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This study addressed the unresolved issue of how differentiated leadership (leaders
treating individuals within a group differently) affects group effectiveness. We devel-
oped and tested a group-level model involving group-focused and individual-focused
leadership using three-phased survey data from 70 work groups in eight companies.
Results showed that differentiated leadership within groups diminished group effec-
tiveness through creating divergence in leader identification and member self-efficacy
and lower group collective efficacy. At the same time, group-focused leadership facil-
itated group identification and collective efficacy, which positively contributed to
group effectiveness. We discuss theoretical and managerial implications of the poten-
tial cost of differentiated leadership behaviors in groups.

The study of leadership and of groups1 consti-
tutes two large but separate literatures. Recently,
however, researchers have begun to integrate these
two literatures in an attempt to understand the role
of leadership in group effectiveness (Burke, Stagl,
Klein, Goodwin, Salas, & Halpin, 2006; Kozlowski,
Gully, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 1996). Reviews
and meta-analyses (e.g., Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Ber-
son, 2003; Burke et al., 2006) have shown that the
bulk of past research on group leadership has ex-
amined how leaders affect groups by directly link-
ing leadership with performance at the group level.
Recognizing that group leadership requires leader
attention to both a group and its individual mem-
bers (Hirschhorn, 1991), scholars have conducted
multilevel studies to examine the influence of lead-
ership on group- and individual-level outcomes
(e.g., Chen & Bliese, 2002; Chen, Kirkman, Kanfer,
Allen, & Rosen, 2007). Chen et al. (2007), in a study
of empowering leadership, found that leaders can
attend to both their group and individual members
simultaneously. These studies represent an impor-
tant step toward understanding leadership in the
group setting, but further research is necessary on

“the dynamic interplay between the individuals
within a team and the team as a whole” (Chen et al.,
2007: 331).

To advance this line of research, in the current
study we aimed to investigate transformational lead-
ership effects on groups as wholes and on the indi-
viduals within groups, both at the group level. We
focused on transformational leadership behaviors,
which inspire followers to pursue higher-order goals
and to exert extraordinary effort (Bass, 1985; Shamir,
House, & Arthur, 1993). Research has shown that the
construct of transformational leadership is flexible as
to level of analysis (Kirkman, Chen, Farh, Chen, &
Lowe, 2009), comprising behaviors targeted at both
groups and individuals (Kark & Shamir, 2002; Yam-
marino & Bass, 1990). Some of its behavioral com-
ponents (e.g., “individualized consideration” and
“intellectual stimulation,” both defined in the next
section) are aimed at influencing individual employ-
ees by addressing the uniqueness of each follower
(e.g., customized coaching); such behavior represents
individual-focused leadership. Other behavioral
components (e.g., “idealized influence” and “inspira-
tional motivation,” also defined in the next section)
are aimed at influencing a group as a whole (e.g.,
delivering speeches to the group); such behavior rep-
resents group-focused leadership. We adopt the label
differentiated leadership to refer to the case in which
a leader exhibits varying levels of individual-focused
leadership behavior to different group members, for
instance paying more attention or providing more
support to some members than to others. Although
group-focused leadership unites members and pro-
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1 Although we use the term “group” herein, we draw
on research related to both groups and teams.
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motes group effectiveness, we explore the question of
whether and how differentiated leadership may
dampen group effectiveness as a consequence of vari-
ations or divergence in group member experiences.

The study contributes to the existing literature in
three ways. First, it sheds some light on the mech-
anisms through which differentiated leadership
may reduce group effectiveness. Existing empirical
studies have only examined the direct effects of
differentiated leadership on group outcomes (e.g.,
Liden, Erdogan, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2006). Re-
searchers have called for more studies of the differ-
entiation process and its effects on work groups
(Sparrowe & Liden, 1997). Hence, examining inter-
vening mechanisms is a promising way to advance
this line of research (Vecchio, 1987). Second, the
current study contributes to the study of transfor-
mational leadership. Unlike previous studies treat-
ing transformational leadership as an overarching
construct, this research focuses on its behavioral
components, answering Dionne, Yammarino, At-
water, and Spangler’s call for “expanding our un-
derstanding of specifically how transformational
leadership components can be linked to team per-
formance through various teamwork processes”
(2004: 182). Examining specific behavioral compo-
nents provides clarity on how transformational
leadership influences groups and their individual
members. Third, the study also contributes to
group leadership research by modeling both group-
focused and individual-focused leadership at the
group level. This effort responds to Kozlowski and
Bell’s statement that “team leadership would ben-
efit from research that is explicitly targeted at the
team level” (2003: 367). By tracking both group-
focused and individual-focused leadership within
a work group context, we are able to discover
unique and new leadership insights that may be

missed by examining leadership as separate pro-
cesses at the individual and group levels.

THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

Elevating individual-level research to the group
level requires scholars to incorporate two parallel
processes, with one addressing the collective na-
ture of the focal topic (i.e., the “whole”), and the
other focusing on a group’s individual members
(i.e., the “parts”) (Chen & Kanfer, 2007; Dansereau,
Yammarino, & Kohles, 1999). Combining the
“whole” view and the “parts” view facilitates a
more comprehensive understanding of groups. In
this research, we adopt a group-level model
wherein the “parts” view of individual-focused
leadership is elevated to the group level through
consideration of how potential differentiation in
leader behavior and divergent member responses
influence group-level outcomes. Figure 1 delin-
eates the two parallel leadership processes at the
group level.

The upper segment in Figure 1 reflects the group-
focused leadership process. Leadership is treated
as a shared property (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000) in
that leaders are assumed to behave similarly to-
ward different members and members agree on
their perception of leadership behavior. For exam-
ple, leaders can influence a work group as a whole
by delivering speeches to the group or by providing
group-based rewards. This leadership process ex-
plains how group-focused leadership leads to
shared perceptions and beliefs about group identi-
fication and collective efficacy. Group identifica-
tion refers to members’ collectively defining who
they are in relation to their group membership (e.g.,
“We are the members of the engineering group”).
Collective efficacy refers to a shared belief about

FIGURE 1
Group-Level Model of Dual-Focus Leadership Effects on Group Effectiveness
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the group’s performance potential (e.g., “We are
confident that our group can successfully perform
these tasks”).

In contrast, the lower part of Figure 1 depicts the
individual-focused leadership process (manifested
by differentiated leadership at the group level). Un-
like group-focused leadership, this leadership pro-
cess follows a configural perspective (Klein & Koz-
lowski, 2000) in which leaders behave differently
toward group members by paying more attention to
certain members and providing more resources to
others, thereby producing within-group variability
of member experiences with leadership. Research
on leader-member exchange (LMX) theory has con-
sistently shown that a leader may treat members
differently, resulting in a division between in-
group and out-group members (Ilies, Nahrgang, &
Morgeson, 2007; Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997).
Differentiated leadership promotes within-group
divergence on leader identification and self-effi-
cacy. Leader identification defines a member in
relation to a leader. For example, a doctoral student
may identify with her advisor in defining how she
sees herself as a scholar. Self-efficacy defines peo-
ple’s beliefs in their ability to perform a task (Ban-
dura, 1990). The model further links divergence in
leader identification and member self-efficacy to
collective efficacy and group effectiveness. Below
we explicate the logic underlying the various
linkages.

Group-Focused Leadership

Group-focused leadership is based on the idea of
average leadership style, a concept that implies that
leaders view group members as a whole and treat
each in the same fashion (Dansereau, Alutto, &
Yammarino, 1984). Its influence target is a whole
group rather than individual members within the
group. Members’ perceptions of their group lead-
er’s behavior are assumed to be similar and shared
within their work unit (Yammarino & Bass, 1990).
Two transformational leadership behaviors—ideal-
ized influence and inspirational motivation—are
more likely to influence a group as a whole than
individual members because of their emphasis on
common ground, shared values, and ideology (Kark
& Shamir, 2002). Idealized influence, also known
as “charisma,” refers to leadership behaviors that
“reflect the leaders’ values and beliefs, their sense
of mission and purpose, and their ethical and moral
orientation” (Antonakis & House, 2002: 9). Exam-
ples of idealized influence include challenging an
organizational status quo and articulating a vision
of the future. Such leaders take advantage of vari-
ous verbal and nonverbal cues (such as slogans,

symbols, rituals, speeches, and ceremonies) to pro-
pose and collectively articulate attractive and as-
piring visions to groups of followers (Shamir,
Zakay, Breinin, & Popper, 1998).

Inspirational motivation refers to leadership be-
haviors that “inspire and motivate followers to
reach ambitious goals that may have previously
seemed unreachable, by raising followers’ expecta-
tions, and communicating confidence that follow-
ers can achieve ambitious goals” (Antonakis &
House, 2002: 9–10). Examples of inspirational
motivation include being a role model for follow-
ers, using verbal persuasion and organizational
symbols to build morale, and highlighting group
commonalities to instill pride in followers (Bass,
1985). The commonality between idealized influ-
ence and inspirational motivation is the emphasis
on building a collective vision (Atwater & Bass,
1994; Dionne et al., 2004). Because achieving a
collective vision requires the involvement and col-
lective effort of all employees, leaders adopting
idealized influence and inspirational motivation
behaviors tend to focus on an overall bond with
their follower group as a whole rather than with
individual followers. In the current study, we refer
to these two behavioral components as group-fo-
cused leadership.

As depicted in Figure 1, group-focused leader-
ship is expected to shape members’ group identifi-
cation, which is a shared cognitive process in
which each member defines the self in terms of his
relationships to the group (Brewer & Gardner,
1996). The collective nature of group-focused lead-
ership triggers followers’ self-categorization as
group members (Kark & Shamir, 2002; Mumford &
Strange, 2002). A member no longer views himself
as a unique individual but construes his identity to
be that of a member of the group. Group attributes
such as shared values and common goals become
salient to the members, while individualized idio-
syncratic characteristics lose prominence. These
psychological mechanisms lead to the activation of
members’ collective identity—in our case, their
group identity (Shamir, Zakay, Breinin, & Popper,
2000; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Self-concept leader-
ship theory (Lord & Brown, 2004) suggests that
certain transformational leader behaviors that link
the self-concept of followers to shared visions, val-
ues, and roles within a group are more likely to
activate followers’ collective identification. Simi-
larly, Mumford and Strange (2002) noted that the
creation and communication of a vision provides a
structure for individuals’ interpretation of how
their work roles relate to a social unit’s vision,
thereby priming collective identification.

Figure 1 further shows that group identification
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in turn influences group members’ shared belief in
their group’s collective capability of integrating
available resources for successful group task per-
formance (Bandura, 1997): that is, its collective ef-
ficacy. Once group identification determines mem-
bers’ self-concepts, members tend to evaluate their
groups positively (Ashforth & Mael, 1989) to main-
tain a positive social image. Efficacy belief is an
example of this evaluation, according to core self-
evaluation theory (Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997).
Previous empirical research has generally sup-
ported the above argument. Kark, Shamir, and
Chen (2003), for example, found that social identi-
fication positively affected follower perceptions of
collective efficacy. The above discussion leads to
the following:

Hypothesis 1. Group-focused transformational
leadership relates positively to members’
group identification.

Hypothesis 2. Group identification relates pos-
itively to a group’s collective efficacy.

Differentiated Individual-Focused Leadership

Individual-focused leadership is grounded in sit-
uational leadership theories (e.g., Fiedler, 1967;
Hersey, Blanchard, & Johnson, 2001) and LMX the-
ory (e.g., Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975). These
theories suggest that effective leaders vary their
behavior on the basis of follower’s individual dif-
ferences (e.g., abilities) and contextual factors (e.g.,
resources, task structure), resulting in differenti-
ated leadership of group members. The influence
target in this case is individual members rather
than their whole group.

Two components of transformational leadership
behaviors—individualized consideration and intel-
lectual stimulation—appear to focus more on indi-
viduals’ needs, capabilities, and affective states
than on their collective interests (Kark & Shamir,
2002). Individualized consideration refers to lead-
ership behaviors that “provide customized socio-
emotional support to followers, while developing
and empowering them” (Antonakis & House, 2002:
10). Kark and Shamir noted that such leader behav-
ior emphasizes the “distinctiveness of each fol-
lower and the unique relationship between the
leader and each follower” (2002: 82). Leaders dem-
onstrating these behaviors are highly aware of each
person’s unique skills and so able to assign tasks
that fit followers’ capabilities and to provide cus-
tomized learning opportunities. Intellectual stimu-
lation refers to leadership behaviors that “appeal to
followers’ intellect to make them question their
assumptions, and invite innovative and creative

solutions to problems” (Antonakis & House, 2002:
10). It is intended to arouse and change followers’
problem awareness, thoughts, imagination, beliefs,
and values (Bass, 1985: 99). As with individualized
consideration, leaders need to consider subordi-
nates’ unique capabilities and characteristics when
creating intellectual stimulation (Bass, 1985) be-
cause abilities and intelligence vary among indi-
viduals (Gardner, 2000). In summary, both individ-
ualized consideration and intellectual stimulation
rely on direct contact and close relationships be-
tween leaders and followers (Gerstner & Day, 1997;
Howell & Hall-Merenda, 1999; Kark & Shamir,
2002). We refer to these two behavioral compo-
nents as individual-focused leadership.

Followers under the influence of individual-fo-
cused leadership are likely to develop close, direct,
and unique relationships with their leaders that are
characterized by mutual trust, support, satisfaction,
and interpersonal attraction (Dumdum, Lowe, &
Avolio, 2002; Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang, & Chen,
2005). As a result, followers are more likely to
incorporate the leader into their self-concepts and
to identify with him or her—that is, leader identi-
fication occurs (Kark et al., 2003; Kark & Shamir,
2002; Shamir, Zakay, Breinin, & Popper, 1998).
Self-concept leadership theory suggests that lead-
ership effects are realized once the relevant aspect
of follower identification is primed (Kark & Shamir,
2002; Lord & Brown, 2004). In the present context,
this logic suggests that a leader’s opinions are apt to
shape a follower’s self-efficacy in a positive direc-
tion; that is, verbal persuasion occurs (Wood &
Bandura, 1989) once the follower identifies with
the leader. Furthermore, social identity scholars
have argued that one important function of social
identity is self-enhancement (Sedikides & Brewer,
2001). Therefore, identifying oneself with a trans-
formational leader is expected to produce a posi-
tive self-concept associated with high self-efficacy
(Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993), ultimately moti-
vating followers to perform at a higher level
(Brewer & Gardner, 1996). Supporting this argu-
ment, Kark et al. (2003) found that follower social
identification mediated the relationship between
transformational leadership and follower self-
efficacy.

The above discussion depicts the leadership in-
fluence process at the individual level. At the
group level, differentiated leadership captures the
variation of individual-focused leadership among a
work group’s members. A high level of differenti-
ated leadership indicates that a leader behaves dif-
ferently toward different members. The leader
spends more time coaching certain members than
others, suggests new ways of problem solving to
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some members more frequently than others, or pro-
vides intellectual challenges to some followers
more than others. Conversely, low levels of differ-
entiated leadership suggest that a leader provides a
similar level of support, direction, and challenge
for each group member. Research on situational
leadership and LMX has shown that within-group
differentiated leadership results in divergence or
variation among group member perceptions of or
experiences with a leader. For example, LMX stud-
ies have reported that when leaders form relation-
ships with followers differently within a group,
those followers are likely to be divided into sub-
groups—an in-group and an out-group, with the
former enjoying a better relationship with the
leader than the latter (Ilies, Nahrgang, & Morgeson,
2007; Sherony & Green, 2002). Therefore, differen-
tiated leadership is expected to produce differences
in outcomes such as members’ leader identification
and self-efficacy.

Building on the logic that those receiving more
leader attention develop high leader identification
and self-efficacy and that the deprived followers
are less likely to identify with the leader and to
develop high self-efficacy perceptions, we expect
that a group with a high level of differentiated
leadership will experience a high level of variation
in leader identification and member self-efficacy.
Thus, we offer the following:

Hypothesis 3. Differentiated individual-fo-
cused transformational leadership in a group
relates positively to divergence in leader iden-
tification among group members.

Hypothesis 4. Divergence in leader identifica-
tion among group members relates positively
to divergence in self-efficacy among group
members.

Relating Group Members’ Self-Efficacy
Divergence to Group Collective Efficacy

We further posit that members’ individual self-
efficacy beliefs will shape their group’s shared col-
lective efficacy perception. When highly effica-
cious people work together with confident peers
(self-efficacy divergence is low), they tend to de-
velop positive perceptions of their group and a
shared positive collective efficacy perception. Con-
versely, when people with high self-efficacy are
grouped with those with self-doubt (self-efficacy
divergence is high), the efficacious members tend
to distrust their peers’ ability to execute task re-
quirements and to be reluctant to work with them
(Steiner, 1972), resulting in low expectations about
the group’s collective performance (Watson, Chem-

ers, & Preiser, 2001). Moreover, when members
hold divergent self-efficacy perceptions, those with
low self-efficacy are susceptible to external influ-
ence (e.g., the low expectations of their highly effi-
cacious peers) because of behavioral plasticity
(Brockner, 1988), and they are likely to become
pessimistic about themselves and their group. As a
result, such groups are not likely to develop a high
level of collective efficacy. Drawing on the above
reasoning, we predict:

Hypothesis 5. Divergence in self-efficacy
among a group’s members relates negatively to
the group’s collective efficacy.

Relating Collective Efficacy and Self-Efficacy
Divergence to Group Effectiveness

Group effectiveness is a multifaceted construct
including both external criteria (e.g., group task
performance) and internal criteria (e.g., group via-
bility defined as members’ willingness to keep their
group membership and to continue functioning as a
group) (Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Kozlowski & Bell,
2003). Efficacy perceptions influence both group
performance and group viability. At the individual
level, highly efficacious people tend to set higher
goals (e.g., increasing performance standards and
output quantities), develop effective task-related
strategies (e.g., better problem-solving and execu-
tion approaches), experience more positive affect
(e.g., feeling optimistic), and choose more appro-
priate tasks (e.g., tasks they like or are good at) so
that performance can be enhanced (Bandura, 1997;
Maddux, 1995). The same argument would sub-
stantiate the linkage between collective efficacy
and group performance. Groups with a high level of
collective efficacy tend to set high group goals,
develop good strategies, experience positive with-
in-group affect, and select appropriate tasks, all of
which ultimately enhance group performance. In
support, Gully, Incalcaterra, Joshi, and Beaubien’s
(2002) meta-analysis showed that collective effi-
cacy was positively related to group performance.

Further, core self-evaluation theory (Judge et al.,
1997) suggests that efficacy perceptions, as one
form of self-evaluation, promote individual job sat-
isfaction via optimism, self-consistency, and enac-
tive mastery. The same logic holds in work groups.
Members with a positive shared belief in their
group’s performance potential (i.e., collective effi-
cacy) are likely to be satisfied with the group and to
be willing to keep their membership; high group
viability results (Gully et al., 2002). Combining the
above discussions of the effects of collective effi-
cacy on both group performance and viability, we
propose:
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Hypothesis 6. Collective efficacy relates posi-
tively to group effectiveness.

Social cognition theory also provides a logic with
which to substantiate the relationship between
member self-efficacy divergence and group effec-
tiveness. In groups with high divergence in self-
efficacy, members are likely to have different views
of the standard associated with a group goal. Effi-
cacious members are more likely to aim high, but
those with low self-efficacy are uncomfortable with
lofty performance standards (Vancouver, Thomp-
son, & Williams, 2001). This divergence makes it
hard to set a common goal for these groups, and the
subsequent group goal commitment is likely to be
low, hurting group performance (Klein & Mulvey,
1995). Moreover, high self-efficacy divergence
within a group results in different levels of affective
reaction. Efficacious members feel positive and op-
timistic, but those with low self-efficacy experience
pessimism and negative emotions. The emotional
variation prevents the development of a positive
affective atmosphere within the group, hurting
group satisfaction, a major component of viability
(George, 1990). We thus hypothesize:

Hypothesis 7. Divergence in self-efficacy
among group members relates negatively to
group effectiveness.

METHODS

Sample and Procedures

The initial sample comprised 71 permanent work
groups of full-time employees from eight organiza-
tions in the southwestern United States in diverse
industries (including health care, telecommunica-
tions, retailing, construction, and recreational ser-
vices). These groups included departments in
customer services, retailing, marketing, product
management, accounting, purchasing, human re-
sources, and engineering. The diverse task contexts
and organizational settings of this sample enhance
the generalizability of our findings. The only group
with a less than 50 percent within-group response
rate was deleted from the sample. The final sample
consisted of 70 groups with 70 leaders and 573
members. The mean group size was 8.71 members
(s.d. � 3.94); groups ranged from 2 to 19 mem-
bers).2 Within-group response rates ranged from
57.14 to 100 percent, with a mean of 93.34 percent.

The overall response rates of group members and
leaders were 86.56 and 92.86 percent, respectively.

Data were collected through web-based surveys
conducted three times over two months. We col-
lected different variables from different sources
(i.e., leaders or members) at different times to min-
imize common method variance. At time 1, leaders
provided information on group performance, group
size, group type, task interdependence, and per-
sonal demographic characteristics. Members com-
pleted questionnaires measuring leadership behav-
iors, group identification, and demographic
characteristics. One month later (time 2), surveys
measuring self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and
leader identification were collected from members.
At time 3 (one month after time 2), we again col-
lected data on group performance from the leaders
and information on group viability from the
members.

There was minor attrition over the study period.
Thirty-one members did not complete time 2 sur-
veys, and five group leaders and 24 members did
not complete time 3 surveys. To assess the effect of
attrition, we performed logistic regression analyses
following the procedure described in Goodman and
Blum (1996). Results indicated no nonrandom re-
sponse bias.3

Measures

Group-focused transformational leadership. To
economize on degrees of freedom, we measured
this construct with three manifest indicators: be-
havioral idealized influence, attributive idealized
influence, and inspirational motivation. Each indi-
cator was the average of items aggregated to the
group level. The items for the indicators were taken
from the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire’s
(MLQ5x) 12-item subscale (Bass & Avolio, 1995).
To match the conceptualization of group-focused
leadership, the wording of the items was revised to
emphasize a work group referent (e.g., “Our group
leader specifies the importance of having a strong
sense of purpose in working with the group as a
whole” and “Our group leader emphasizes the im-
portance of having a collective sense of mission
when working in the group as a whole”). Responses
were obtained on a scale ranging from 0 (“not at
all”) to 4 (“frequently, if not always”). As a shared
group property, group-focused leadership fits
Chan’s (1998) referent shift consensus model in
which within-group consensus of lower-level ele-

2 Two groups had 2 members and one group consisted
of 19 members. The number of members in the rest of the
groups ranged from 3 to 16.

3 Results of the logistic regression analyses are avail-
able upon request from the first author.
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ments is required to form higher-level constructs.
Thus, within-group agreement and between-group
variability need to be demonstrated to justify data
aggregation. We assessed within-group agreement
on group-focused leadership using the Rwg statistic
(James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984). The mean and
median Rwg’s for the 70 groups were .91 and .94,
respectively, indicating a high level of within-
group agreement (Lance, Butts, and Michels [2006],
citing James [1988]). We performed a one-way anal-
ysis of variance (ANOVA) to examine between-
group variability. The ICC(1) value was .22 (F �
3.36, p � .01), within the normal range found in
organizational research (Bliese, 2000; Kirkman et
al., 2009; Klein et al., 2000). The ICC(2) value was
.70, reaching the desirable level suggested by Klein
et al. (2000). These results supported aggregating
the individual scores to the group level.

Differentiated individual-focused transforma-
tional leadership. This construct was measured
with two indicators: differentiated individualized
consideration and differentiated intellectual stim-
ulation. These differentiated leadership indicators
were based on eight items from the appropriate
subscale of the MLQ5x (Bass & Avolio, 1995). Each
indicator consists of four items (aggregated to the
group level). The same response scale described
above was used. The original MLQ wording was
kept, with “individual” as the referent (e.g., “My
group leader helps me to develop my strengths”
and “My group leader challenges me to re-examine
critical assumptions to question whether they are
appropriate”). As a configural group property, dif-
ferentiated leadership fits Chan’s (1998) dispersion
composition model (in which within-group varia-
tion conveys the substantive meaning of a con-
struct) and represents the disparity type of diver-
sity within a group (Harrison & Klein, 2007). The
within-group differentiation measure was opera-
tionalized as a coefficient of variation (Allison,
1978), a statistic that demography researchers use
as a scale-invariant measure of dispersion (Tsui &
Gutek, 1999). We calculated it by dividing the with-
in-group standard deviation of the individual-fo-
cused leadership measure by the within-group
mean score of the same variable. The larger the
value of this coefficient, the more dispersion there
is in the group members’ perceptions of leader be-
havior, given adjustment for mean differences be-
tween groups.

Group identification. This construct was as-
sessed with two manifest indicators based on four
items (e.g., “I identify myself as a member of my
group” and “I identify with other members of my
group”) from Doosje, Ellemers, and Spears (1995).
Each indicator was the average of two items (aggre-

gated to the group level). The response scale ranged
from 1, “totally disagree,” to 5, “totally agree.” As a
shared group property, group identification follows
a direct consensus model (Chan, 1998). Within-
group agreement (mean Rwg � .90, median Rwg �
.95) and between-group variability (ICC[1] � .07;
F � 1.64, p � .01) were examined before the aggre-
gation. Though the ICC(2) was less than satisfac-
tory, (.39) partly because the presence of some
small groups in the sample, high within-group con-
sensus (demonstrated by the Rwg values), and suf-
ficient between-group differences (the significant
F-test) suggested that data aggregation was justifi-
able (Bliese, 2000; Kirkman et al., 2009; Klein et al.,
2000).

Leader identification divergence. Leader iden-
tification was measured by six items from Mael and
Ashforth (1992) and Shamir et al. (1998) (e.g.,
“When someone praises my group leader, it feels
like a personal compliment” and “My group lead-
er’s successes are my successes”). Group members
were asked to rate their level of agreement with the
statements using the same scale used for group
identification. Three indicators (with two items
each) were used to measure this construct. Each
divergence indicator was based on the coefficient
of variation.

Collective efficacy. The six items measuring this
construct were derived from two sources. Four
items were taken from the perceived collective ef-
ficacy scale reported in Salanova, Llorens, Cifre,
Martinex, and Schaufeli (2003) (e.g., “Our group as
a whole is totally competent to perform the tasks”),
and two items (e.g., “Our group is able to allocate
and integrate available resources to perform the
tasks well”) were derived from Zaccaro, Blair,
Peterson, and Zazanis’s (1995) conceptualization.
These items represent a generalized measure of col-
lective efficacy (that is, one not tailored to specific
tasks group members might perform, but rather ap-
plicable to all kinds of tasks) because the complex-
ity and relationships among various tasks in the
sample could not be defined well. Responses were
obtained on the same disagree/agree scale de-
scribed above. Three indicators were used to opera-
tionalize this latent construct, each indicator the
average of two items (aggregated to the group level).
Within-group agreement (mean Rwg � .91, median
Rwg � .94) and between-group variability (ICC[1] �
.07; F � 1.60, p � .01) were assessed before data
aggregation. The subpar ICC(2) score (.38) was com-
pensated for by the high Rwg’s and the significant F.

Self-efficacy divergence. A measure of general-
ized self-efficacy was used because it fit the current
research context better than a task-specific self-
efficacy scale. We employed three items from the
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personal efficacy beliefs scale developed by Riggs
and Knight (1994) (e.g., “I am an expert at my
individual tasks”). Two additional items were
based on the definition proposed by Bandura
(1990) (e.g., “I am able to mobilize available re-
sources to perform my individual tasks well”). Re-
sponses were again obtained on the disagree/agree
scale described above. Two divergence indicators
were used to measure this construct, one consisting
of three items and the other, of two items. We
calculated self-efficacy divergence scores as the co-
efficient of variation.

Group effectiveness. This construct was mea-
sured with two indicators: group performance and
group viability. The three-item group performance
scale (including quantity, quality, and interper-
sonal skill)4 was derived from Barrick, Stewart,
Neubert, and Mount’s (1998) instrument. These
items were generic and applicable to all groups. At
time 3 of the data collection effort, group leaders
rated their groups’ performance over the past two
months using the scale 1, “somewhat below re-
quirements,” to 5, “consistently exceeds require-
ments.” No aggregation was needed because perfor-
mance was directly measured at the group level. A
seven-item scale by Barrick et al. (1998) measured
group viability (e.g., “Working with our group
members is an energizing and uplifting experience”
and “Our group shows signs of falling apart” [re-
verse-coded]). Members indicated their agreement
using the disagree/agree scale described above. As-
sessment of within-group agreement (mean Rwg �
.79, median Rwg � .86) showed adequate agreement
among group members. Between-group variability
was demonstrated by ICC values (ICC[1] � .14; F �
2.30, p � .01; ICC[2] � .56). Given these statistics,
we aggregated viability scores up to the group level.

Control variables. Research on efficacy shows
that previous performance is the most powerful
force shaping efficacy perceptions (Bandura, 1982).
Therefore, group performance based on group lead-
ers’ evaluations at time 1 was used as a control
variable. Task interdependence is another impor-
tant factor for group outcomes (Kozlowski & Bell,
2003). Thus, we included a three-item measure
(Campion, Medsker, & Higgs, 1993) of this variable,
completed by group leaders in the time 1 survey
using the disagree/agree scale (e.g., “Members of
my group depend on each other for information
and materials needed to perform their tasks” and
“Within my group, jobs performed by group mem-

bers are all related to one another”). Analyses in-
cluded this measure as a control variable.

Additional controls were group size, leaders’ and
members’ group tenures (in years), group type (cat-
egories were general work group, project group,
management group, and other5 [Cohen & Bailey,
1997]), and company. We found insignificant cor-
relations between group size, leader/member ten-
ure, and the core variables in the proposed model.6

One-way ANOVA, using group type and company
as classification variables, revealed nonsignificant
F-values for all of the core variables.7 To conserve
statistical power, we excluded these control vari-
ables from the hypothesis tests.

Since the demographic diversity of a group has
implications for group process and outcomes
(Tsui & Gutek, 1999), we included the diversity
variables of age, gender, race/ethnicity, and edu-
cational level for each group’s members as addi-
tional controls for group effectiveness. The coef-
ficient of variance was computed for age (a
continuous variable) and Blau’s index (Blau,
1977) captured heterogeneity in the other three
categorical demographic variables. Only age di-
versity was correlated significantly with group
effectiveness and was included as an additional
control variable when testing our hypotheses.8

Analyses

Assessing discriminant validity. Before data ag-
gregation, we performed two separate confirmatory
factor analyses (CFAs) to investigate the discrimi-
nant validity of the a priori factor structures
of three individual-level constructs (individual-
focused leadership, leader identification, and
self-efficacy) and four constructs with the group
referent (group-focused leadership, group identifi-
cation, collective efficacy, and group viability). The

4 Excluding the interpersonal skill item did not change
the results.

5 The sample contained 12 management groups. The
members of those groups are supervisors. We ran the
model without these groups and the results remained the
same. To conserve power, we kept these groups in the
analyses.

6 Including these control variables in the structural
model analyses did not change the results.

7 ANOVA results are available upon request. Since the
eight companies represented diverse industries, and the
focus of our study was group effectiveness rather than
firm performance, company was a more potent control
variable than industry.

8 We thank the editor for suggesting this control vari-
able. Including the other three demographic diversity
variables in the structural model analyses did not change
the results.
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EQS program with the elliptical estimation meth-
od9 (Bentler, 1995) was used to perform the CFA.
Overall model fit was assessed by the comparative
fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990) and the incremental
fit index (IFI; Bollen, 1989). These fit indexes were
evaluated with the traditional cutoff value of .90. In
addition, the root mean square error of approxima-
tion (RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1992) was used to
assess lack of model fit. Close fit is achieved with
RMSEA values of .05 or less; reasonable fit, with
values between .05 and .08; mediocre fit, with val-
ues between .08 and .10; and poor fit, with values
larger than .10 (Browne & Cudeck, 1992).

In addition to affirming the fit of two baseline
models, we analyzed alternative models by com-
bining original factors to test discriminant validity.
Chi-square difference tests were used to compare
the alternative models. We conducted an addi-
tional test to examine the discriminant validity of
the two leadership scales. Specifically, we com-
pared Rwg scores and ICC statistics, expecting
higher agreement on the group-focused leadership
scale than on the individual-focused leadership
scale, especially in groups with large divergence in
individual-focused leadership.

Hypothesis testing. Structural equation model-
ing (SEM) with latent constructs was used to test
the seven hypotheses. Analyses based on the
group-level, aggregated data were implemented
with the elliptical estimation method in the EQS
program (Bentler, 1995). The same fit indexes de-
scribed above were used to assess model fit. The fit
of the measurement model was assessed, and then
the structural model was tested (Anderson & Gerb-
ing, 1988). We included two unmeasured common
method variance (CMV) factors in the structural
model using a procedure described in Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff (2003) to partial out
method variance. One CMV factor was linked to the
indicators measured at time 1 in the member sur-
veys. A second CMV factor was linked to the indi-
cators measured at time 2 in the member surveys.
Because of the identification issue, we ran the mod-
els with the two CMV factors separately and found
that they did not change the results of the structural

model.10 Below, we report the results without the
CMV factors.

RESULTS

Discriminant Validity

Two baseline models were fitted to the data (N �
573). Results showed good fit for both the three-
factor model (�2[df � 149] � 521.23, p � .01; CFI �
.94, IFI � .94, RMSEA � .07) and the four-factor
model (�2[df � 371] � 1,002.43, p � .01; CFI � .97,
IFI � .97, RMSEA � .06). All factor loadings were
significant at the .05 level. Comparisons of the
baseline models with all the alternative models
using chi-square difference tests revealed that the
baseline models fit the data best,11 supporting the
discriminability of the measures.

We further examined the discriminability of the
two leadership scales using the Rwg and intraclass
correlation statistics. Results showed a high level of
within-group agreement on group-focused leader-
ship (mean Rwg � .91; median Rwg � .94). The ICC
statistics were an ICC(1) of .22 and an ICC(2) of .70.
We expected that Rwg and ICC values would be
higher for group-focused leadership than for indi-
vidual-focused leadership, particularly for groups
with high divergence in individual-focused leader-
ship. We used the median split approach, splitting
the divergence score, and computed the agreement
indexes for the 35 groups with high leadership
divergence (mean Rwg � .72, median Rwg � .75;
ICC[1] � .09, ICC[2] � .45). These values are much
smaller than the corresponding values for group-
focused leadership. The results for the 35 groups
with low leadership divergence (mean Rwg � .86,
median Rwg � .90, ICC[1] � .18, ICC[2] � .64) are
reasonable (since their leaders treated the members
of these groups consistently) but still lower than
the agreement indexes for group-focused leader-
ship. Taken together, results supported the dis-
criminant validity of the group-focused and indi-
vidual-focused leadership scales.

Hypothesis Testing

Measurement model analyses. The baseline
measurement model consisting of ten latent con-
structs (seven constructs related to the hypotheses

9 Results of Mardia’s test suggested that the data devi-
ated from multivariate normality. Therefore, an elliptical
estimation method was used to derive robust parameter
estimates (Bentler, 1995).

10 Chi-square difference tests showed that the two
models with the CMV factors fit the data equally well as
the model with no CMV factors (��2[df � 5] � 4.23 n.s.;
��2[df � 8] � 9.05, n.s).

11 Results of the alternative model comparisons are
available upon request from the first author.
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plus three control variables) was fitted to the group-
level data (n � 70). This measurement model re-
produced the observed covariance matrix accu-
rately with a nonsignificant chi-square statistic
(�2[df � 186] � 198.63, p � .05; CFI � .99, IFI �
.99, RMSEA � .03). All factor loadings were signif-
icant. Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the
group-level data on the ten constructs.

Structural model analyses. Figure 2 presents the
results of the full structural model. Results revealed
that the model fit the sample data well (�2[df � 210]
� 231.94, p � .05; CFI � .98, IFI � .98, RMSEA �
.04). All seven hypothesized structural paths were
statistically significant. Group-focused leadership
was positively related to members’ group identifi-
cation (� � .34, p � .05), which was further asso-
ciated with their collective efficacy perception (� �
.51, p � .05), supporting Hypotheses 1 and 2. Dif-
ferentiated individual-focused leadership posi-
tively transferred to within-group divergence in
members’ leader identification (� � .54, p � .05),
which in turn positively influenced self-efficacy
divergence (� � .42, p � .05), supporting Hypoth-
eses 3 and 4. Hypothesis 5 was also supported by a
negative relationship between self-efficacy diver-
gence and collective efficacy (� � �.27, p � .05).
Collective efficacy was positively related to group
effectiveness (� � .73, p � .05), substantiating Hy-
pothesis 6. The hypothesized negative relationship
between self-efficacy divergence and group effec-
tiveness (Hypothesis 7) was also supported (� �
�.43, p � .05). None of the control variables were
significantly related to group effectiveness.

Previous research has shown that leadership has
powerful and direct effects on group outcomes
(e.g., Burke et al., 2006). On the basis of this logic,

an alternative model was evaluated that included
two direct paths from group-focused leadership
and differentiated individual-focused leadership to
group effectiveness. This model fit the data well
(�2[df � 208] � 232.13, p � .05; CFI � .97, IFI �
.97, RMSEA � .04), but the fit of the baseline model
was better. All seven hypothesized paths remained
significant in this alternative model. However, the
two additional direct paths were not significant (�’s
� �.08 and �.39, both n.s.), suggesting that the
effects of leadership behaviors on group effective-
ness were indirect and completely accounted for by
the intervening variables in our sample. We tested
another alternative model to examine possible
cross-process effects between the two leadership
constructs. We added a path from group-focused
leadership to leader identification divergence and
another path from differentiated individual-fo-
cused leadership to group identification.12 This al-
ternative model did not fit significantly better over-
all than the baseline model (�2[df � 208] � 231.50,
p � .05; CFI � .98, IFI � .98, RMSEA � .04;
��2[df � 2] � 0.44, n.s.); and the two cross-process
parameter estimates were not significant (�’s � .07
and .03, both n.s.). This finding provides further
evidence of the distinctiveness of the two leader-
ship foci and their effects on group processes. All
told, results provided support to the proposed
model.

12 We thank one reviewer for suggesting this alterna-
tive model test.

TABLE 1
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the Group-Level Dataa

Variables Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Age diversity, time 1 0.21 0.10
2. Task interdependence, time 1 3.76 0.94 �.19 (.82)
3. Group-focused transformational

leadership, time 1
3.76 0.51 �.17 .10 (.96)

4. Differentiated individual-focused
transformational leadership, time 1

0.34 0.09 .11 �.34** �.49**

5. Leader identification divergence, time 2 0.26 0.11 .10 �.10 �.37** .42**
6. Group identification, time 1 4.41 0.31 �.05 �.13 .34** �.31** �.21 (.84)
7. Self-efficacy divergence, time 2 0.12 0.06 .29* �.01 .08 .04 .27* �.05
8. Collective efficacy, time 2 4.25 0.36 �.30* �.09 .17 �.14 �.25* .48** �.27* (.95)
9. Group performance, time 1 3.94 0.58 �.27* .21 .14 �.22 �.22 .19 .10 .26* (.76)

10. Group effectiveness, time 3 4.00 0.39 �.26* �.08 .43** �.24* �.38** .41** �.12 .47** .53** (.81)

a n � 70. Scale reliabilities are shown in parentheses on the diagonal. No statistical methods are currently available to evaluate the
reliability of dispersion measures (Chen, Mathieu, & Bliese, 2004).

* p � .05
** p � .01
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DISCUSSION

The current study examined the effectiveness of
both group-focused and individual-focused leader-
ship behaviors at the group level. In keeping with
the hypotheses, results show that group-focused
transformational leadership facilitates group iden-
tification and collective efficacy, which positively
contribute to group effectiveness. Also supporting
our hypotheses, differentiated individual-focused
transformational leadership in a group leads to di-
vergence in leader identification and self-efficacy
beliefs, which dampens a group’s collective effi-
cacy and effectiveness.

Though the results on group-focused leadership
corroborate previous research (Burke et al., 2006;
Kark, Shamir, & Chen, 2003), findings on the out-
comes of differentiated leadership are counterintui-
tive. They are contrary to the common wisdom
well-articulated by Hirschhorn (1991), who wrote
that successfully leading a group requires a leader
to not only inspire the group as a whole but also to
be attentive to unique individual needs. Our anal-
ysis of the dual-focus leadership behaviors pro-
vides us with reason to question Hirschhorn’s rec-
ommendation. Current results suggest that leaders
who attempt to satisfy both individual and group
needs may inadvertently compromise group pro-
cesses and group outcomes. In this section, we
elaborate the theoretical implications of our find-
ings for leadership and group research, discuss
study limitations, and offer some managerial
implications.

Theoretical Implications

First of all, our study sheds some new light on an
unresolved issue, “whether leaders should or
should not differentiate among their members”
(Sparrowe & Liden, 1997: 545). Though previous
LMX research rests on the assumption that devel-
oping unique leader-member relationships in a
group is likely to create subgroups and may be
detrimental to group work, empirical evidence for
that assumption is lacking (Sparrowe & Liden,
1997). Liden et al. (2006) directly examined the
relationship between LMX differentiation (that is, a
leader’s forming different relationships with the
members of a group) and group performance. They
proposed competing hypotheses, suggesting both a
positive and a negative relationship. Their findings
failed to support either prediction. Several differ-
ences between their study and ours may account
for the different findings: Liden et al. examined the
quality of the leader-member relationship per-
ceived by followers, but we measured multiple

transformational leadership behaviors observed by
followers. They used a variance score, whereas we
employed the coefficient of variation, which takes
group means into consideration. More importantly,
we included intervening variables (i.e., leader iden-
tification divergence and self-efficacy divergence)
to explicate how differentiated treatment from a
leader impacts group effectiveness. As in Liden et
al., our alternative model test did not show a main
effect from leadership behavior to group effective-
ness. Thus, our results suggest an intervening pro-
cess of leadership influence, not a mediating effect
(Mathieu & Taylor, 2006). In other words, the neg-
ative influence of leadership differentiation on
group effectiveness is indirect, through divergent
member experiences.

The central argument of situational leadership
theories (Fiedler, 1967; Hersey et al., 2001; House &
Mitchell, 1974) is that leaders need to exhibit dif-
ferent behaviors to fit follower characteristics and
situational factors. Hersey et al. (2001), for exam-
ple, specifically suggested that leadership effective-
ness is realized by matching appropriate leadership
behavior with an individual follower’s level of ma-
turity. Their argument, however, was originated at
the individual level and is “most robust” at this
level (Vecchio, 1987). At the group level, Hersey et
al. (2001) argued that leaders must determine an
entire group’s level of readiness so that the relevant
group leadership behavior can be selected. Our
finding about group-focused leadership supports
their assertion. Interestingly, our results on differ-
entiated individual-focused leadership suggest that
applying situational leadership to different indi-
viduals within a group may have unintended con-
sequences for group effectiveness. Previous re-
search has not investigated this issue either
theoretically or empirically, despite Vecchio’s
(1987) comments about this possibility. Findings
from the current study, which was conducted at the
group level, indicate that the individual-level situ-
ational leadership argument may need refinement
and revision when it is applied at the group level.
This is a promising topic for future research.

Second, the results of our study also suggest po-
tential trade-offs between leading a group and lead-
ing individuals. Although Chen et al. (2007) re-
ported no trade-off between maximizing individual
and group levels of empowerment, our study re-
veals a clear trade-off between treating group mem-
bers differently (i.e., demonstrating high diver-
gence in individual-focused leadership) and
treating them all alike (i.e., demonstrating group-
focused leadership). It is possible that the same
dynamic operates with empowering leadership. Di-
vergence in leader treatment within a group may
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create divergence in individual empowerment,
which in turn may impair group performance. Kirk-
man and Rosen (1999), for example, also suggested
a potential conflict between team and individual
empowering. Our study adds an additional under-
standing of group dynamics that has evaded the
attention of past research on leadership and groups.

Perhaps a course of inquiry more meaningful
than arguing about which leadership focus is supe-
rior would be to examine when leader differentia-
tion is more or less detrimental for group outcomes
by considering various moderators. Liden et al.
(2006) found an intriguing result on the moderating
role of task interdependence: LMX differentiation
was positively related to group performance when
task interdependence was high. They reasoned that
high interdependence enhances the need for lead-
ers to coordinate members and allocate resources
within a group to achieve performance goals. From
a different but related standpoint, Uhl-Bien and
Graen (1998) reported that individual self-manage-
ment (signaling high individuality with less intra-
group coordination) worked better in functional
teams in which members’ tasks were mainly inde-
pendent than it did in cross-functional teams, in
which more coordination among members was
needed to generate successful outcomes. These
conflicting findings underscore the need for future
research to explore why and how interdependence
affects differentiated leadership.

Third, the current study extends research on
transformational leadership by examining its mul-
tiple components and grouping them into two cat-
egories: group-focused and individual-focused be-
haviors. Recent research on leadership suggests the
need to differentiate between leadership behaviors
targeting a social unit and those targeting individ-
ual followers (Kark & Shamir, 2002). Our study
answers this call and, further, provides empirical
support for the view that the two leadership pro-
cesses are independent from each other. Kark et
al.’s (2003) study showed that transformational
leadership predicts identification with both a col-
lective and a leader. Differentiating group-focused
and individual-focused leadership adds clarity to
their findings as to which specific leadership be-
haviors affect which focus of follower identifica-
tion. Though informative, using separate leader-
ship behaviors to indicate individual- and group-
focused leadership represents a preliminary
approach. Further theoretical and empirical work
is necessary and desirable to identify both common
and unique behavioral dimensions of leadership
related to group and individual.

Limitations

We acknowledge several limitations of this
study. We only focused on transformational lead-
ership. Future research could incorporate addi-
tional leadership behaviors, such as transactional
leadership (Bass, 1985) and empowering leader-
ship (e.g., Chen et al., 2007). Moreover, using ide-
alized influence and inspiration motivation as
indicators of group-focused leadership and indi-
vidualized consideration and intellectual stimula-
tion as indicators of individual-focused leadership
was a departure from past research that has com-
bined the dimensions of transformational leader-
ship into one higher-order construct. Although our
decision was guided by theory, and we received
some empirical verification of the construct valid-
ity of the two sets of indicators, future research
should confirm the generalizability of our findings
by using all four dimensions in both individual-
focused and group-focused leadership measures.
We also used a subjective measure of group effec-
tiveness. Though subjective performance ratings
have positive correlations with objective data (Dess
& Robinson, 1984), it would be desirable to repli-
cate our study with objective group effectiveness
measures. It also should be noted that the values of
the data aggregation statistic ICC(2) for some vari-
ables (group identification and collective efficacy)
were not entirely satisfactory. This result could be
due to the sample’s consisting of work groups
whose members may not interact very often. Fi-
nally, the sample comprised hierarchical groups
with formal group leaders. The results might not
generalize to other types of work groups, such as
self-managed teams or empowered teams with no
formal leadership. Future research is needed to test
the generalizability of our findings.

Managerial Implications

Findings from the current study have important
implications for managerial practice. Hill reported
that many managers “fail to recognize their group-
building responsibilities . . . conceive their people-
management role as building the most effective re-
lationships with each individual subordinate,
erroneously equating the management of their
group with managing the individuals in the group”
(2007: 54). Our findings underscore Hill’s warning.
Furthermore, Hirschhorn (1991) argued that group
managers need to attend to three types of relation-
ships: (1) their relationship to each group member
as an individual, (2) their relationship to a group as
a whole, and (3) each individual’s relationship to
the group as a whole. Our model and results sug-
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gest that group managers should be aware that
treating members as separate individuals and ap-
plying differentiated leadership may result in some
loss of group effectiveness. This occurs because
divergence in members’ self-efficacy lowers the
group’s collective efficacy. These results suggest
that managers should use a contingency perspec-
tive when trying to reconcile the tension between
group-focused and individual-focused leadership.
For example, if group tasks do not require extensive
interdependence among members, differentiated
leadership might not harm collective efficacy and
subsequent group performance. Thus, leadership
development should include training on recogniz-
ing situations in which individualized leadership
is necessary and how to apply individualized lead-
ership without compromising group effectiveness.

Conclusions

When leading a group, should the leader pay
differentiated attention to individual members and
the group as a collective simultaneously? Common
sense and previous research might suggest that the
leader should pay equal attention to both. The cur-
rent results, however, reveal that this question is
not so straightforward. A high level of differenti-
ated leadership attention to individual members
may have two unintended consequences, lower
collective efficacy and some loss of group effective-
ness. In addition to a group-level process and an
individual-level process, our study underscores the
existence of a third process: divergence in individ-
ual experiences at the group level. Understanding
the role of leadership in managing these three pro-
cesses, the potential interactions among them, and
the influence of different contexts on these pro-
cesses would significantly advance group
leadership research.
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