conceptualisation of transformational leadership assumes that all

the separate leader behaviours will have similar effects on all outcome variables. This
assumption is somewhat counter-intuitive. For example, why should individual
consideration have the same effect as high performance expectations? Indeed, there is
research evidence that suggests that different behaviours differentially affect outcomes.
For example, Podsakoff et al. (1990) demonstrated that whilst the majority of the
leadership behaviours examined in their study demonstrated hypothesised relationships,

some crucial differences were evidenced; specifically, that intellectual stimulation was

negatively related to trust and satisfaction. A further study by Podsakoff et al. (1996)
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revealed that intellectual stimulation, and high performance expectations were both
positively related to role conflict and high performance expectations was negatively
related to general satisfaction. In the same study, high performance expectations was
positively related to courtesy. In another study, Ratferty and Griffin (2004) found that
intellectual stimulation was positively related to affective commitment and continuance

commitment, but that vision was negatively related to continuance commitment and role

breadth self-efficacy. Lowe, Kroeck, and Sivasubramaniam (1996) conducted a
comprehensive (including published and unpublished papers) meta analysis of the
transformational leadership literature in studies that used the MLQ. Their meta analysis

revealed that the magnitude of the relationships between the different transformational
leader behaviours were often different and varied widely from study to study i.e., there
were contextual differences in the relationships. In another meta analysis, Dumdum,
Lowe, and Avolio (2002) reported that the different leader behaviours they analysed
displayed different magnitudes of relationships with the outcome variables included in
their analysis. For example, attributed charisma was shown to have a corrected
correlation of .57 with job satisfaction whereas intellectual stimulation was shown to
have a corrected correlation of .21 with job satisfaction. Collectively, these results
suggest that the different leader behaviours do indeed have different relationships with

outcome variables, and the nature of these relationships may depend on context as well as

the nature of the outcome variables measured.

Second, global conceptualisations of transformational leadership suggest that

leaders will always display similar levels of each of the behaviours that are theorized to

make up transformational leadership. In the current author’s opinion, a leader having
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high performance expectations for their followers does not necessarily imply that the
same leader will also demonstrate comparable levels of individual consideration. To the
best of the current author’s knowledge no systematic research has examined whether
leaders display different levels of the different behaviours or whether the same leader can
alter their levels of the use of the different behaviours.

Third, Antonakis et al. (2003) suggested that global constructs of leadership are
fairly “blunt” and will therefore be of little use in leader development programmes. 1t is
self-evident that interventions that provide information and feedback of transformational
leadership in general terms will be less focussed and will likely therefore be less effective
than interventions based on more detailed feedback (e.g., Goodman & Wood, 2004;
Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). For example, it is suggested that
“you need to be more transformational” will be of less use to leaders than “you need to
pay attention to the individual needs of your followers”, Furthermore, differentiated

conceptualisations of transformational leadership will be able to make use of detailed

information to provide interventions based on: (1) Which leadership behaviours are most
important in the specific context under consideration; and (2) The levels of the different
behaviours that each leader displays prior to the intervention. However, the most
powerful interventions would presumably combine both these sources of data i.e., use
both relationship data and current levels. For example, were inspirational motivation
shown to be an important determinant of a desired outcome but the leader already
displayed high levels of this behaviour, perhaps the intervention should focus on other
behaviours that have a lower level, but a strong relationship with the desired outcome.

Global measures of transformational leadership cannot provide this information.
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In conclusion, transformational leadership is a very large domain that
encompasses a wide array of different behaviours, characteristics, situations etc. One of

the criticisms that has been levelled at the leadership literature as a whole is the
oversimplification of the domain (see for example, Antonakis et al., 2003; House &
Aditya, 1997). Indeed, Antonakis et al., warns “..that going to simpler models [of

leadership] will push leadership research and training in the wrong direction in the same
way that earlier two-factor models of leadership did at Ohio State and Michigan.”
(p.285). Furthermore, in discussing transformational leadership, Yukl (1999) states that
relying on two factor models of leadership (e.g., transformational/transaction) fails to

properly examine the underlying components of these factors.

Underlying mechanisms

The transformational leadership literature has identified and examined a number of

potential mechanisms by which transformational leadership is proposed to exert its

influence on follower behaviour. For example, group coheston and group potency (Bass

et al., 2003), intrinsic motivation (Charbonneau et al., 2001), and trust (Jung & Avolio,
2000; Podsakoff et al., 1990) have all been identified as mediators of the transformational
leadership and performance relationship. However, the potential mediators that have
been examined in the literature thus far are slightly problematic. This is because the
direction of causality that has been attached to these mediators is often questionable. For
example, whilst group cohesion has been theorised to affect performance it has also been
theorised to be affected by performance (for example, Carron, Hausenblas, & Eys, 2005).

Furthermore, a meta analyses by Mullen and Cooper (1994) that included military,
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organizational, and sporting contexts revealed that the cohesion to performance effect
size was smaller than the performance to cohesion effect size. In a similar vain Bandura
(1997), identifies previous performance accomplishments as the primary source of

efficacy expectations, so that performance is as likely to influence self-efficacy as self-

efficacy is to influence performance. The direction of the relationship between trust and
performance and performance and trust is again questionable. For example, it is entirely
possible that leaders of high performing followers may be trusted by their followers
because of the fact that they are achieving high levels of performance. Finally, self-
determination theory highlights that feelings of competence will lead to the
internalisation of behavioural regulation (Deci & Ryan, 1985). It is suggested that high

performing individuals will feel highly competent, again questioning the direction of

causality between performance and intrinsic motivation.
The above arguments are further exacerbated 1n the transformational leadership

literature because the vast majority of the studies that have examined potential mediators

have used correlational designs. Consequently, very little is actually known about

exactly what it is that the different transformational leader behaviours actually provide
their followers with. This sentiment is echoed by Kark and Shamir (2002) “..research on
transformational leadership has not fully explored the question of what are the underlying
processes and mechanisms by which transformational leaders exert their influence on
followers and ultimately on performance.” (p.68). The current research will attempt to
shed some light on this issue by identifying three common themes that transformational

leaders are proposed to provide their followers with. Firstly, the common themes will be
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identified, and then this will be followed by an in depth theoretical examination of each

of the themes 1n turn.

Malleability of transformational leadership and effects on outcomes
Whilst there is no consensus regarding the specific behaviours that make up

transformational leadership or how these behaviours should be measured, there is
considerable agreement and empirical evidence on the positive effects that
transformational leadership is theorised to have. As discussed earlier the positive
relationships between transformational leadership and selected outcome variables has
been evidenced in military (e.g., Dvir et al., 2002; Bass et al., 2003; Kane & Tremble,
2000), sport (e.g., Charbonneau et al., 2001; Rowald, 2006), business (e.g., Barling et al.,
1996; Jung, Chow & Wu, 2003; Podsakoff, et al., 1990; Podsakoff et al., 1996; Howell &
Avolio, 1993), the public sector (e.g., Rafferty & Griffin, 2004), and education (e.g.,

Koh, Steers, & Terborg, 1995). Whilst evidence of positive associations is fairly

substantial, the vast majority of this research has been correlational and thus causation
still remains a question. Indeed, many researchers have called for more experimental
studies to be performed. For example, Dumdum et al. (2002) pointed out in their meta
analyses of transformational leadership that “Any researcher going through the coding
exercise cannot help but be struck by the fact that there are still too few experimental
studies..” (p.62). This short fall in experimental designs leaves two main questions
requiring further investigation: (1) to what extent do transformational leader behaviours

cause the outcomes, which are often implied by the correlational designs; and (2) to what

extent are the different transformational behaviours modifiable?



32

Despite repeated calls by authors for more experimental studies into
transformational leadership, to the best of the current author’s knowledge, there have
been only five published studies that have utilised experimental designs (Barling et al.,
1996; Dvir et al., 2002; Howell & Frost, 1989; Kelloway, Barling, & Helleur, 2000;
Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1996), with just two of these studies employing a field based
intervention that included outcome variables (Barling et al., 1996; Dvir et al., 2002).
Howell and Frost (1989) and Kirkpatrick and Locke (1996) both used confederate leaders
to create the experimental conditions. Howell and Frost (1989) had confederate leaders
display three different types of leader behaviour: (1) charismatic; (2) considerate; and (3)
structuring. The results revealed that participants who worked under the charismatic
actor had higher levels of performance, and task satisfaction, and lower role conflict, and
ambiguity. Kirkpatrick and Locke (1996) manipulated three behaviours: (1)
communicating a vision — the confederate actor expressed confidence in followers and

informed them that their performance would be compared to other groups. The

confederate actor also created a vision that emphasised the quality of the product and the

extra efforts that current staff went to ensure the quality; (2) implementing the vision —
the confederate leader provided information on how to better perform the task; and (3)
demonstrating a charismatic communication style — The confederate leader displayed
charismatic attributes, for example, displayed an air of confidence, spoke with a
captivating tone of voice etc. The results revealed that communicating a vision was more
strongly related to follower attitudes than any of the other conditions. Whilst these two

studies demonstrated that followers can distinguish between the different behaviours and
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that the different behaviours differentially affected the outcome variables included in the

studies, no evidence was presented that leader behaviours can be trained.

Kelloway et al. (2000) used a field based experimental study to asses whether
followers’ perceptions of their leaders’ transformational behaviours can be impacted by a
transformational leadership intervention. The results revealed that follower’ perceptions
of their leaders’ transformational behaviours were positively impacted by the
intervention. However, no follower outcome data was provided, thus no inferences can
be made regarding any possible effects the training had on followers.

Barling et al. (1996) were the first to use a field based intervention study designed

to examine the effects of transformational leadership on followers’ perceptions of their
leaders’ behaviours, organisational commitment, and performance. The results
demonstrated that the intervention positively impacted follower perceptions of their
leaders’ behaviour, organizational commitment, and a performance indicator. However,

a number of limitations exist with their study: First, only three indices of transformational

leadership behaviours were measured (charisma, intellectual stimulation and

individualized consideration); second, only one attitudinal outcome variable was
measured (organizational commitment); and third, the sample size was relatively small
for the financial (performance) outcomes measured (n = 20).

Dvir et al. (2002) is the only other study that has utilised a field based intervention
to examine the potential effects of transformational leadership. They conducted a study
in a military training environment. The results provided evidence that an intervention

underpinned by transformational leadership can positively impact a number of outcomes

including follower perceptions of their leaders’ behaviours, selected attitudinal outcomes,
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and individual level performance. Whilst this study provides clear evidence that an
intervention underpinned by transformational leadership can enhance a variety of

outcome variables, a number of limitations are still evident: (1) a global measure of
transformational leadership was used. Thus, examination of which specific leadership
behaviours were enhanced was not possible; (2) only two of the five performance results

were positively enhanced in the experimental group (a written exercise and performance

on an obstacle course). Practical shooting and physical fitness were not enhanced by the
intervention; and (3) no overall indication of training course outcome was reported for

example, pass versus failure rates for control and experimental groups.

Summary and thesis structure

In summarising the transformational leadership literature several areas with research
potential have been highlighted. This thesis will examine the following issues: the

measurement and conceptualisation of transformational leadership; intervention issues,

including the extent to which the different transformational leader behaviours are

malleable and the concomitant effects on follower attitudes and performance; and the
means by which transformational leadership exerts its influence upon follower attitudes
and behaviour.

The thesis consists of five chapters, the present introduction, three research
chapters, and a general discussion. The main part of the thesis is written as a collection
of three research papers. This will inevitably mean that there will be overlaps and
repetitions in places. The first research chapter (Chapter 2) is a two study chapter. Study

1 develops a contextually relevant measure of transformational leadership that allows for-
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the differentiation of the separate leader behaviours. Following this, a correlational
design was used to 1dentify which of the transformational leader behaviours were
important in predicting performance. Study 2 then used a mixed model quasi-
experimental design to asses the efficacy of an intervention underpinned by
transformational leadership theory. Importantly, Study 2 made use of the information

obtained in Study 1; that is, the intervention focussed on the behaviours that predicted

performance and were displayed in relatively low levels by the leaders in Study 1.
Chapter 2 provides a unique contribution to the literature because it is the first field based

experimental study that used a 2 study approach to implementing an intervention.

Chapter two’s design is particularly powerful given the contextual differences that have

been observed in the literature.
Chapter 3 describes a large scale longitudinal experimental study that included
objective performance/outcome data. A total of 3468 participants (Infantry recruits

undergoing basic training) took part in this study. Chapter 3 was an organisation wide

study where approximately half the organisation formed the intervention group and the

other half formed the control group. Study 1 identified the important leader behaviours
in Infantry recruit training. Study 2 then used a mixed model quasi-experimental design

to asses the efficacy of an intervention underpinned by transformational leadership

theory. Again, Study 2 made use of the information obtained in Study 1; that is, the

intervention focussed on the behaviours that predicted performance and were displayed in

relatively low levels by the leaders in Study 1.

Chapter 4 used a 3 study design to identify, theoretically explore, and empirically

test the validity of a model that endeavours to explain what it is that transformational



leaders provide their followers with. Study 1 uses confirmatory factor analyses
techniques in an exploratory way to refine the model. Study 2 sought to confirm the
model obtained in Study 1 on a separate sample. Study 3 then assessed the predictive
validity of the model.

Chapter 5 then discusses the main findings of the research chapters, identifies

limitations of the thesis, and presents suggestions for future research.

36
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Chapter 2

The relationship between transformational leadership behaviours, psychological, and training
outcomes in elite military recruits'

'This chapter is accepted for publication as;

Hardy, L., Artl}ur, C. A, Jones, G., Shaniff, A., Munnoch, K., Isaacs, 1., & Allsopp, A. J.
The relationship between transformational leadership behaviors, psychological, and
training outcomes in elite military recruits. The Leadership Quarterly.
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Abstract

Two studies examined the effects of a differentiated model of transformational leadership
on follower outcomes. In Study 1, 484 UK Royal Marine recruits completed questionnaires
about their trainers’ leadership behaviours and their own attitudes towards training. Training
outcome was measured as successful completion of training or non-completion. Discriminant
function analyses identified that fostering acceptance of group goals, inspirational motivation,
appropriate role model, individual consideration, and contingent reward significantly

discriminated between pass and failure. A separate discriminant function analyses revealed that

the attitudinal variables of self-confidence, resilience, and satisfaction also successfully

discriminated between pass and failure. Study 2 used an experimental design to examine the
effectiveness of a transformational leadership intervention. Partictpants were 85 experimental
and 67 control recruits who completed questionnaires at weeks 5 and 15 of recruit training.
Results revealed that 3 of the S key leadership behaviours, and all of the 3 recruit attitudinal

variables measured, were significantly enhanced by the intervention.



3" party copyright material excluded from digitised thesis.

Please refer to the original text to see this material.
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Chapter 4

The structural and predictive validity of a Vision, Sup;aort, Challenge model of
Transformational Leadership

5 )
Arthur, C. A., & Hardy, L. (In prep). The structural and predictive validity of a Vis;
Challenge model of Transformational Leadership. Y Vision, Support,
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Abstract

This paper presents 3 studies that test the structural and predictive validity of a
three factor, vision, support, and challenge model of transformational leadership. The
research was conducted with infantry recruits in a military training organization. Study 1
(n = 573) used confirmatory factor analyses in an exploratory manner to refine the
concepts of vision, support, and challenge. After minor modifications the conceptual
model appeared tenable. Using a second sample, Study 2 (» = 693) confirmed the factor
structure obtained in study 1. A subset of the Study 2 sample was used in Study 3 (n=
248) to examine the predictive validity of the vision, support, and challenge model. The

outcome variables selected were leader inspires extra effort, satisfaction with training,
self-confidence, and performance. The results revealed that vision, support, and
challenge predicted leader inspires extra effort, vision and support predicted satisfaction,

support predicted self-confidence, and vision and support predicted performance.
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Chapter S

Summary, General Discussion, and Future Directions
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The thesis has examined some of the issues surrounding transformational leadership
theory. The first chapter discussed some of the main issues in transformational
leadership research including: measurement; conceptualisation; what it is that

transformational leaders provide their followers with; and intervention issues. Chapters 2

and 3 utilized a combination of correlational and experimental designs to examine a

differentiated conceptualisation of transformational leadership. In the intervention

studies transformational leadership was expressed as a way in which leaders could
provide their followers with a vision of the future, support them in achieving that vision,

and also challenge them to meet that vision. Chapter 4 then examined the empirical

validity of the vision, support, and challenge model.

Summary of main findings
The main findings of the thesis were: (1) Evidence was provided for the differentiated

conceptualisation of transformational leadership used in the thesis; (2) Leader behaviours
appear to be malleable, 1.e., appear to be positively impacted by appropriate

interventions; (3) Increases in leader behaviours were associated with increased follower

and organizational outcomes; and (4) The empirical bases for the vision, support, and

challenge model was shown to offer some promise.

Main findings . -
Evidence was provided that corroborates the Antonakis, Avolio, and Sivasubramaniam’s
(2002) and Rafferty and Griffin’s (2004) assertion that differentiated conceptualisations

of transformational leadership ought to be adopted. Theoretical arguments and empirical

R TR I SRRy v-- .~ R O SDT -  *or J VU SV R - ey
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evidence supporting differentiation were consistently provided throughout the thesis.
Initially, a theoretical case was made for differentiation based on the notion that
globalization implicitly assumes that all transformational behaviours will have a similar
relationship with all outcomes, will have similar antecedents, will be similarly atiected by
interventions, and that leaders will display similar levels of all the behaviours. Secondly,
from an applied perspective, adopting a differentiated approach to transformational
leadership allows for the fine tuning of interventions. Globalization ignores two
important sources of information, namely, which of the transformational leadership
behaviours are most important in specific contexts, and which of the behaviours are
displayed in relatively low levels by the leaders in question. Chapters 2 and 3

demonstrated that such relationship and level information can be used to effectively guide

interventions.
The second main finding of the thesis was that transformational leadership

interventions can positively enhance follower perceptions of their direct leaders’

behaviours and selected follower outcomes including performance. This thesis adds to
the three previously published studies (Barling, Webber, & Kelloway, 1996; Dvir, Eden,
Avolio, Bass, & Shamir, 2002; Kelloway, Barling, & Helleur, 2000) that have examined
whether transformational leader behaviours can be modified. The two intervention

studies in this thesis have greatly strengthened the existing evidence that leader

- behaviours are modifiable by an appropriate intervention,

.. .The third main finding relates to the efficacy of enhanced follower perceptions of
their leaders’ trrar;hsfonnatiqnal behaviours. In chapters 2 and 3, strong evidence was .

~ provided that training in transformational leadership leads to increased follower
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intrapersonal outcomes, enhanced group cohesion and enhanced performance. These

results extend the vast amount of correlational evidence linking transformational
leadership to positive outcomes by strengthening the often assumed (but rarely tested)
notion that transformational leadership caused the positive outcomes. The results of both
chapters 2 and 3, but especially chapter 3, provide very strong evidence that appropriate

transformational leadership training can be beneficial to organisational outcomes, i.e., in

the current context first time pass rates increased.

A major strength of the thesis 1s that it contained two large scale longitudinal field
based experimental studies; this almost doubles the number of field based experimental
studies published to date. Furthermore, chapter 2 is the first study to utilise a two study
design (diagnosis plus intervention) to test the efficacy of a transformational leadership
intervention, and chapter 3 is the first experimental study to utilise a longitudinal

organizational design in which the whole organisation was included in the study. The

study reported in chapter 3 is unique in that it used a longitudinal fully randomised design

to asses the efficacy of the leadership intervention, whereby the followers in the pre-test

were different to the followers in the post-test condition. - -

The fourth main finding of the thesis was the applied (chapters 2 and 3), and the
theoretical and empirical (chapter 4) tenability of a vision, support, and challenge model
- of transformational leadership. Chapters 2 and 3 provided evidence that an Intervention
that described a differentiated model of transformational leadership in terms of the
provision of vision, support, and challenge can enhance a number of follower outcomes,
and éhapter 4 explored the theoretical underpinnings, and provided evidence of the

I

- psychometric and predictive validity, of the vision, support, and challenge model, -
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Issues arising from the thesis

Vision, support, and challenge

Two themes that run through this thesis were that, on the one hand we argue for
differentiation, yet on the other we argue for a simplified 3-factor model of
transformational leadership (vision, support, and challenge). At first glance, these two
themes may appear to be somewhat contradictory notions. However, a closer
examination at the precise way in which these two positions were operationalised in the
thesis reveals that these two views of transformational leadership are completely
complimentary. At no point does the vision, support, and challenge model supersede the
differentiated model. Rather, the fully differentiated model is described as a way that
leaders can provide their followers with a vision of the future, challenge them to achieve
the vision, and support them in their efforts to achieve the vision. Chapters 2 and 3
provided evidence that this view of transformational leadership can be used to underpin

successful interventions, and chapter 4 provided evidence of the structural validity of the

3-factor model. Whilst chapter 4 provided evidence that it is empirically tenable to view

transformational leadership in this way the obvious next step is to examine the extent to
which the different transformational behaviours map onto vision, support, and challenge,

i.e., examine the tenability of the vision, support, and challenge model using a

hierarchical factor structure, * ~ - "'+

Interactions between the transformational leader behaviours - = i

An interesting finding with some potentially far reaching theoretical and applied -
implications was that, in chapter 4, vision and support interacted to affect the - ' - -

performance outcome measured, such that when vision was low support did not appear to
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affect performance but when vision was high support appeared to negaiively affect
performance. Two possible interpretations of this result were provided in chapter 4.
Whilst, the transformational leadership research has began to examine the potential
moderating effects that contextual (e.g., Antonakis, Avolio, Sivasubramaniam, 2004;
Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996) and situational (e.g., Lim & Ployhart, 2004)
variables may have on the efficacy of transformational leadership, the possibility that the
different transformational behaviours may interact to atfect outcomes has not been
examined. In the current author’s opinion this is a major weakness in the
transformational leadership literature that needs to be addressed.

The discussions in chapter 1 and throughout this thesis that relate to the
differentiation issues raise the possibility that the different leader behaviours may interact
to impact the outcomes. Within these discussions it was noted that the different leader
behaviours have been shown to have dramatically different relationships with outcome
variables. For example, Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Bommer (1996) found that hi gh
performance expectations was negatively related to satisfaction and positively related to
courtesy, whilst in another study high performance expectations was shown to have no
significant relationship with satisfaction (Schriesheim, Castro, Zhou, & DeChurch, 2006).

The empirical evidence suggests that there are times when high performance expectations

- will have positive effects, times when they will have no effects, and times when they will

have negative effects. One possible explanation for these mixed findings may be that the
relationship one leader behaviour has with an outcome, is at least, partially dependent on

the levels of other accompanying behaviours. For example, if the leader offers high

~ levels of support alongside high performance expectations, followers may view the -
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challenging behaviours as a positive contribution on the part of the leader. However, if
high levels of challenge are accompanied by low levels of support then followers may
view the challenging behaviours as pressuring and unhelpfﬁl. Whilst the above argument
is somewhat speculative, taken together with the results of chapter 4, exploration of the
possibility that different leader behaviours may interact would appear to be a potentially -
fruitful avenue for future research.

One further i1ssue that is related to the above argument is that the literature has
generally explained contradictory results as being primarily related to contextual or
situational differences. The moderating effects of context and situation have thus far only
been studied, or theorised to moderate the main effects of transformational leader
behaviours. It 1s suggested that extending the potential moderating effects of situation
and context to incorporate the moderation of the nature of interactions between leader
behaviours is worthy of further exploration. Indeed, as our knowledge surrounding

leadership becomes more sophisticated so to do the analyses required to investigate the

specific relationships between the different behaviours, contexts, and outcomes. More

use needs to be made of 3-way designs where the nature of interactions between the
different leader behaviours may be moderated by contextual or situational variables.
Augmentation hypothesis

One issue that was not directly addressed by the current thesis but is relevant to the
transformational leadership literature is the augméntation hypothesis. The augmentation
hypothesis argues that transformational leadership will predict performance over and

above the performance predicted by transactional leadership (i.e., transformational

leadership will augment transactional léadership; Bass, 1985, 1998). There is mixed: -
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empirical support for the augmentation hypothesis, but the majority of this evidence has
shown that transformational leadership does predict variance in performance over and
above the variance accounted for by transactional leadership (e.g., Bass et al., 2003;
Judge & Picco‘lo, 2004; Waldman, Bass & Yammarino, 1990). Most of the research
examining the augmentation hypothesis has focused on the relative contributions that
transformational and transactional behaviours make to outcome variables. While this
research has generated evidence supporting the hypothesis, no attempt has been made to
theoretically explain, or empirically test, the underlying mechanisms by which this
process occurs. This omission in previous research may have contributed to the mixed

support obtained for the hypothesis, especially when a closer inspection is made of the

different ways 1n which transactional contingent reward behaviours have been
conceptualized and measured. For example, Bass et al. (2003) did not find any support
for the augmentation hypothesis until they partitioned their items measuring transactional

leadership into higher level transactional behaviours “..generally associated with
recognition and forming of implicit contracts.” (p. 214) and lower level transactional

behaviours “..associated with more explicit contracting with followers.” (p. 214). Bass et
al., proposed that the following two items formed the lower order factor; “rewards us
when we do what we are supposed to do” and “makes clear exactly what platoon
members will get if performance goals are met”. Subsequently, when they re-ran their
‘analyses using only the lower order items, transformational leadership predibted variance
in performance over and above the variance predicted by transactional leadership.

-~ However, this finding still does not explain how or why transformational leadership

- augments lower level transactional leadership. The present researcher would suggest that



165

a theoretically driven explanation of the underlying mechanism by which augmentation
occurs should lead to a greater understanding of the issue. Whilst not directly testing the
underlying mechanisms of the relationship between transformational and transactional
leadership, the current thesis did reveal an interesting finding for future research to
consider. In chapters 2 and 3 contingent reward was the strongest contributor to the
discriminant function predicting achievement outcomes, yet did not have large
correlations with the psychological outcomes. Indeed, the average correlation between
contingent reward and the psychological outcomes in chapter 2 was r = .24, and the
correlation between the global measure of transformational leadership and the
psychological outcomes was r = .34 (whilst we disagree with using a global measure it is
used in this case merely to accentuate a point), a similar pattern of results was also
obtained in chapter 3. These findings suggest that contingent reward may have direct

effects on performance, which, to some extent, may by-pass higher level cognition. One

of the key propositions of transformational leadership is that transformational leaders

activate the higher-order needs of followers (Bass, 1985). Even though not explicitly
stated in the literature, this implies that transactional leadership either, does not activate
higher-order needs, or activates higher-order needs to a lesser extent than
transformational leadership. The activation of higher order processes implies that
consciousness will be increasingly involved and thus people will be more likely aware of
the effects. Consequently, the effeqts of transformational leadership can be picked up by
self-reported mediating variables. Conversely, transactional behaviours may bypass the

higher order needs and have direct effects on performance via the reward centres of the

“old” brain (see, for example, Lang, 2000; LeDoux, 1996; Gray, 1977, 1990). Although
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speculative, the results of chapter 2 suggest that this proposition may be an area worthy
of future investigation.

Contingent reward
Another issue that relates to the above discussion on the augmentation hypothesis is the

notion that Bass et al. (2003) suggests that Bass (1985) may have elevated Burns’ (1978)
original conceptualization of transactional-contingent reward to be more transformational
by including implicit contracts and recognition in the definition. Bass et al., suggest that
the lower level factor of transactional leadership will have a smaller correlation with
transformational leadership than the higher level factor. Unfortunately, Bass et al., did
not report the correlations of the higher and lower order contingent reward factors with
the transformational leadership behaviours, thus leaving this question open. However,
the conceptualization and measurement of transactional leadership used ir; the current
thesis is close to Bass et al.’s conceptualization and measurement of the lower order

transactional leadership construct. For example, an item from Bass et al.’s lower order

construct is “Rewards us when we do what we are supposed to do”, and an item from the

current studies 1s *Personally praises me when I do outstanding work”. The average
correlation in Chapter 2 between contingent reward and transformational leadership
behaviours was .42, while in the Bass et al., study the correlation between the combined
aspects of transactional leadership and transformational leadership was .85, thus lending
some preliminary support to the suggestion by Bass et al., that lower level transactional-
contingent reward should have a smaller correlation with transformational leadership than

higher level transactional leadership. These results suggest that the partitioning of
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transactional behaviours could lead to xincreased discriminant validity between
transactional contingent reward and transformational leadership behaviours.
Examination of the separate transformational behaviours

One of the criticisms that has been levelled at the transformational leadership research
literature is that the separate leader behaviours can be somewhat ambiguous and can
include different conceptually distinct behaviours or attributes (Yukl, 1999). Rafferty
and Griffin (2006) verified this point with the construct of individualized consideration.

In their study clear evidence was provided that individualized consideration can be

delineated into two conceptually and empirically distinct behaviours, one that relates to

the provision of support, and the other that relates to developmental aspects of leadership.

In a similar vein, the current researcher believes that at least two other behaviours used in

the present research can also be delineated into conceptually distinct behaviours. The
conceptualisation of inspirational motivation used in the current research was based on

that in the MLQ-5X (Bass & Avolio, 1995, 2000). As discussed in the introduction of
chapter 2, this conceptualisation is theorized to contain elements that pertain to creating

and inspiring followers with a positive vision of the future and expressing belief in
followers that they can achieve the vision. It is éuggésted that there are at least two
conceptually distinct factors contained within this definition: The first relates to creating
a positive vision of the future; and the second relates to expressing confidence in
followers. A leader that talks of a positive vision maj; not express a belief in followers
that they can achieve or be a part of the vision. It is suggested that there is a theoretical

argument to delineate inspirational motivation into these two distinct factors. Future
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research may want to theoretically explore and then empirically asses whether these two

constructs are indeed, conceptually, empirically, and meaningfully, distinct.
The other factor included in the current research that may contain more than one
conceptually distinct behaviour is fostering acceptance of group goals. Podsakoff, et al.

(1990) define fostering acceptance of group goals as, behaviour on the part of the leader

that is aimed at promoting cooperation among employees and getting them to work
together toward a common goal. His measurement of the construct includes the

following items: “develops a team attitude and spirit among employees.”; and “gets the
group to work together for the same goal.”. It is suggested that the latter item primarily

appears to be about encouraging followers to set and adopt group goals, whilst the former

item primarily appears to be about developing team spirit, which might be related to, but

is arguably a conceptually distinct component from setting group goals. It is quite

conceivable that there are other ways to develop a team spirit than setting group goals.

For example, by emphasizing the identity of the group, the followers’ membership of the
group, and stressing the uniqueness of the group in comparison to other groups have all

been suggested as ways that will foster team spirit (Kark & Shamir, 2002). Future
rescarch would seem warranted to examine whether Podsakoff et al.’s conceptualisation
of fostering acceptance of groups can be differentiated into two conceptually distinct
constructs, one that relates to encouraging followers to set and adopt group goals, and the

other that relates to developing a team spirit and identity among followers.
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Limitations of thesis

One limitation of the thesis is that it primarily relied on data analysis techniques that
assumed effects were occurring at the individual level of analyses. Having said this, it
was not an aim of the current thesis to investigate the level at which leadership was
operating at. Much has been written about the need to consider the level of analyse§ (see,
for example, Antonakis, Schriessheim, Donavan, Gopalakrishna-Pillia, Pellegrini, &
Rossomme, 2004; Bliese & Halverson, 2002; Gavin & Hofmann, 2002; Markham &
Halverson, 2002; Yammarino, 1990). There now appears to be a wide consensus in the
literature that researchers ought to empirically test the level at which leadership effects
are occurring rather than implicitly assuming the level. Currently, the candidate is
working on research designs and analytical strategies that will allow for the investigation

of such effects. Some of these include; hierarchical linear modelling, i.e, multilevel
analyses (Hoftman, 1997); within and between analysis (Dansereau, Alutto, &

Yammarino, 1984); and r w, coefficient analyses (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984).
A further methodological limitation that needs to be acknowledged is that the

thesis relied on a reflective indicator approach to examine the structural properties of the
measurements use‘d.: Whilst using ljeﬂ§gti\{e indicator approaches to asses the structural
properties is the norm in the transformational leadership literature, MacKenzie,
Podsakoft, and Jarvis (2005) have rccently called for authors to provide a detailed
rationale of why either a reflective or formative approach has been adopted. The
reflective approach assumes that a latent variable is reflected in its indicators i.e.,
substantive meaning emanates from the underlying latent construct to its indicators. The

formative approach assumes that meaning flows from the items to the construct i.e.,
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substantive meaning emanates from the indicators to the construct. There are several
important measurement and conceptual implications of adopting either a formative or a
reflective approach. The reflective approach assumes that the covariance in the items are
reflective of the underlying latent construct, where each item is theorized to tap the same
conceptual space, In contrast to the formative approach that assumes each of the

indicators tap a different conceptual space of the construct. This implies that reflective
indicators ought to be highly correlated, interchangeable without any loss of conceptual

meaning, and should have the same antecedents and consequences, whereas formative
indicators should not be highly correlated, should tap distinct conceptual domains, and

should have different antecedents and consequences (Mackenzie et al., 2005). A further
implication of the above discussion is that a formative approach would appear to be better

suited to constructs that are multifaceted and that a reflective approach is better suited to

one-dimensional constructs. In many cases the multifaceted nature of psychological
‘constructs depends on the level of abstraction that the researcher is investi gating. For
example, MacKenzie et al. suggests that transformational leadership lends itself more to a

formative rather than a reflective af)proaéﬁ (thé reflective approach has dominated the
literature evaluatin'g1t’he‘structLiral properties of transformational leadership and was used
‘in lthis thesis). The candidate concurs with I\;IabKenzie and colleagues that
‘transformational leadership is ahfﬁultidiménsic;hal construct containing several different
behaviours that are conceptually distinct with different antecedents and consequences.
However, th:isimayfbhly be true if transformational leadership is conceptualised at a
iglob“alil;ircl. Were the researchers interested il{'ﬁé:ﬁlroré differentiated conceptualisation of

“transformational leadership where the different behaviours were the unit of aralalyseﬁs (as
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apposed to the global construct) a reflective approach maybe more appropriate. This

would be entirely dependent on the different conceptualisations of the separate
behaviours i.e., are the separate behaviours theorised to be one-dimensional or
multidimensional, or can the behaviours be further sub-divided. In other words, if the
recommendations of MacKenzie and colleagues are followed, the current author suggests

that the approach adopted will be a function of the level of abstraction that constructs are

being analysed on.
As mentioned earlier, the current thesis adopted a reflective approach to assessing
the structural properties of the constructs measured. This was done primarily because a

differentiated conceptualisation of transformational leadership was adopted which would
lend itself more to a reflective approach. However, as discussed earlier the one-

dimensional nature of some of the separate transformational leader behaviours is

questionable (see earlier discussions on: Inspirational motivation; fostering acceptance of

group goals; and individualized support). It might therefore be interesting to further test

these models with a formative indicator approach. An interesting result that may inform

on this discussion was that in order to test the relative efficacy of adopting a
differentiated approach over a global approach to transformational leadership the
differentiated scale was collapsed to form a global scale. Lending weight to the above
suggestions by McKenzie and colleagues the fit of the differentiated model was far
superior to the global scale.. . . -

_Another limitation of the thesis is that, like the majority of the transformational
leadership research, it has ignored the possibility that situational variables, and especially

follower characteristics, may impact the effectiveness of transformational leadership.
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Indeed, Avolio (2007) stated that “..if the accumulated science of leadership had
produced a periodic table of relevant elements ... one might conclude that leadership
studies had focussed too narrowly on a limited set of elements, primarily highlighting the
leader yet overlooking many other potentially relevant elements of leadership such as the
follower and context.” (p.25). This sentiment has been echoed by many scholars, for

example, Grint (2000) suggested that leadership research has been flawed from the start

because it has failed to consider the impact of the follower in the relationship, and Lord,
Brown and Frieberg (1999) suggested that followers maybe a source of variance that is
yet to be fully explored in the leadership literature. There is some research on
transformational leadership that has focused on the follower; for example, Dvir and
Shamir (2003) examined which follower characteristics predicted the emergence of
transformational leadership, and Ehrhart and Klein (2001) examined which follower
characteristics were related to leadership style preference. However, to the best of the

current author’s knowledge there have been no studies that have explicitly set out to

determine if follower characteristics moderate the effectiveness of transformational
leadership or the relative importance of different transformational leadership behaviours.
This is somewhat surprising given the central role that follower characteristics have
occupied in other prominent leadership theories.  For example, path goal theory (House,
1971) identified follower characteristics as one of the two situational variables that are
theorized to moderate the effects of leaders’ behaviour and follower outcomes. Perhaps

the reason that follower characteristics have not been more widely studied in the
transformational leadership literature is due to the results of a meta analyses conducted

- by Wofford and Liska (1993) revealing that only one of the follower characteristics
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identified in the literature moderated the leader behaviour and follower outcome
relationship. Furthermore, even in a theory (path goal theory) that explicitly identifies
follower characteristics as a potential moderator variable relatively few studies have
actually examined them in this way (c.f. Wofford & Liska, 1993). Relational models of
leadership, for example, vertical dyad linkage theory (Dansereau, Graen, & Uhl-Bien,
1975), and leader-member exchange theory (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) all give
prominence to the role of the follower in affecting leadership effectiveness. However,
follower characteristics have not necessarily been included as moderating variables in
studies of these theories, rather, these theories have focussed on the quality of the

relationship between the leader and followers as a determinant of leader outcomes. It
seems quite plausible that follower dispositions or personalities may moderate the

effectiveness of transformational leadership, or the effectiveness of the different sub-

dimensions of transformational leadership. Research examining the potential of follower

characteristics to moderate the effectiveness of the different transformational leadership

behaviours would seem a fruitful avenue for future research.

Strengths and weaknesses of the research programme

A strength of the current research programme was that it involved a variety of different
study designs that included: Correlational; large scale field based intervention studies:
and measurement studies. The correlational studies used a number of different
techniques including moderated hierarchical régréssion and discriminant function
analysis, the intervention studies used ANOVA (mixed model and fully randomised), and

the conceptual study used confirmatory factor analyses techniques to asses model fit. Of
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note is the way in which confirmatory factor analyses were interpreted, where, in
recognition of the heated debates and controversy that surrounds the interpretation of the
fit statistics the current thesis always endeavoured to adopt a balanced view (see for
discussions: Markland, 2007; Barrett, 2007). It is clear that a variety of different
analytical techniques and strategies were employed throughout the thesis providing the

candidate with a strong base in research design and applied statistics (the candidate

intends to further develop this area to incorporate multilevel analyses techniques and
partial least squares).

A further strength of the research programme was the amount of consultancy
work that was involved. This provided the candidate with excellent opportunities to
develop his consultancy skills, whilst also gaining invaluable knowledge in how to
balance both research and applied consultancy work. During this time, the candidate

liaised, and ran workshops, with a variety of people from different levels of the

organisations involved, including relatively senior ranked personnel.

The research programme also developed the candidates’ awareness of what are
good research questions and what are not quite so good research questions. For example,
a research question that has strong applied implications is possibly quite exciting, just as
a research question that has strong theoretical implications. However, the most exciting
research questions tend to be those that have both strong theoretical and applied
implications.

From the evidence provided in the the§is, a limitation of the research programme

could be that no qualitative studies were included.- Whilst not detracting from the value

that empirical research pI‘OVidesﬂ, a PhD in the social sciences that does not include some
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sort of qualitative research has not used all the available research techniques. Qualitative
research methods can provide a richer, more in depth, picture whilst providing a better
understanding of complex phenomena (e.g., Alvesson, 1996; Bryman, Stephens, &
Campo, 1996; Conger, 1998). Indeed, Conger (1998) stated that “...they [qualitative
approaches] can be the richest of studies, often illuminating in radically new ways
phenomena as complex as leadership.” (p.108). Qualitative research is proposed to be
particularly useful in the early stages of theory development when not much is known
about the topic. Once an understanding of the topic has been generated, quantitative
approaches can then be used to refine and empirically examine the topic (Conger, 1993).
In a similar vein, the current research adopted a comparable approach to the project. The
initial phase involved collecting information about organisations that the candidate did
not have any prior experience with. Qualitative approaches were adopted in the initial
phases of the project in order to glean as much information as possible about the
organization and the specific requirements. This initial qualitative phase was conducted
via a series of focus groups where the oigganiiatioﬁél outcome (exiting recruits) were

Bfoﬁled to determine what the ideal exiting recruit should look like, i.e., skills and

attributes an exiting recruit should ideally apf)sses: This information was then used to
inform the quantitative part of the b’rojéct‘. Even thouéh the qualitative ph!ase has not
‘been reported in the thééis, ﬁcilrlaliitartivei methods were included in the broader research

o
-
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programme.
" After the initial information gathering stages, personnel were identified with

whom the candidate and thesis supervisor would work. It was vital for the success of the

project that a trusting relationship was developed with these personnel, which was not a
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trivial matter. This is especially true given the current climate the military has with
certain civilian organisations. The military’s normal experience of external civilian

organisations is that the external organisations conduct audits of quality control that are

essentially designed to find fault and cast blame. Yet these audits have not generally

been forthcoming with workable proposals for solutions to the problems that they have
identified. In order for the project to be a success it was vital that we overcame these
obstacles to developing a positive trusting relationship with the clients. This was
primarily achieved by working with a model of equal expertise and initial reassurances
that we would not impose any external controls over the process, and did not profess to
be experts about fheir specific environment. Indeed, after the initial introductions, the
opening gambit was something along the lines of, “We do not profess to know anything
about what it is like to be a front line military soldier, we do not know anything about
closing with the enemy and destroying them, but what we do know a lot about is the

psychological aspects of elite performance and how to train these”. The process was laid
out transparently where the clients would have control and ownership of the project. It
was explained that we (the external aggnfs)iwou!d operate primarily as information
sorters, data analysts, educators, and conduits of this process. After a series of workshops
we felt comfortable that the clients did indeed trust us and were actively engaged in the
project. This was evidenced by their apparent enthusiasm and desire for more
information rega‘rgiqng*t'hg ﬁis:sujes we were dealing w_i;h outside of the formal meetings.
For example, on numerous occasions, vyé would rcqe.i*vée. phone calls about specific

training or management issues that the clients were dealing with, or the clients would

contact us to organise extra meetings outside of the formally agreed scheduled. If they
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were not engaged in the process or lacked trust in us, this “extra curricular” behaviour

would likely not have been so evident.

Reflective Section

There are three main areas of development that the candidate has undergone whilst on
this research programme, the first relates to consultancy work, the second relates to
research proficiency, and the third relates to the merging of these two perspectives, i.c.,
how to combine good science with good consultancy work. Through the process of
studying for this PhD there have been many moments of sheer terror (e.g., waiting to
have a meeting with a group of hostile sergeant majors) coupled with moments of relief
(e.g., finding out that the hostile sergeant majors were not really hostile in intent, they
were just understandably concerned that some civilian academics from their ivory towers
were going to tell them how they should be doing their jobs). The experience of being

expertly supervised and mentored through this process has allowed the candidate to
develop many consultancy skills and competences. This said, the research component of

this process has been where the biggest gains to the candidates’ development have been
evidenced, yet probably still remains the area where the biggest discrepancy exists
between what the candidate does and does not know. The candidate has begun to
understand some of the 1ssues that surround scientific approaches to studying leadership.
Whilst still only just scratching the surface of this vast area of research the candidate
looks forward to applying }the skills learned to further his knowledge (and knowled ge in

general) of other related areas in the social sciences. .
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Summary of future directions

Below is a summary of some specific research questions that have been highlighted by
the thests;

1) To what extent do the different behaviours that are theorized to make up
transformational leadership map onto the vision, support, and challenge model?

2) Do vision, support, and challenge interact to affect outcomes?

3) To what extent are the potential interactions between vision, support, and challenge
moderated by situational and contextual factors?

4) Do the separate transformational leadership behaviours interact to affect outcomes?

5) To what extent are the potential interactions between the separate transformational

leadership behaviours moderated by situational and contextual factors?

6) Does follower personality moderate the leader behaviour and follower outcome

relationship?

7) Do leader transactional behaviours have a “direct” effect on followers?

8) What are the mechanisms by which transactional behaviours operate?
0) To what extent are Bass et al.’s (2002) “higher” and “lower” order constructs of

contingent reward, theoretically, empirically and meaningfully valid?

10) What is the relationship between reward and punishment, i.e., do these behaviours

interact to effect follower behaviours?
11) To what extent does adopting a reflective or formative approach to model testing in

transformational leadership lead to different conclusions about the factor structure?

12) How important is the inclusion of the social context/organizational context in

interventions?
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13) Is it theoretically, empirically, and meaningfully valid to delineate inspirational
motivation into, communicating a positive vision and expressing belief in followers?
14) Is it theoretically, empirically, and meaningfully valid to delineate fostering
acceptance of group goals into, fostering team spirit, and fostering the acceptance of

groups goals?

Conclusions

To conclude, the thesis addressed some of the issues that surround transformational
leadership research. In particular, further evidence was generated for the efficacy of

transformational leadership interventions and also some preliminary evidence was

provided to support the tenability of a vision, support, and challenge model. The thesis

also highlighted several areas of future research that would lead to increased

understanding of the conceptual bases of transformational leadership and the mechanisms

by which it operates.
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