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Abstract

This study explored the links between leadership style, leader petgomadi
motivation to lead, with employee engagement. Transformational leadership,
transactional leadership, and abusive supervision styles were examinedtiam rtel
levels of employee engagement via a sample=@b5 employees an=130 managers.
Consistent with findings from Christian, Garza, and Slaughter (2011), transforada
leadership showed a positive link to employee engagemer®g,p< .05). On the
opposite end, abusive supervision was negatively related to employee engggement
-.27,p< .05). Contingent reward leadership showed a positive link to employee
engagementr € .32,p< .05).

Relationships between personality and leadership style were framediagdor
the socioanalytic framework (Hogan & Shelton, 1998). This study did not find any
significant differences in the relationships between the expected legdeetaviors and
the traits directed at “getting along” with others vs. “getting dhemaachieve power and
status. Motivation to lead (Chan & Drasgow, 2001) was expected to moderate the
relationships between leader personality and leadership style; howeveprédisgons
were not supported in this study. Future directions for research, including other

individual difference variables that may predict leadership styles, aresdest:

Vi
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Chapter |
Introduction
An organization’s success is determined largely by the quality leitkers.
Leaders decide not only which financial and business strategies to adopt, bilgdalsst a
the vision, values, and culture of the organization. It is with this latbepgof
responsibilities that organizational psychology can contribute valuable insiglie
antecedents and processes that maximize organizational effectivEnesnanner in
which leaders interact with subordinates can profoundly enhance or dimnnpshant
outcomes like employee satisfaction, commitment to the organization, protctivi
performance, and turnover. Managers need to help every employee at all |ekels of
organization understand and buy into the larger goals of the firm. Those who can inspire,
motivate, and develop their employees see better performance and lower tuaes/er
their staff. Further, employees are more likely to go above and beyond their job
requirements when they believe in the goals and mission articulatedrigdders. For
these reasons, management styles characterized by behaviors meant tpisgppert
and bring people together are the most advantageous and valuable to organizations.
Conversely, when employees lack trust in their leaders and do not understand the
importance of their team’s goals and mission, they will not be motivated to exer
discretionary effort. Poor leadership can cause employees to disengadgbhdnowork

and seek alternative employment options.
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A leader’s ability to help employees understand and buy into their leatkcn
for the future is a primary marker of successful leadership. This builadsa st
emotional attachment to their work and the organization, similar to affecimeitment
(Meyer & Allen, 1991). Increasing organizational commitment results inrease of
employee turnover, saving the organization time and money associated with lost
productivity, hiring costs, and training costs (Porter, Steers, Mowday, &@BoulD74).
Additionally, when employees feel that what they are doing is importanatieayore
likely to go above and beyond their job requirements in order to help achieve success.
Examples of these organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) include doingvorére
than required, supporting and helping coworkers beyond what is required, and helping the
corporate image outside of work (Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983).
Employee Engagement

More recently, the psychological state called employee engagemeagdihad
attention from researchers and practitioners alike. Employee engagsunveys are a
growing practice among organizations today because they help to assgssithres and
attitudes of employees and provide insight to the extent to which emplogees ar
motivated to engage in behaviors that the organization desires (e.g., exerargffext,
committing to stay with the organization, and demonstrating citizenship behaviors)
However, there is still a great deal of variability in how engagement iptuatized
and operationalized both in academic research and organizational surveys.

Employee engagement was first defined by Kahn (1990) as the harnessing of the
work role to the self-identity and involves using physical, cognitive, and embtiona

personal energy during work performance. May, Gilson, and Harter (2004) validated a
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measure that included these three components of psychological engagemersuThe re
was a 13 item engagement survey that showed acceptable reliability anloladaface of

the physical, cognitive, and emotional components of engagement. Principal components
factor analysis did not support each of these components as separate factors and the
researchers concluded that the measure should be used intact rather thatingterpre
subscale scores.

Bakker and Schaufeli (2008) outline three distinct operationalizations of
employee engagement by organizations and researchers. First, engagenient
measured by the existence of supportive and motivational resources such as development
opportunities, supportive behaviors from managers and coworkers, and access to
materials. The Gallup Q12 survey is an example of this type of measurevefsdf
engagement”, and includes items around perceptions of growth and development
opportunities, coworker support, feeling valued and respected, satisfaction with
employer, and feeling inspired by the organizational mission. Bakker andf&ichate
a second conceptualization of employee engagement that centers on meataiene
work tasks, commitment to the organization’s mission and goals, and a williigness
exert extra effort to achieve success. This conceptualization focusesmimgbaviors
and the outcomes of psychological states and affect. The third approach conceptualize
employee engagement as positive affect toward the organization arel @ statk-
related well-being. This last definition differs from the previous two inehgagement
is defined without reference to organizational drivers or outcomes of psychblogica

engagement. This approach is reflected in Schaufeli, Bakker, and Salanova’s (2006)
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measure of engagement which includes items on vigor, dedication, and absorption at
work.

Macey and Schneider (2008) proposed a different framework for organizing
engagement measures. They proposed that true operationalizations of engagement
reflected one (or more) of three conceptually distinct types of engarjestate, trait, or
behavioral engagement. State engagement is described as affective in ndtantais
self-involvement in work including notions of absorption, alertness, passion, pride, and
energy. State engagement was noted to be related to other work-relatddsatsuch as
job satisfaction, but conceptually distinct in the activity level and energgiassd with
engagement. For example, job satisfaction reflects a degree of passerdroent
whereas engagement is more active, invigorating, and fulfilling. The seconaftype
engagement described by Macey and Schneider was trait engagemenhgbgeneent
is the tendency to experience state engagement and can be viewed as didpositiona
nature. Finally, the third type of engagement is behavioral engagemeati@ah
engagement flows from state engagement and includes taking initiative, dextogs
persistence, showing extra effort, and adaptive performance. This typgagfeenent
differs from state and trait engagement as it is observable and actiotedriState and
trait engagement are the internal conditions that are thought to precede béhaviora
engagement and desirable work behaviors.

Schaufeli, Bakker, and Salanova’s (2006) conceptualization of engagement,
which is measured with items on absorption, vigor, and dedication, is similar to Macey
and Schneider’s (2008) state engagement construct. May, Gilson, and Harter’s (2004)

engagement scale reflects the state and behavioral components of engagemerst, but doe
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not address the stable intrapersonal determinants of a predisposition to be ehgaged a
work (i.e., trait engagement). There is not general consensus on which of these
approaches may be the most accurate or beneficial for the purpose of predicting
organizational effectiveness. Given that most organizations are concerhedduiting
costs associated with turnover and increasing productivity and return on human capital
investment, surveys that assess commitment and extra effort gghexadlmore appeal

to practitioners. Masson, Royal, Agnew, and Fine (2008) note that many HR cansulti
firms view engagement as encompassing pride, advocacy, commitment, amghess

to exceed performance expectations and chose to measure it in terms ofuithesedtid
behaviors associated with these aspects. For this research study, ¢ taésition that
while some traits and characteristics predispose certain individuals enfgeded in

their work, the daily experience of being engaged in one’s work - among thoseewho ar
predisposed or not - is largely determined by organizational and work factoesud®
employees’ direct experience of the organizational culture and the meanisgfafne

their work are impacted by their supervisor, leaders are expected tanpilaportant

role in cultivating employee engagement.

For the purpose of this study, an engaged employee is defined as one who
experiences cognitive, emotional, and physical involvement of the self with work
activities, performance, and outcomes. Although employee engagemenuisgery
construct than many other employee attitudes and perceptions, there i@stéiraount
of empirical evidence linking it to important outcomes. Specifically, workforce
engagement is correlated with increased discretionary effort, tdskrpance, reduced

turnover intentions, and, ultimately, improved financial performance (ChristianaGa
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Slaughter, 2011; Saks, 2006; and Towers Perrin, 2008). While there are other important
outcomes that could be used to gauge leader effectiveness, such as teapvealee,
production numbers, or ratings of leader performance; employee engagement is
valuable and appropriate measure of leader interpersonal effectiveoagsebi is a

more proximal outcome of leader behavior and is less prone to interference from othe
unrelated factors such as the state of the economy, constraints on tools and physica
resources, or performance rating errors. As such, the extent to which a regatprse
subordinates in their work is a more immediate measure of success. Conelsatier
who is unable to engage employees and consequently suffers higher turnoverdrates a
poorer performance is ineffective and not a good fit for a leadership raaugethese
negative outcomes can be costly and detrimental to the functioning of the oiganizat
selecting effective leaders becomes important to maximize the retunaestment in the
organization’s human capital.

As previously stated, engagement has some overlap with other similar attitudina
constructs. The distinction between this and job satisfaction has been discussed
previously. To review, engagement is more proactive and energetic whereas job
satisfaction reflects a passive contentment with one’s work role. #assatilar to, but
broader than, affective commitment, one of three types of commitmentysaploan
feel toward their organization (Meyer & Allen, 1991). Affective commitmsra positive
emotional attachment to the organization and its goals, and a sincere desirevithstay
the organization to help achieve those goals. Engagement expands upon this state in that
it also encompasses discretionary effort, absorption, and focus. The other twofforms

organizational commitment noted by Meyer and Allen are continuance and mermati
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commitment. Continuance commitment to the organization occurs when the employee
perceives a higher cost associated with leaving than with staying witlcuhent
employer. Essentially, they will stay with their organization until itopees cost-
effective to leave. Costs considered in this equation include differences in pagt bm
pensions or other accrued benefits, and the social costs of leaving friends atethie cur
workplace. Normative commitment exists when employees feel commelabligated to
stay with their organization because of moral or ethical reasons. For exavhph an
employer invests in expensive training for employees, they may decide toittalgeir
organization because they feel that it would be wrong to leave after recearadple
training resources. Normative and continuance commitment only result in a &ynpor
reduction in intention to leave the organization, lasting until the perceived debt has bee
repaid or until another more compelling option arises. Fostering a sense tWalffec
commitment to the organization and its mission will cause employees toonstay twith
the organization and work toward achieving stated goals. For a leader to be considered
effective, s/he must be able to inspire this emotional attachment and psycdidtge
of engagement. Organizations who seek to identify leaders who are ablet@fos
engaging work environment are faced with the challenge of properly assess$ing a
predicting which candidates will be the most equipped and likely to succeed in this
challenging goal.
Predicting Success as a Leader

Personality

There are multiple tools on the market intended to assess a candidate’sIpotentia

for success as a leader. Personality tests are particularly comoawsée¢hey are a cost-
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effective solution that can be administered online in a non-proctored fashicmmdieys
tests are thought to predict leader effectiveness through identificatimhatioral
tendencies that relate to important leadership competencies (e.g., coatroanic
coaching, motivating others). For example, the Hogan Personality Inv€Hhiteryaligns
the traitSociability to competency in initiating interactions with others, team orientation,
and networking (Hogan HPI Certification Workshop Manual). Although the HPI
measures seven personality traits, the most commonly accepted model of figrisonal
the five factor model (FFM): Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to Experience
Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness. Neuroticism is the extent to which an individual
tends toward emotional instability, irritability, anxiety, and hostilitys lbften measured
as its inverse, Emotional Stability. Extraversion refers to the tendewayd
gregariousness, energy, activity, and optimism. Openness to Experiems¢aefe
creative, insightful, inquisitive, cultural, and free-thinking inclinations. Consiol@sness
represents the tendency to be responsible, careful, and self-disciplined., Finally
Agreeableness refers to the tendency to be cooperative, trusting, and coafkset-a

The seven factor model is based on this approach, but distinguishes important
characteristics within two of these traits (Hogan, 1991). Extraversion enssaspa
gregarious, outgoing behaviors as well as a social dominance and ambition catmpone
The seven factor model distinguishes these two as separate traits $hgaded
Sociability). Openness to Experience encompasses two similar but congegisigict
traits as well. One reflects a tendency to be curious, inquisitive, andrer@ateativity);
the other reflects a tendency to seek and enjoy educational opportunities and a drive

toward learning (Quickness).
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While controversy remains over whether leadership has a dispositional basis, the
most robust evidence for the validity of personality tests for predictidgiea
effectiveness was found through meta-analysis of over 50 years of perskazaléyship
research (Judge, Bono, llies, & Gerhardt, 2002). Jueigé, reported that personality
explained 15% of the variance in leader effectivenestiple R=.39), with estimated

corrected correlations ranging frop=.16 to .24 for individual traits. Extraversion and
Openness to Experience held the strongest relationshjps.a%. They also found that

the setting has a profound effect on these validities, wherein higher situediagtlst
attenuates the effect leader personality has on performance. Sfigcpeaonality traits
held the lowest relationships with effectiveness in government/milittigge followed
by business settings, with schools showing the strongest relationships. The author
conclude that leader personality is a better predictor of behavior, and thiis efiless,
when behavioral expectations are less clearly defined.

Although the five factor model provides a useful framework for describing
personality, the socioanalytic perspective provides theory around wtoand
personality relates to leadership and work behaviors (Hogan, 1991; Hogan & Holland,
2003). This is based on two fundamental premises: (1) people are motivated to live and
work in groups and (2) groups are structured in hierarchies of status. These premises
translate into motivations to “get along” with others and to “get ahead” iroth& s
hierarchy. The drive to get along with others stems from the social natuvdinp&ttons
and the benefits of joining forces with other people to accomplish mutually bahefici
goals. The drive to get ahead stems from the need to attain status and pooreasei

access to limited resources and meet one’s personal needs and objectivesardoga
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Holland (2003) argue that socioanalytic theory can be used to classifyacagesiell as
personality traits. We see that when behavioral outcomes are theoretidadty Wwith
predictors, rather than correlating all personality variables aliithutcome variables,

higher validity coefficients result. Specifically, in their studyyth@und that the range of
uncorrected correlations when all personality traits were cordeldte performance

criteria wag=.00-.19 (meam= .10); the range of uncorrected correlations for criteria that
were theoretically linked to individual traits was .15-.25 (meamn= .20). This research
supports and builds on Campbell’s (1990) paper recommending that predictors should
align with specific dimensions of performance and validity studies should be cesduct
using more narrow criteria than overall job performance.

Hogan and Holland (2003) characterize the Big 5 factors into the categories of
“getting along” and “getting ahead”. They theorize that Emotional Stability
Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness are representative of the drive to gti along,
socialize and build relationships. These traits are generally positivatodiof the
tendency to be cooperative, interpersonally sensitive, predictable, and réladtieof
these is likely to bring people closer and help them work collaboratively. Hogan and
Holland then theorize that Extraversion, Openness to Experience, and Emotionday Stabil
are reflective of the tendency to be ambitious, confident, and eager to learn and grow;
thus representing the drive to get ahead. Note that Emotional Stability wastsaimgp
be useful in predicting behavioral outcomes related to both drives. The two factdr mode
is similar to results found by Digman (1997), in which Emotional Stability,
Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness comprised one “superfactor” measuring a

tendency toward socialization. The other two traits, Extraversion and Openness to

10
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Experience, also loaded onto a higher order factor. Digman suggested the lasierene
the tendency toward personal growth and status attainment.
Given the theoretical and empirical support for the underlying dimensionality

representing socialization versus status attainment, this provides a vélaatge/ork
for aligning leadership predictors with criteria. Table 1 shows the alignonéme five
factor model of personality with the seven factor model used in this study amebthe t
socioanalytic drives. The practice of using theory to link criteria wigdiptors is not as
common in selection research as one would expect. The current study sought to expand
on Hogan and Holland’s work by relating personality factors to leadershigibeha
using socioanalytic theory. In addition to looking at leader personality dicpre
leadership style, leader motivations play a part in determining how a legidateract
with their employees.

Table 1

Alignment of Five Factor Model (FFM) with Seven Factor Model (1PIP)

and Socioanalytic Framework

FFEM 1IPIP Socioanalytic
Emotional Stability Stability Getting Along
Agreeableness Friendliness Getting Along
Conscientiousness Dutifulness Getting Along
Extraversion Sociability Getting Along
Leadership Getting Ahead
Openness to Experience Creativity Getting Ahead

Quickness (in learning)  Getting Ahead

11
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Motivation to Lead

A comprehensive model of antecedents to leadership performance wasgdropos
by Chan and Drasgow (2001). In this model, personality, values, and interefittadre
antecedents of leadership performance, whereas self-efficatal, Salls, and
motivation to lead (MTL) are the mediators between them. This model is quigex
and includes other moderating variables as well. However, | focus here on thidgesqua
that are most appropriate for assessing and selecting leadership emndidtteir paper,
Chan and Drasgow focus on MTL as an important individual difference construct that
can be useful in identifying future effective leaders. It is defined as dhgations one
has for assuming a leadership role and the amount of effort exerted in carryingsaut
responsibilities. It is important to note that this construct is conceptuabzetbaively
stable over time, but can be impacted by experience in leadership roles. As miagh, i
be an important individual difference to consider when placing job candidates into
leadership positions.

In fact, Chan and Drasgow found that MTL is a valid predictor of leadership
potential in military recruits from Singapore. In exploring the construlegtaafer
motivation via factor analysis, they identified three dimensions of MTLakoci
normative, noncalculative, and affective-identity. Hgghial-normative motivation
indicates that one will lead out of feelings of social duty or obligation. Wénsetype of
motivation in individuals who step up to leadership roles because they feel that no one
else is qualified to do so, or because they know that it is expected of them. High
noncal culative motivation indicates a lack of concern over the costs and responsibilities

associated with leadership roles. In essence, this represents a ladedtga

12
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avoidance. Finally, individuals with higdffective-identity motivation enjoy being in
positions of authority and see themselves as natural-born leaders. Afidetitiey was
supported as the strongest predictor of leadership potential as measuredsamass
center and supervisor and peer ratings after a three-month training (jperi8é and .25,
p< .05 respectively). Noncalculative also showed significant correlatien2@, .18 p<
.05). These results suggest that individuals who enjoy leadership roles and are not
deterred by the costs associated with them are more likely to show lepgertgmntial.

Chan and Drasgow’s study showed that candidate motivations to assume positions
of leadership may contribute to their ability and effectiveness in the rolgarhef this
model that needs further exploration is how differences in MTL, personaldygtaer
antecedents create differences in leadership styles, and further, hovetudesship
styles then relate to leader efficacy. If leader success is thenoeitevhat leadership
processes are occurring that personality and motivation induce? Yukl (1988)foal
more research around this topic to help exphdip certain traits predict leader
emergence and effectiveness.

Barrick, Mount, and Strauss (1993) show goal-setting to be one mechanism
through which higher Conscientiousness produces superior job performance. When
leaders set goals for themselves, they clarify and outline what they hapetaplish
and are then able to prioritize and focus their efforts accordingly. In aeaimpl
salespeople, Conscientiousness was significantly related to gmadrfethavior, i(=
.39), and is likely one way that personality predicts success at work. The vabsd-of g
setting also applies to leadership effectiveness because this will fiecestire

workgroup’s efforts toward a common goal, making attainment more probable. Given the

13
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social nature of leadership and the strong interpersonal competency involved with
motivating, coaching, and leading a work group, task-related behaviors such-as goal
setting explain only a small piece of the link between personality and |lbgers
effectiveness. The remaining Big 5 traits (Neuroticism, Extraversigregableness, and
Openness to Experience) tell us about differences in communication styleyrexhot
adjustment, and inclination toward growth and development. The link from personality
and motivational differences in leaders to differences in employegemegat is likely to
be through interpersonal interaction style. For this reason, the current siuekamine
the role leadership style plays in explaining the link from leader peisoaatl MTL to
leader effectiveness in fostering an engaged workforce. Moreoveonadity and MTL
may have joint effects on leadership style; thus, these predictors shouldvbeeskéor
statistical interactions.
Leadership Style

Leadership style refers to the actions a leader takes to motivate sulesdimeht
accomplish organizational goals through others. There are manyovaysdeptualize
and categorize leadership styles. Burns (1978) distinguished benaesattional and
transforming leaders and research has shown differences in effectiveness as@f result
these behavioral tendencies. Transactional leaders tend to see thesroeéseer of the
transaction of goods and services between the organization and the emplogee. If th
employee contributes quality work outputs and meets performance expectatiorisethe
leader provides compensation and rewards as agreed. If the employeenfeist t
expectations, then the manager will step in to coach when it becomes necessagecto c

the problem. Bass (1985) expanded upon Burns’ idea of the transforming leader. He

14
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wrote that a transformational leader takes a different approach to motivaphuyess:

rather than simply offering pay for performance, this type of leader helpsmpleyees

to understand and believe in the goals and mission of the organization. Transioamati
leaders encourage employees to develop an emotional connection to the work they do and
attain commitment to their vision for the future. Under this leadership styjgogees

are doing their work, not only to receive their paycheck, but because they believe what
they are contributing is important and meaningful.

Bass (1985, 1998) defined four categories of leadership behaviors that comprise a
transformational leadership styletellectual stimulation refers to behaviors that are
intended to provide mental challenge for employees, as well as encourage omamdti
divergent thinkingIndividualized consideration refers to leader behaviors that treat
employees as individuals with unique skills and interests and attend to the unique
development and coaching needs of each emplbygerational motivation occurs
when leaders share their vision for the future and motivate employees bynm#pém
toward a goal that is personally meaningful to them. Finalégalized influence refers to
leaders who inspire affection and loyalty from their employees by holdimgetigcal
standards and establishing effective working relationships with them.

Transactional leadership style is represented by the following tfgeader
behaviorscontingent reward, management by exception (passive and active), and
laissez-faire. Contingent reward describes the exchange of resources that occurs between
a leader and his employees. This consistently emerges as the only set ofilgaders
behaviors within the transactional approach that is effective and desirableéater.

While transformational styles can provide another level of motivation for eegsdoyhe
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basic exchange of pay for performance is typically the primarpmeasst employees
initiate employment with an employdvianagement by exception- active andpassive

refers to a leadership style in which the leader monitors for perfornpaolckems and
intervenes as needed to correct them. gdssive approach indicates a reluctance to react
unless the problem becomes severe. The fourth and final facet of transactideedtg
style, sometimes described as “non-leadership” isdilssez-faire style. This set of
behaviors refers to the avoidance of leadership responsibilities such asgwits)g
monitoring performance, and coaching.

Transformational leadership has a demonstrated relationship with desirable
employee and organizational outcomes, such as employees’ perceptions of support and
efficacy, improved task performance, citizenship behaviors, creativityraovation,
and even financial success (Gumusluoglu & llsev, 2009; Lyons & Schneider, 2009;
Podsakoffet al., 1990; Purvanova, Bono, & Dzieweczynski, 2006; Barling, Weber, &
Kelloway, 1996). A meta-analysis conducted by Christian, Garza, and Slaughter (2011)
found a moderately sized mean correlation between transformational lepderd

engagement,l\(lp: .24). A primary piece of the theory behind transformational leadership

is that managers who can help their employees to see the importance of their
contributions will see an improvement in discretionary effort and willingness to do
whatever it takes to reach their goals (Bass, 1985). Podsakoff et al. (1990) showed a
moderate correlation between transformational leadership and citizenshipdre
(average correlatiom= .18). Purvanova, Bono, and Dzieweczynski (2006) elaborate on

this link, showing that employee perceptions regarding the meaningfulness and
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importance of their jobs is the mediating factor between this inspiratiocialr&ap style
and the outcome of contributing discretionary effort.

Macey and Schneider’s (2008) discussion of the multi-dimensional nature of the
engagement construct and associated body of research, they propose thatn@atiostdr
leadership impacts employee engagement in three ways: transformlatoleaship
directly engenders state engagement, it moderates the link betwieesngiagement and
behavioral engagement, and finally, it indirectly impacts behavioral engagémaugh
the development of trust in the organization and the manager himself. While ndy direct
tested in the current study, it is by changing employee perceptions about the
meaningfulness of their work, showing trustworthiness, and encouraging independent
thought that transformational leadership is expected to cultivate em@gogagement.

As described previously, markers of transformational leadership include
conveying an inspirational vision of the future, showing consideration, and contributing
to the unigue development of each employee. It follows that a leadership style
characterized by inspiring, motivating, and building relationships will engéeelangs
of faith, belief, attachment, and, ultimately, engagement in employees.

A meta-analysis by Bono and Judge (2004) extended the work of &udbe,
(2002) by exploring how leader personality relates to transformational aisddtenal
leadership. Although Extraversion emerged as a statistically sigmifpredictor of all
facets of transformational leadership (idealized influence and inspiratiotabton
were combined to form eharismatic leadership component), all five personality traits
only accounted for a minimal amount of variance (5-12%) in these leadership behaviors

They conclude that “continued use of the Big Five traits may not be fruitfwealiag
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the dispositional bases of transformational and transactional leadersip7]p.
Although they suggest that examining lower-order factors may prove maotenkde,
they fail to address the possibility that these relationships do not followdredilinear
bivariate patterns. As more complex, interactive relationships between preysamah
other individual differences for predicting work outcomes receives moreiattemd
research, we find that personality does seem to have complex and indirectogffects
work behaviors and performance that are not easily identified with the typicahleva
correlations and regressions (see Burke & Witt, 2002; Burke & Witt, 2004; WikeBur
Barrick, & Mount, 2002). For example, Judge and Erez (2007) found support for
interaction and curvilinear effects of personality traits for the ptiediof work
performance. Exploring how personality traits and other individual different&sct to
provide stronger predictive power can advance existing knowledge and infatmera
around leader selection.

In addition to transformational and transactional leadership, another leadership
style has gained attention for its impact on employee morale and peréarnibowever,
this approach has quite the opposite effébtisive supervision is defined as non-
physical hostile behaviors toward subordinates (Tepper, 2000). Given the prevalence of
leadership trainings and seminars, it is surprising that many manaljensgstge in
behaviors that demean, embarrass, ridicule, and otherwise undermine their sulsordinate
Research suggests that more than one in eight employed individuals have been exposed
to hostile or verbally abusive management tactics (Schat, Frone, & kgll@006). For

example, abusive supervisors engage in intimidation and threaten job loss, withhold
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necessary information, use aggressive body language, and ignore or even ridicule
subordinates publicly (Aryee et al., 2007; Tepper, 2000).

Although abusive behaviors can be objectively measured, the experience of
abusive supervision is typically measured by the perception of the subordinate.
Perceptions of abusive supervision have been shown to relate to a decrease in subordinate
job and life satisfaction and psychological well-being, and an increase in turnover
(Tepper, 2000). It also results in other negative outcomes for the organization, such as
increased workplace deviance and decreased citizenship performance(Zelbper, &
Duffy, 2002). The question of why some managers treat their employees thiasvay h
received more interest and investigation among researchers intth@ jgsars. Thus far,
the strongest antecedent of an abusive supervisory style appears to beqmeroépti
injustice perpetrated by the organization (Tepper, 2000). This is an important finding
because it adds to the business case for organizations to treat their emfaolyeand
to do their best to uphold their obligations, whether explicitly stated or inferred.
However, in addition to these contextual factors there may be other caubess suc
characteristics of managers that predispose them to engage in thesé bghes/ors.
Exploring personality and motivation to lead could help to identify individuals who are
likely to be abusive supervisors.

Much needed research has begun to explore how abusive supervision impacts
employee engagement and its outcomes. Typically, a justice framewoddisous
conceptualize the link between abusive supervision and discretionary efidutifRe
citizenship behaviors and increasing workplace deviance behaviors are thought to be

subordinates’ means of retaliation against the abusive supervisor for ursfremne.
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Subordinates are more likely to retaliate through these voluntary behaviorgmathby
reducing their task performance because the latter may lead to adatii@stanctions.
Aryee, Chen, Sun, and Debrah (2007) found evidence for this theory of injustice
perceptions as a mediator between abusive supervision to citizenship behawgs Us
sample of 178 subordinates (47 supervisors were represented) in a Chinese
telecommunications company, data on self-report perception of abusive swpervisi
interactional justice, procedural justice, and organizational affeaiivenitment were
collected. Additionally, supervisors were asked to rate each subordinate’ss@€BI
OCBO. Interactional justice refers to perceptions of being treated ligidupervisors or
decision makers (Folger & Bies, 1989). In contrast, procedural justice m@fers t
perceptions of fairness in the decision-making processes of the organ{Zayee et al.
2007). Aryeest al. chose to measure affective commitment, or the emotional attachment
to the organization, because this is more likely to be influenced by quality of supervi
than would continuance or normative commitment. Although they did not measure
employee engagemepdr se, it is reasonable to expect the same pattern of results as that
of affective commitment because of the emotional attachment component jmesait.
They also used measures that distinguished between OCB directed toward
coworkers (OCBI) versus the organization (OCBO). Aryee et al. hypothebited t
interactional, but not procedural, justice would mediate the relationship betweereabus
supervision to commitment, OCBI, and OCBO. They tested this hypothesis using
structural equation modeling and found support for the fully mediated model. Abusive
supervision led to perceptions of interactional injustice, which then led to reduced OCBI

OCBO, and affective commitment. Although perceptions of procedural justice did not
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mediate the effect of abusive supervision on these work-related behaviors, other
researchers have found support for this mediating variable.

Zellars, Tepper, and Duffy (2002) examined the mediating effect of proaded
justice on the relationship between abusive supervision and OCB. Data weredollec
from 373 US National Guard members and their supervisors. OCB scores wgne@ssi
by the supervisors and all other variables were measured via self-repoyssdedars
et al. hypothesized that abusive supervision would lead to perceptions of procedural
injustice and result in reduced OCB. They specifically hypothesized tatsredhip to
exist among subordinates who defined OCB as extra-role behaviors. Zellasiggast
that these subordinates may believe the supervisor was permitted to be abwsige bec
the organization did not employ a fair process for deciding whether to condone this
treatment or how to manage it. They found support for this hypothesis as procedural
justice mediated the effect of abusive supervision on OCB. Specifically, fiogees
who defined OCB as discretionary, abusive supervision led to perceptions of procedural
injustice, which led to a reduction in OCB. Employee engagement was not directly
measured in this study; however, as engagement has a discretionargosfipoinent, it
is reasonable to theorize that abusive supervision leads to a reduction in employee
engagement.

Socioanalytic Perspective on Leadership Styles

Leadership is traditionally conceptualized as the result of ambition and twtiva
to achieve power and status. However, the components of transformational leadership
that create meaningful relationships between managers and employees@mege

teams to bond together toward a common goal represent a more social, cooperative
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motivation. Applying socioanalytic theory, leadership behaviors can be caedas
demonstrating the drive to get ahead or get along. Transformationakleadszhaviors
directed toward showinigndividualized consideration and generatinglealized influence
reflect the drive to get along. Recall that behaviors in these categoriggeingiholding
high ethical and moral standards and treating employees with respect andratinside
The other two categories of transformational leadership behaviors, providing
inspirational motivation andintellectual stimulation can be classified as behaviors
directed toward getting ahead. Behaviors in these categories includg sefpiring
goals, conveying a vision of the future that motivates employees to work dyigeuait!
passionately, and providing challenging work that contributes to the growth and
development of employee skills and abilities.

Contingent reward behaviors are also directed at getting ahead. This type of
transactional leadership encourages employees to perform atcsatisfavels in
exchange for rewards from the organization. Contingent reward behaviors do npt attem
to build social bonds or encourage teamwork beyond that required to complete the job.

Finally, abusive supervision behaviors reflect the drive to get ahead, at the
expense of getting along. This type of manager does not readily understand thag buil
a strong team, increasing employee well-being, and helping emplogclesve¢hey
contribute to meaningful goals positively impacts the bottom line. Abusive supsrvis
are so task-focused that they lose sight of the value that building supportivekiseawdr
fostering an environment of cooperation brings. We can expect supervisors who are
lower on getting along traits and higher on getting ahead traits to show Ioosreea

supervision behaviors.
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Hypotheses

Leader ship and engagement

Research has supported the following as antecedents of employee engagement:
job characteristics such as autonomy, variety, and significance; pEt@yanizational
support; and perceptions that the organization is supportive of innovation (Saks, 2006;
Schneider, Macey, Barbera, & Martin, 2009). These subordinate perceptions are
components of transformational leadership, specifically, intellectinalilsttion,
individualized consideration, and inspirational motivation. Thus, we can expect that
managers who exhibit more transformational behaviors will have employeeare/
more engaged in their work. Moreover, because this leadership style combines both
getting ahead and getting along approaches to motivation, this leadership stydebghoul
the most conducive to a culture of engagement. Leadership behaviors that fall under the
facets of individualized consideration and idealized influence will help to bring
employees together and build self-confidence and feelings of self-wdréneas
behaviors that fall under the intellectual stimulation and inspirational motivatcets
will challenge, inspire, and motivate subordinates toward a meaningful common goal.
Combined, these aspects of transformational leadership were expecteddsanc

subordinate attachment to and engagement in their work within the organization.

Hypothesis 1: Fregquency of transformational |eadership behaviorsis positively

related to levels of subordinate engagement.
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The facets of transactional leadership vary in the extent to which thasataibn
engaging work environment. Contingent reward behaviors are aimed at monitoring and
encouraging employee productivity by offering fair compensation for tiffet, and
performance. This reliable transaction of goods and services leads toipasept
equity and fairness. For this reason, employees will feel somewhat dngabeir work
and committed to staying with their organization to the extent that this arramgeme
remains more rewarding than alternatives. However, because this fgadéyke does
not inspire an emotional attachment to the organization or its mission, the caorreat

employee engagement should be weaker than that of transformational lgadershi

Hypothesis 2a: Frequency of contingent reward behaviorsis positively related to

levels of engagement.

Hypothesis 2b: The relationship between engagement and frequency of contingent
reward behaviorsis weaker than the relationship with transformational

leadership.

Transactional leadership behaviors characterized under the managermecetyon
style represent reluctance to manage and willingness for active invelvenig when a
problem or issue has been escalated or becomes serious. Because this appratigk is rea
in nature, employees do not feel that taking initiative, proactively lookingfotiens to
business problems, showing innovation, and going above and beyond are valued by their

manager or the organization. These behaviors do not help employees to connect with
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their work or see meaning in the goals they are working toward. As such, mmeamédps/
exception behaviors were thought to be unrelated to employee engagementeandtwer
specifically hypothesized to correlate with employee engagement. Sudiesdmay
become engaged in their work for other reasons (e.g., interest in the work itskelf, wor
friendships or other support) that will vary by person and should be unrelated to the
leader’'s management by exception behaviors. As such, exploratory data oremeamag
by exception leadership will be provided for informational purposes only.

Finally, abusive supervision is expected to result in low levels of employee
engagement. Because this leadership style creates feelings ofassivemnt, fear,
anxiety, and stress, it follows that these employees will only staythéthorganization
until a more attractive opportunity presents itself. Further, these ersgloykt only
contribute enough effort to avoid negative repercussions and will not buy into the goals
of their leader on a personal, affective level. This leadership stgkpescted to

disengage employees who may otherwise be intrinsically motivated torpevdt.

Hypothesis 3: Frequency of abusive supervision behaviorsis negatively related to

levels of engagement.

Individual difference variables and leadership styles

Transformational leadership is an integral part of cultivating a fully estjag
workforce. This leadership style helps employees to identify with thek aoa
personal level and feel good about what they are accomplishing. These leaders build

relationships, foster cooperative workgroups, and increase employee ingllibe
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particular, individualized consideration refers to leader behaviors thaeingddyees as
individuals and show consideration for their unique needs and motivations. ldealized
influence captures behaviors that inspire affection and loyalty from engsldlyeough
showing ethical and moral integrity. Employees want to follow because theyebtlat
the leader’s goals are socially and morally responsible. These behaflentsthe drive

to get along with others and should be related to personality traits that bsotre
drive. As described previously, Stability, Sociability, Friendliness, andubgiss are
characteristics that contribute to socialization, building supportive relaipmsand
showing responsibility and reliability to others. Leaders who possess thiésarte more
inclined to consider the greater good when setting team goals and to engageng “get
along” leadership behaviors directed at showing consideration, personabattetttical
actions, and social responsibility. In other words, leaders naturally in¢brget along
with others will show more individualized consideration and idealized influence

leadership behaviors.

Hypothesis 4 (a-b): Personality traits reflective of the drive to get along are
positively related to leadership styles directed at getting along. Specifically, levels
of Sability, Sociability, Friendliness, and Dutifulness predict frequency of (a)
individualized consideration leadership behaviors, and (b) idealized influence

leadership behaviors.

Intellectual stimulation refers to behaviors that are intended to provide mental

challenge for employees, as well as encourage innovation and divergent thinking.
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Inspirational motivation occurs when leaders share their vision for the future and
motivate employees by inspiring them toward a goal that is personally miegming

them. These transformational leadership behaviors will help the team toeablye

picture goals and work productively toward the organizational mission. Persdrzatgy
related to the motivation to get ahead and achieve power and status should predict the
frequency of these leadership behaviors. Leadership, Creativity, and sickrdhe

traits that reflect ambition, achievement, innovation, and growth. These tragdseepr

the drive to get ahead in the hierarchy of social status.

Contingent reward behaviors are also intended to motivate employees to perform
satisfactorily and attain their individual goals. Rewards and punishmentsedr®ous
encourage productive, effective work behaviors and discourage counterproductive work
behaviors, in order to reach the team’s goals and ultimately impact prdifitabd a
result, leaders high on traits that reflect the drive to get ahead wilhgisontingent
reward behaviors.

Recall that leaders who engage in abusive supervision behaviors are using this
approach to try to motivate employees to work harder, faster, and achieve more.
However, they are not only failing to build relationships and supportive networks with
their employees, they are tearing down self-efficacy, job satisfa@nd emotional
bonds with them. Abusive supervisors fail to understand the impact of emotional
attachment and identification with one’s work and organization on effort, productivity,
and performance. As such, abusive supervision reflects a strong drive to get atihead, at

cost of getting along.
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Hypothesis 5 (a-d): Personality traits reflective of the drive to get ahead are
positively related to leadership styles directed at getting ahead. Specifically,
levels of Leadership, Creativity, and Quickness predict frequency of (a)
intellectual stimulation leadership behaviors, (b) inspirational motivation
leadership behaviors, (c) contingent reward leader ship behaviors, and (d)

abusive supervision leader ship behaviors.

Hypothesis 6: Abusive supervision is most common among leaders with high
levels of getting ahead traits and low levels of getting along traits. This hypothesis
proposes an interaction effect between the two trait categories for the prediction

of abusive supervision behaviors.

Chan and Drasgow’s motivation to lead (MTL) construct provides additional
insight to the type of leadership style a leader is likely to exhibit. lthaals who are
primarily motivated to lead because of feelings of obligations or duty arg tikehly
contribute as much effort toward the leadership role as will meet the leasis of their
manager, their team, or the organization. The social-normative facet of M Hurasa
this duty-induced leadership motivation and, when combined with a personal drive
toward getting ahead, is expected to result in completion of basic management
responsibilities around distributing rewards and resources and addressing poor
performance issues. As such, high levels of both social-normative MTL and peysonal
traits directed at getting ahead are expected to have positive multygieégcts on

frequency of contingent reward behaviors.
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Hypothesis 7: High frequency of contingent reward leadership behaviorsis
predicted by high levels of traits directed at getting ahead and a social-nor mative
motivation to lead. This hypothesis proposes an interaction between the two

individual difference variables.

Building on Hypothesis 6, addressing the relationship of getting ahead &nd get
along traits to abusive supervision, assessing motivation to lead should furtimethaid i
prediction of which candidates are likely to adopt this approach. Individuals who are
unconcerned with the costs and added responsibilities of leadership show a
noncalculative motivation to lead. Abusive supervisors are hypothesized to be adbtivat
to assume positions of leadership because they see it as a means to attaih Stetosia
and power rewards-a calculated approach. This motivation does not stem frog feeli
compelled to lead due to social obligation or an innate desire to lead. In messtthay
do not appreciate the opportunity they have to inspire meaningful change and bring
people together toward a common goal. For these reasons, a noncalculative MTL is
expected to decrease the likelihood that a manager who is high on getting atseeaddra

low on getting along traits will exhibit abusive supervision.

Hypothesis 8: High frequency of abusive supervision behaviorsis predicted by
high levels of traits directed at getting ahead, low levels of traits directed at
getting along, and a lower noncal cul ative motivation to lead. This hypothesis

proposes a three-way interaction between these individual difference variables.
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Chan and Drasgow (2001) showed that individuals who are motivated to lead
because they enjoy it and believe they are naturally skilled at leguitastito receive
the highest leadership potential ratings. This type of leader understands ilatesm
involvement and engagement are crucial components of true organizational eféssjve
growth, and sustainability. They will go out of their way to help employeegbeel
about their work and will not miss opportunities to inspire and motivate their staff.
Individuals who seek positions of leadership because they enjoy the role and are also
naturally inclined to be innovative, visionary, sociable, and cooperative will encourage
their employees to seek opportunities to improve their work processes, helyessplo
see how their work fits into the big-picture goals of the organization, and egeour
collaboration and teamwork toward those goals. Leaders who are high on teaitscir
at getting along as well as getting ahead will be most inclined to incorpathtef these
person-oriented and the task-oriented aspects of leadership into their appheseh. T

individuals are the transformational leaders that organizations want to hire.

Hypothesis 9: High frequency of transformational leadership behaviorsis
predicted by high levels of traits directed at getting along, getting ahead, and an
affective-identity motivation to lead. This hypothesis proposes a three-way

interaction between these individual difference variables.
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Leadership style as a mediator

Finally, the value of identifying individual diffence variables that pred
leadership styles lies in improved ability to patdivho will be an effective leader. T
outcome of focus in this study is sudinate engagement and, ultimately, the goal he
to measure the extent to which measurable individiff@rences in candidates f
leadership positions lead to differences in leddprstyleswhich then impacemployee
engagement. As this suggeseadership style will also be examiresla mediatc
between subordinate engagemnr(outcome)and leader personality and M (predictors).

Transformational leadership was hypothesized todst predicted by high leve
of getting ahead traits and gettialong traits and an affectivdentity motivation to leac
Recall also that transformational leadership wamlhesized to be positively related
employee engagement. This leadership wasproposed to mediate the link betwe

engagement and leadegrponality and MT. This model is shown in figure

Affective-
Identity MTL

\
high Getting
Along traits
/ Transformational Employee
Leadership Engagement
N
high Getting
Ahead traits )

Figure 1. Proposed model for HypothesiO.
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Hypothesis 10: Transformational |eadership mediates the relationship between
leader personality and MTL to employee engagement such that high levels of
getting ahead traits, getting along traits, and affective-identity motivation to lead
positively interact to predict high levels of transformational |eadership, which

then predicts high level s of employee engagement.

The extent to which abusive supervision also seiwe@sediate the link betwee
leader individual differences and employee engagéshould be examined. Tt
leadership style wadsypothesied to be best predicted by a personal drivget ahead,
low drive to get alongvith other;, and a low noncalculativaotivation to lea (i.e.,
motivated to lead based weighing therisks and rewards associated with assumi
leadership role)}However, unlike transformational or transactiomadership, this styl
is expected to decrease levels of engagerThis model is shown in figure This

hypothesizednediation effecwasexplored using the same approach as the pre

hypothesis.
Low
Noncalculative
MTL
( )
Low Getting
Along traits
\_ Y, low
Abusive Supervision Employee
- ~ Engagement
high Getting
Ahead traits
. J

Figure 2. Proposed model for Hypothesis1
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Hypothesis 11: Abusive supervision mediates the relationship between leader
personality and MTL to employee engagement such that high levels of getting
ahead traits, low levels of getting along traits, and low noncal culative motivation

to lead interact to predict high levels of abusive supervision, which then predicts

low levels of employee engagement.
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Chapter lI
Method

Participants

Participants in this study were 196 employees and 134 managers. However, one
employee’s data were eliminated from analysis due to a pattern of respdrating t
indicated careless and uninterpretable results (i.e., the participant lcbaseltie
response option for all questions). Additionally, four managers’ data were nao diae
linked with an employee’s data due to a failure to enter a valid matching bsdepde
is described in more detail in the procedure section. The final number of parsicipant
whose data were included in this study was 195 employees and 130 managers. As
indicated by these numbers, 65 managers (33%) declined to participate when asked to
complete the survey. Employee participants worked at least part timienfim of 20
hours per week) and were mostly female (74%). Over half of employeeijpeants were
Caucasian (57%), with 19% identifying as Hispanic, 12% as Black, 6”Rsias, and
6% as other. Employee ages ranged from 18 to 64 ydar%, D= 10). Forty-eight
percent had tenure of one to five years with their organization. Fifty-fiveempienad
worked with their current manager (the manager who was rated in the surnvgy) fo
months to two years (see Table 2 for more information). Most employeesndardual
contributors at work: 82% indicated that they did not have employees who directly

reported to them. Industries represented in this study include retailzZEé} pusiness,
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legal, and social services (17%), and education (12%), among others. Thirty sixt perc

of employees chose the option “other” when asked about industry; because there was no
response option for “choose not to respond”, it is possible that some wanted to avoid
answering this question to further protect the identify of their organization and
themselves. Table 3 shows the breakdown of industries.

Manager participants were the managers of the employees who agreed to
participate in the study. Both sexes were fairly represented in this eresszagple (51%
male, 49% female). Managers were predominantly Caucasian (69%), with 11%
identifying as Hispanic, 9% as Black, 6% as Asian, and 5% as other. Manager’s ages
ranged from 23 to 65 yeamsl€ 42,SD= 11). Leadership level in the organization ranged
from first line supervisor to top executive, with a large number of respondents choosing
not to complete this question (37%), 13% were first line supervisors, 27% were elid-lev
managers, 13% were senior leaders, and 9% were chief executives. The moshcomm
responses for tenure with the organization were three to five years (32%penthan

10 years (27%), see Table 4 for manager tenure data.
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Table 2

Employee Tenure

Tenure with Organization Tenure with Manager

0-3 months
3-6 months
6-12 months
1-2 years
3-5 years
6-10 years

10+ years

8%

7%

20%

23%

25%

8%

8%

13%

14%

25%

30%

14%

3%

2%

* Rounding causes apparent discrepancy from 100%

Table 3

Industries Represented

Percent of Sample

Education 12%
Construction 1%
Manufacturing, transportation, or utility servic 2%
Retail sales 21%
Finance, insurance, and real estate 7%
Services (business, legal, social) 17%
Public Administration 4%
Other 36%
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Table 4

Manager Tenure with Organization

Frequency

0-3 months
6-12 months
1-2 years
3-5 years
6-10 years

10+ years

3%

5%

11%

31%

22%

28%

Employee participants were recruited through a variety of methods. rjestia

source of participants was a student participant pool at a large southeastersity.

Sixty eight percent of the employees who participated in this study wetetee

through this student pool (student emploge&32), and 66% of the complete employee-

manager dyads contained a student as the employee (student empBfed\s

compensation for their time, students were assigned partial coursdareairticipating

in the study. Eligibility criteria stipulated that all employeetiggrants had to have been

employed at least 20 hours per week and recommended that the employee obtain the

manager’s agreement to participate before beginning the study. Témsmendation

likely resulted in a higher than typical rate of manager completion, but a tmeeall

number of employee participants.
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Other means through which participants were recruited included emailsilty fac
and staff at universities throughout the U.S., emails to city and county employads
via website listings of Florida government employees, and approaching emsplaty
various organizations and local businesses to request participation. Aseddicat
previously, these methods did not result in large numbers of participants; combised, the
recruitment methods only accounted for approximately one third of the stugies&wue
Appendices A-E for participant recruitment materials.
Measures

See appendix for measures used in this study.

Demographics

Employees. Age, sex, and race were included as demographic questions
for employee patrticipants. Additionally, data on the industry, tenure witbrgamization
and manager, and whether the employee had direct reports were also collected.

Managers. Questions on age, sex, race, tenure with the organization, and
level in the organization were included in the manager survey.

Individual Difference Measures
The personality and motivation to lead assessments were included in the manager
survey.

Personality. The seven factor model of personality was measured using
the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP; http://ipip.ori.org)esc& hese scales were
designed to resemble the Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI), a measure af norm
personality in the workplace. The IPIP scales are highly correlatedh& 7 scales of

the HPI. The IPIP trait scales (with related HPI scale names in pases)tare Stability
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(Adjustment), Leadership (Ambition), Sociability (Sociability), Frieness
(Likeability), Dutifulness (Prudence), Creativity (Inquisitive), and ®oess (Learning
Approach). Correlations between the HPI scales and their IPIP courgeaysart
reasonably strong£ .64- .77), indicating that these IPIP items are a fair measure of
Hogan’s seven factor model. The seven scales stem from the Five Factor Mibdel, w
Extraversion represented by Leadership and Sociability combined, Emotiabgikysby
Stability, Conscientiousness by Dutifulness, Agreeableness by Friesslliand
Openness to Experience by Creativity and Quickness combined. Response opgons wer
provided on a five point likert scale (Strongly Disagree to Strongly Adgrgeynal
consistency for the IPIP scales was adequate’ 6-.90); these estimates are similar to
those reported by the International Personality Item Rowi\.ori.org) (a=.75-.86).
Motivation to lead. Chan and Drasgow’s (2001) scale was validated across

three diverse samples. This 27 item scale provides scores for three faatalescribe
the primary motivations for taking on a leadership role. The Affective-igentit
Noncalculative, and Social-Normative subscales each have 9 items. The response opt
are provided in a five point likert scale (Strongly Disagree to Stronglgedgihe three
subscales displayed adequate internal consistercy9-.81).

Leadership Style

The transformational/transactional leadership and abusive supervision measures
were included in the employee survey.

Transformational/transactional |eadership. The Multifactor Leadership

Questionnaire (MLQ; Avolio & Bass, 2004) was used to measure the facets of

transformational and transactional leadership behavior. This scale uses thitems
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measure each facet, with the exception of Idealized Influence which lesss8 it
Response options for this measure are on a five point scale and listed as freqimicie
at all, Once in a while, Sometimes, Fairly often, and Frequently, if noysjwlaternal
consistency estimates for these scales were generally accepiibibe management by
exception scales reaching a barely acceptable level: individualized catisil¢=.75),
intellectual stimulationdg=.73), inspirational motivation:€.86), idealized influence
(¢=.89), contingent reward: (=.84), management by exception-active.62),
management by exception-passiwe.67), laissez-fairent=.73). The reliabilities found
in this study were similar to those reported in the test manual, including the lpivas a
for the management by exception scales (MLQ test manual: Avolio & Bass, 2004) .
Abusive supervision. Abusive supervision was measured by subordinate
report using Tepper’s (2000) 15 item scale. Using a 5-point scale, epohdeat
reported on the frequency with which his/her manager engages in the behaedrglis
| cannot remember him/her ever using this behavior with me, (2) he/she very ssiglom
this behavior with me, (3) he/she occasionally uses this behavior with me, (4) heshe us
this behavior moderately often with me, (5) he/she uses this behavior very oftenewit
Internal consistency estimate for this scale was stron®?%).

Employee engagement. A 14 item scale adapted from May, Gilson, and Harter’'s
(2004) 13 item scale will be used to measure employee engagement in this study. One
item was added to measure external job search behavior. This assessmespossd re
options on a five point likert scale (Strongly Disagree-Strongly Aghe&xnal
consistency for the 14 item scale was acceptadte?7). The engagement measure was

included in the employee survey.
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Procedure

Employed individuals were recruited to participate in this study and were asked t
have their managers participate as well. To avoid over-representirsggieymanager
and ensure independent data points, managers were instructed to participateudythis s
only once regardless of whether they had multiple employees who weogpadirig.
This study consisted of two steps for all non-student employees. In thegirsthe
employee completed an anonymous survey via a commonly used online survey tool,
SurveyMonkey. This survey contained demographic questions, the engagemeteacale
abusive supervision scale, and the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire. To link the
employee and manager data while maintaining anonymity of both, the erapiap
asked to create a seven digit code for the purpose of matching the data. Theeguidel
this code were to enter any three random numbers and the last four digits of the telephone
number. The employee then had two options for having his or her manager complete the
second step in this study. The first option was to enter the manager’s emai aoldres
have the researcher email the manager to request participation. The seaimd/aptio
provide the unique seven digit code and the URL address to the manager directly.
Seventy seven percent of participants chose this latter option. In caseshehere
manager’s email was provided, the researcher sent an email to the nexpdaeing the
nature and purpose of the study, including a link to the online survey and the seven digit
code created by the employee. The manager survey consisted of dentoguaghions,
the motivation to lead scale, and the IPIP personality assessment.

Student employees who were participating in this study in order to receiia pa

credit had an additional step in this process. Before receiving any surveiatsater
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students first completed a separate online survey in which they entered their nam
student identification number, and an email address to which they would like to have the
employee survey sent. This additional first step allowed the researchenttc@rese

credit while maintaining the anonymity of student participants. All @pent recruiting

materials can be found in the appendices.
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Chapter llI
Results

The full sample of valid employee data was included when running analyses tha
only required employee data (e.g. comparing perceptions of leadershiwisiyievel of
engagement) (employ@e195). When conducting analyses based on the employee-
manager dyads, only those employees with matched data were included (employe
manager dyad=130). The mean score for each study scale was calculated, including
cases in which not all questions were answered. For example, when nine out of 10
guestions on a scale were complete, then the score for that scale rephesavesage of
those nine items. Table 5 contains means and standard deviations for study vé&itables
all analyses involving significance testing, fliealue of .05 was used as the standard for
determining statistical significance.
Intercorrelations Among Leadership Syles

The four facets of transformational leadership were highly correlatbdowe
another ('s= .71 to .85). See Table 6 for intercorrelations. These high correlations
suggest that each subscale does not measure a distinct construct and thattbiey ar
likely to show differential links to engagement. These high intercorrelatrensoa
problematic for conceptualizing transformational leadership or the iatatjgn of a
potential link between this and engagement, but do present an issue for aligning

personality predictors to the behaviors represented by each subscalec&8pgcifi
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socioanalytic theory was used to predict how traits would predict certaits faf
transformational leadership. Given the high intercorrelations, it is unlikaty t
personality will relate differently to each facet. However, the hypethigstially

predicted were still tested as originally conceived.

Table 5

Descriptive Satistics for Sudy Variables

Mean SD a Skewness Kurtosis

Engagemefit 3.33 0.52 77  0.02 0.21
Transformational Leadership

Intellectual Stimulation 3.13 0.89 73 -0.09 -0.30

Inspirational Motivation 352 1.06 .86 -0.37 -0.73

Individualized Consider. 3.19 0.96 75 -0.28 -0.29

Idealized Influence 3.31 0.92 89 -0.33 -0.48
Transactional Leadership

Contingent Reward 3.36 1.03 .84  -0.40 -0.55

MBE-Active 2.58 0.83 .62 -0.05 -0.64

MBE-Passive 210 0.83 .67 0.55 -0.11
Abusive Supervision

Abusive Supervision 1.34 0.56 .95 1.99 3.22
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Personality”

Stability 3.46
Leadership 3.81
Sociability 3.16
Friendliness 3.51
Dutifulness 3.51
Creativity 3.39
Quickness 3.52

Motivation to Lead

Affective-ldentity 3.61
Noncalculative 3.69
Social-Normative 3.58

0.60

0.65

0.62

0.75

0.59

0.75

0.77

0.63

0.63

0.61

A7

.85

.76

.90

A7

.86

.88

.79

.79

.81

0.18

0.19

0.70

0.45

0.62

0.56

0.34

-0.27

-0.28

-0.65

-0.41

-0.84

1.28

-0.67

0.35

-0.58

-0.94

0.10

0.37

1.02

®n= 195 for the following scales: Engagement, Transformational Leadershég,scal

Transactional Leadership scales, and Abusive Supervision.

Pn= 130 for the following scales: Personality scales and Motivation to Lead.scales
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Table 6

Intercorrelations Among Facets of Transformational Leadership

1 2 3
1 Inspirational Motivation
2 Intellectual Stimulation 1*
3 Individualized Consideration 75*% 78*
4 |dealized Influence .85* AT* .81*

n=195. * Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).

Table 7 contains intercorrelations among leadership styles. Transtamalati
leadership was strongly correlated with contingent reward39,p< .05). A correlation
this strong indicates a lack of discriminant validity between the measures of
transformational leadership and contingent reward, which is problematic fiquratieg
the pattern of results. Conceptually, these two leadership styles ateveféax
necessary components of leadership, but are distinct sets of behaviors. To seeghuch a hi
degree of overlap indicates that, in this sample, one possible explanation is that
employees were not able to distinguish between the types of leadershiplshavi
described in the two scales. This effect is similar to the idea of halo iefieting
performance. This possibility indicates that employees in this study baulformed an
overall impression regarding the effectiveness of their leader and bagsaéspenses on
this overall impression rather than considering specific examples of behiapisave
witnessed. If this were the case, results would indicate that all posiéigership

behaviors would be highly correlated and all negative leadership behaviors would be
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highly correlated. Given that active and passive management by exceptiodiBboemnt
patterns of correlations, it is not likely that one overall impression ofriglaige
effectiveness underlies the employees’ ratings of specific leatavibes in this study.
Rather, it is likely that the transformational leaders who participated isttldy actually
demonstrated a high frequency of contingent reward behaviors, low frequency wéabusi

supervision, and low passive management by exception behaviors.

Table 7

Correlations Among Leadership Styles

1 2 3 4
1 Transformational --
2 Contingent Reward .89*
3 MBE-Active 19* 19*
4 MBE-Passive -23*  -.22* .26*
5 Abusive Supervision -46*  -.43* .20* A46*

n= 195.*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
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Leader ship and Engagement

An interesting and meaningful pattern of relationships emerged between
employee engagement and the leadership styles assessed here (s@dofable
correlations). The strongest predictors of engagement were transtorah&adership
(r=.38,p< .05), followed by contingent reward leadership .32,p< .05). These
significant positive correlations provide support for Hypotheses 1 and 2a. Theieaeff
for transformational leadership suggests that it is a stronger prediciaah@ngent
reward; however, comparison of the difference between the two using a fisher r to z
transformation showed that the correlations were not significantlyehffe= .67,NS).

As such, Hypothesis 2b was not supported.

Table 8

Correlations Between Engagement and Leadership Styles

Engagement
Transformational .38*
Contingent Reward 32*
Management by Exception-Active -.06
Management by Exception-Passive -.21*
Abusive Supervision -.27*

n=195. * Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
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Hypothesis 3 was supported: frequency of abusive supervision behaviors was
inversely related to engagement ¢€.27,p< .05). Leaders who disrespect, embarrass, or
mistreat their employees will find it more difficult to engage theiffgtnd create a team-
oriented culture. Abusive supervision is thought to create a more actively nastie
environment than the passively unsupportive environment created by MBE-passive type
leader behaviors. Although the trend of the data thus far suggests that abusiveisapervi
has a stronger negative relationship to engagement than does MBE-passive, the
difference between the two was not statistically different from @= .62,ns).

Personality and Leadership Styles

Next, | examined personality as a predictor of leadership stylee Batdntains
intercorrelations among personality traits. Correlations between pbtgamnal
leadership styles can be found in Table 10. In the socioanalytic motivatiowfoakne
(Hogan, 1991; Hogan & Holland, 2003), personality traits are patterns of behavior
directed at the need bt along with others or the need gt ahead in the social
hierarchy. Stability, Friendliness, Dutifulness, and Sociability tragievinypothesized to
facilitate the development of social networks and support, and thus were expected to
predict leadership behaviors that emphasize getting along with others.dlepder
Creativity, and Quickness traits were hypothesized to drive a leader toivartcang in
power, status, and achievement. As such, these traits were expected togaddrship

behaviors targeted at getting ahead in the organization.
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Table 9

Intercorrelations Among Personality Traits

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 Get Along Traits --
2  Stability -- -
3 Sociability -- .22% -
4 Friendliness -- 43* 43* --
5 Dutifulness -- A41* -.06 .54* --
6 Get Ahead Traits .84* -- -- -- - -
7 Leadership - 49* A3 .63* 53* - -
8  Creativity -- AT* 31* .80* .50* -- .55* --
9 Quickness - A4* .33* .80* 54* - 61* .87*

n=130. *Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 10

Correlations Between Leadership Styles and Personality

Get Along Get Ahead
Traits Stability  Sociability  Friendliness Dutifulness Traits Leadership Creativity = Quickness
Transformational 12 .30* .07 -.01 .01 .07 17 .05 -.01
Individualized Consideration 13 27* .07 .03 .01 .10 .16 .09 .04
Idealized Influence 13 .26* .09 -.01 .04 .07 21* .02 -.03
Intellectual Stimulation -.01 A7+ .03 -12 -.09 -.05 .03 -.04 -.10
Inspirational Motivation 19* 37* .07 .06 .06 A2 22* .09 .03
Contingent Reward .16 .28* 14 .02 .02 A1 .25* .04 .03
MBE-Active .04 .04 .04 .02 .02 .02 -.05 .08 .02
MBE-Passive .01 -.04 -.01 .03 .04 -.01 -.10 .06 -.01
Abusive Supervision -.20* -.35*% .03 -.03 -.26* -.15 -.21* -.08 -.10

n=130. * Correlation is significant at the .05 ley2Hailed).
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To test these hypotheses, the traits that represented each socioamatiygc
were averaged and correlations with the appropriate leadership styteanadyzed.
Specifically, the Stability, Sociability, Friendliness, and Dutifulnessesscores were
averaged to create a getting along composite score and the Leadersdtigity;rend
Quickness scale scores were averaged to create a getting aheadtesopos
Hypothesis 4 was not supported. The getting along composite score was niziasitiyif
related to either (a) individualized consideration or (b) idealized influenderkdap
behaviors. Looking at each of the traits individually, Stability was the onty tra
significantly related to these leadership behaviotsZ7 and= .26,p< .05,
respectively). This can be interpreted to mean that individuals who are moreretipti
stable and show a more positive attitude exhibited more considerate and ethical
leadership behaviors. In fact, this trait was related to each of the fotg ¢dice
transformational leadership, suggesting that it may be a useful preditis lgfadership
style.

The personality traits directed at getting ahead were hypothesized td psedic
facets of transformational leadership: (Hypothesis 5a) intellestimalilation and (5b)
inspirational motivation. The data fail to show a link between the set of getiagl a
traits and these leadership behaviors, thus not supporting Hypotheses 5a and 5b. Of these
traits, Leadership was the only one to show a significant correlation to eitinexsef
criteria. Specifically, the Leadership trait was related to ingpiral motivation (= .22,
p< .05) indicating that those who are high in Leadership are somewhat more likely to
communicate an optimistic vision for the future and inspire their teams to workdtowa

the collective goals. Similarly, Hypothesis 5¢c was not supported asetheshcy of
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contingent reward behaviors was not predicted by the cluster of traits reprgske
motivation to get ahead= .11,NS). However, this leadership style was significantly
related to trait Leadership=.25,p< .05), which is one trait representative of the
socioanalytic drive to get ahead. Contingent reward behaviors were also @lated t
Stability (= .28,p< .05). As a trait reflective of the drive to get along with others,
Stability was not hypothesized to predict contingent reward behaviors. Howaxer
the high correlation between contingent reward and transformational lepdérihi
reasonable to expect these two leadership styles to show a similar pateatiaiships
with other variables.

Hypothesis 5d was also not supported; abusive supervision was not related to the
getting aheadrait composite as predicted. Hypothesis 6 further explores the nature of
these relationships by predicting an interaction effect. High levels f tliagicted at
getting ahead and low levels of traits directed at getting along wpeeted to predict
the highest frequency of abusive supervision behaviors. To test this, an interaction
variable was created such that a high score on the interaction term indichtgéthitg
ahead traits and low getting along traits. This required the getting etonposite score
to be reverse coded and then multiplied by the getting ahead composite scorasdhe re
for reverse coding the getting along composite score was to ensure thahémaggers
who scored highest on the interaction term were those who were high in Leadership,
Creativity, and Quickness, and were low in Stability, Sociability, Friaeds,

Dutifulness. As a result, individuals who received the lowest score on the tioietacm
were those who were low in getting ahead traits and high in getting aatsg tine

opposite configuration of the hypothesized trait interaction. Those who receided m
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range scores were either high in both sets of traits or low in both setsofTine

reverse scoring of the getting along composite before computing the tictienzariable
was necessary because without reverse coding first, the interaatmosctae would have
been indistinguishable between those managers who were high in getting alteaddrai
low in getting along traits and those managers who were low in getting ahitsdrnd
high in getting along traits.

Although the getting along traits showed the expected inverse relatignship
.20,p< .05), the interaction variable was not significantly correlated with abusive
supervision (= .06,ns). Nonetheless, | conducted a hierarchical regression because this is
the standard technique to evaluate the incremental validity of an interactioovter the
individual predictor variables. To conduct the regression, | entered the two original
predictors into the regression equation in the first step and then entered theionteract
term in the second step. The total variance explained in abusive supervision was
examined for a statistically significant increase in the new model. See Thbbr
results. The data did not support this hypothesis; the interaction term did not explain

significant variance beyond that explained by the individual predia&s .03,ns).
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Table 11

Hierarchical Regression of Abusive Supervision

Variable B Step 1 B Step 2
Get Ahead Traits .07 .94
Get Along Traits .26 1.19*

(reverse-coded)

Interaction -54
R? .04 .07*
AR? .03

n=130. *Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).

DV=Abusive Supervision

The correlation found between abusive supervision and the getting along trait

composite is driven by a correlation with two traits: Stability {35, p< .05) and

Dutifulness (= -.26,p< .05). The data indicate that abusive supervision is not related to

extreme ambition, rather it may primarily be a reflection of a redadility to control

emotion and stress level and a tendency toward impulsivity, taking risks, akehgre

rules.
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Motivation to Lead as a Moderator

Motivation to lead (MTL) was predicted to moderate the relationship between
personality and leadership styles such that each of the three motivatfenoBvef
identity, social-normative, and noncalculative- interacted with personalitytir bet
predict leadership style. Building on Hypothesis 5c, Hypothesis 7 predictetdHmtkt
between personality traits directed at getting ahead and frequency obeontieward
behaviors would be moderated by MTL. Specifically, a higher social-normaiite M
should increase the frequency of contingent reward behaviors among those who are
already high in these ambition and achievement-oriented traits. This hypatiss
tested using hierarchical regression against contingent reward behaeofalde 12 for
results. The criterion was regressed on the getting ahead composievamnid the
social-normative motivation to lead score, and the R-square was noted. Next, an
interaction variable was created by multiplying the two predictor bl@sggetting ahead
composite score x social-normative MTL). Finally, | regressed comtingevard on the
two original predictors and noted the total variance explaiR8d {Then, in step two, |
entered the interaction variable into the regression equation and the changalin ove
variance explained in contingent reward behaviors was examined for acsti#yisti
significant increase. The data did not support this hypothesis; the interactroditl not
explain additional variance beyond the individual predictafé<£ .00,NS).

Testing Hypothesis 8 also required the recoding of some predictor varidtkes. T
hypothesis stated that abusive supervision would be best predicted by considering the
interaction between high levels of traits directed at getting ahead,\Vels l&f traits

directed at getting along, and low noncalculative MTL. This hypothesisla@sested

56

www.manaraa.com



using hierarchical regression to estimate the incremental variancenexbiaiabusive
supervision behaviors by this interaction term, see Table 15 for results . Insthisica
three-way interaction variable was formed by multiplying the Get Aheagasite
score, the reverse-coded Get Along composite score, and the reverse-coded
noncalculative MTL score. Because this hypothesis predicts a three waytiote, the
regression required three steps. First, abusive supervision was regressethi@e the
individual predictors, second, the two-way interaction variables were enteresdl in thi
regression equation, and finally the three way interaction variable wasdenkais
interaction failed to account for additional variance in abusive supervision behavior

(AR?*= .00,NS).

Table 12

Hierarchical Regression of Contingent Reward Leadership

Variable B Step 1 B Step 2
Get Ahead Traits .05 .16
Social-Normative MTL .18 .28
Interaction =17
R? .04 .04
AR? .00

n= 130. DV=Contingent Reward Leadership
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Table 13

Hierarchical Regression of Abusive Supervision

Variable BStepl PStep2 P Step3
Get Ahead Traits .06 -.23 -1.82
Get Along Traits

(reverse-coded) 19 -.82 -2.63
Noncalculative MTL

(reverse-coded) .20* -3.11 -5.81
Get Ahead x (Rev) Get Along -.20 .84
Get Ahead x (Rev) Noncalculative 1.05 3.60
(Rev) Get Along x (Rev) 3.06* 6.85
Noncalculative

Three-way Interaction -2.82
R .08* 18* 18+
AR? 10* 0r

n=130. * Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
& Apparent discrepancy is due to rounding.

DV=Abusive Supervision
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Motivation to lead also failed to emerge as a moderator in the prediction of
transformational leadership. Hypothesis 9 predicted that high levels of gétinag a
traits, getting ahead traits, and an affective-identify MTL would re@swathigher
frequency of transformational leadership behaviors. To test this, an interactaisiesa
was created by multiplying the predictors. Then a hierarchical regnessis conducted
by first regressing the transformational leadership criterion onto theedmgle
predictors. Second, the criterion was regressed onto the three predictors andviiag two
interaction terms. Finally, the criterion was regressed onto the three unalipickdictors,
the three two-way interaction terms, and the three way interaction terresh@hge in
variance explained by each model was compared for incremental validityaBleel4
for results. As with the other interaction effects examined in this studyhtbes-way
interaction term did not add incremental validity for the prediction of transfarnati
leadership4R?= .00,NS). Of the predictors examined in this study, the only one that

significantly predicted transformational leadership was Stabikty30,p< .05).
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Table 14

Hierarchical Regression of Transformational Leadership

Variable BStepl PStep2 PStep3
Get Ahead Traits -.14 1.07 2.59
Get Along Traits .20 1.33 2.44
Affective-ldentify MTL A3 -.86 .58
Get Ahead x Get Along -3.22* -5.78
Get Ahead x Affective-ldentify MTL 1.07 -1.36
Get Along x Affective-ldentify MTL .59 -1.53
Three-way Interaction 3.42
R .03 .07 .08
AR? .04 .00°

n=130. * Significant at .05 level (2-tailed)Apparent discrepancy is due to

rounding. DV=Transformational Leadership.

Hypothesis 10 and 11 explore whether transformational leadership and abusive
supervision mediate the links between the predictor variables and employeenasgjage
However, these models are not supported by the data as evidenced by the lack of
correlations in the expected patterns between the leader individual diffeseratgdes

and the leadership style criteria. As such, leadership style cannot beasometiiere no
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relationship exists. However, for the purpose of testing each hypothesis that was
originally proposed, the mediational models were tested here using BaronrandsKe
(1986) approach. It should be noted that structural equation modeling (SEM) is
sometimes the preferred method to test causal models and estimate fatilercizeThe
drawback to using this approach is that large sample sizes are requiregvenesimple
models. Research indicates that a sample size of 400-500 should be the minimum
required to conduct SEM (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). For this study, it would be
inappropriate to test a complex model such as the mediated moderation modeldpropose
here using SEM with this sample sire130). Baron and Kenny’s approach is an
appropriate alternative and was used to test Hypotheses 10 and 11.

In this approach, the first step is to estimate the correlation between theqredi
and the mediator. Because the predictor is expected to cause the mediatar stiheutol
be significantly correlated. The second step in this approach is to estimaberéhation
between the predictor and criterion. The third and final step is to partial otdrihace
associated with the mediator and determine if the correlation between @redidt
criterion was significantly decreased. If so, then support is found for the neealiatkl.

Applying this to Hypothesis 10, I first determined the correlation between the
three way interaction term (Getting Along composite score x Gettingdhbemposite
score x affective-identity MTL) that was formed when testing Hypalssand the
frequency of transformational leadership behaviors. This correlation wagnibicant,
indicating that this interaction does not predict the mediator of leadership(styl&3,
NS). The correlation between the predictor and employee engagement atstofaileet

a level of statistical significance<.14,NS). Finally, the correlation between the
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interaction variable predictor and engagement outcome was somewhat grhatie
controlling for transformational leadership=(.10,NS), however the difference did not
reach a level of statistical significance. Hypothesis 10 was not supiyrtbe data.

Hypothesis 11 predicted that high levels of traits directed at getting abead, |
levels of traits directed at getting along, and a low noncalculative motivatlead
would result in a higher frequency of abusive supervision behaviors, which then result in
lower employee engagement. This hypothesis was tested using the Baromapd Ke
approach described above, with similar results. The interaction variabletpréldie
Get Ahead composite score x Get Ahead composite score x low noncalculative
motivation to lead) was significantly correlated to the mediator proposeddfersve
supervision (= .25,p< .05). As shown in the test for Hypothesis 8, this interaction term
does not add significant incremental validity over the individual predictors anddyo
interaction terms. The interaction term was not significantly relatdtetoutcome,
employee engagememt=(.03,NS). This correlation does not decrease significantly when
controlling for abusive supervision (partrad .10,NS). As such, Hypothesis 11 is also
not supported.
Ancillary Analyses

The seven factor model of personality used in this study was chosen because this
framework showed clear links to the socioanalytic theory driving the hgpes. Given
that this framework provided disappointing results, another common model was also
explored. The Big Five model is a widely accepted model of personality, andteafsi
the traits Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Conscientiousnesgrianstability,

and Agreeableness. To reframe the seven factor model into the Big Fivéilgpead
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Leadership were averaged to form the trait Extraversion, and Creativity ackh€as
were averaged to form Openness to Experience. The Dutifulness scaisedde
represent Conscientiousness, Stability for Emotional Stability, and Friesslfor
Agreeableness. Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among theaitew

Extraversion and Openness to Experience- are presented in Table 15.
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Table 15

Descriptive Satistics for Big Five Traits

Openness Emotional

Mean SD o Skewness Kurtosis Extraversion to Exper Stability Agreeable Conscientious

Extraversion 3.49 0.54 .85 .63 57 - - A42* .62* .28*
Opennessto 345 0.74 .93 49 -.76 55% - AT* .83* 54*
Experience

n= 130. Note: The Big Five traits included in this table were extracted frerfiPtP scales as indicated: Extraversion
(Sociability and Leadership), Openness to Experience (Creativity and QugKae®tional Stability (Stability), Agreeable
(Friendliness), and Conscientious (Prudence).

* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations between the Big Five traits and employee engagement wer
examined (see Table 16). Emotional Stability and Openness to Experiencpasiive
correlations with employee engagement. As with the seven factor model pdesariter
in this paper, Emotional Stability is the only trait of the Big Five thaigsificantly
related to transformational leadership. However, the idealized influenggonent is
also correlated with Extraversion. Recall that this facet of transtamnahleadership is
about leading by example and displaying ethical behavior. Emotional §tabiti
Conscientiousness are linked with lower levels of Abusive Supervision; thegs egeul

similar to those of the seven factor model presented in Table 10.
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Table 16

Correlations Between Big Five and Sudy Outcomes

Extra- Opennessto Emotional  Agree Conscien-

version Exper Stability able tious
Engagement A2 19* 22* .08 .01
Transformational 14 .02 .30* -.01 .01
Indiv. Consideration 13 .07 27* .03 .01
Idealized Influence A7* .00 .26* -.01 .04
Intellect.Stimulation .03 -.07 A7 -.12 -.09
Inspir. Motivation A7 .06 37* .06 .06
Contingent Reward 23 .04 .28* .02 .02
MBE-Active -.01 .05 .04 .02 .02
MBE-Passive -.07 .03 -.04 .03 .04
Abusive Supervision -11 -.10 -.35% -.03 -.26*

n=130. * Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
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Chapter IV
Discussion
Summary of Results

This study explored an important outcome variable that has been receiving more
and more attention in organizations. To stay ahead of the competition, organization
leaders and/or their human resource advisors must stay current in prihcticsmn help
to increase their likelihood of success. The most effective leaders agenthos
understand that their role is to accomplish through others and understand that they must
keep the workforce engaged in the organization’s mission and goals and motivate them t
work toward this end. When employees believe that their work is contributing toward the
accomplishment of a mutually beneficial goal and is meaningful to them osanpkr
level, they will be more likely to work harder and longer and display discretieffarny
toward meeting the goal. Because the leader is responsible for conveygogkhand
vision and for helping each employee to understand his part in the team’s objectives, the
leader plays a large role in creating an engaging work environment.

Many of the leadership styles assessed here showed the expected rghationsh
employee engagement. The more involved, considerate, stimulating, and inspiring
leadership behaviors showed a strong link to higher levels of employee erghgEne
leadership styles represented by more insulting, unsupportive, and uninvolved behaviors

were associated with lower levels of employee engagement. Spégifica

67

www.manaraa.com



transformational leadership showed the strongest positive link to emploayagesnent.
When leaders are able to convey an inspiring vision for the future, encourage innovative
approaches to meet goals, facilitate development for each employee,@redtmst and
loyalty by upholding high ethical standards, they are more likely to see high levels of
engagement among their employees. This is consistent with May, Hadegilson’s
(2004) finding that employees are more engaged when they find meaningfulriess in t
work. Contingent reward behaviors showed the next strongest link to employee
engagement. These leader behaviors reflect the basic reward-for-perferapproach
that allows employees to understand expectations for performance and ttisrewar
associated with meeting those expectations. This is another important component of
effective leadership, in addition to the transformational leader behaviorsheescr
previously. It is unfortunate that some leaders choose to ridicule and ersltaeias
employees, break promises, lie, and generally mistreat their empldyese types of
behaviors are representative of an abusive supervision style and this studyhsttows t
they are associated with lower levels of engagement.

This study was intended to introduce personality and motivation to lead as
predictors of leadership styles that cultivate an engaged workforce. To gedlietipns
around how and why personality would relate to leader behaviors, | used socioanalytic
theory to link traits to leader behaviors. Contrary to the study’s hypotheses,thse of
framework did not contribute to the predictive power of personality. Hogan and Holland
(2003) were successfully able to use socioanalytic theory to align perg@natitctors
and job performance criteria to result in stronger than average correldtnaysdid not

combine the traits to form an overall composite as was done in this study; instgad, the
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assigned traits to each socioanalytic motive, but used the full range ®ofithin the
seven factor model. Similarly, in this study, the trait approach yielded sonifkcsigt
results where the socioanalytic framework did not. This indicates that sonrdee
socioanalytic approach did not hold up well in this study was due to the broad banding of
traits used in the regression analyses. Hogan and Roberts (1996) comment ontihe fidel
bandwidth issue and argue that broader predictors best predict broader, entéria
narrower predictors best predict narrower criteria. In this study, the broadrsalgtic
motives may have been too wide-reaching to show significant correlatidntheit
specific leadership behaviors. As such, the approach of aligning predictorstemal cr
through theory is still endorsed, but it is also important to ensure appropriatef span
variables at hand.

Reviewing the results of the seven factor and Big Five models of personality
explored in this study, Emotional Stability and the Leadership facet aci\exsion hold
the strongest links to leadership. Trait Stability reflects the tendencycirbenot
easily irritated, and handle stress well. This trait predicted higbguéncy of
transformational leader behaviors and contingent reward behaviors. Furthendtsiole
stability also predicted more abusive supervision and laissez-faire kesttBariors.
These findings suggest that poor leadership may stem from an inability to baedte
and pressure. Leaders who are able to stay calm during times of straisie daoe
maintain focus on the goals at hand and keep the team in a positive and upbeat frame of
mind. Trait Leadership reflects the tendency to take initiative and csieek out

opportunities to lead. Managers who are higher in Leadership are also more canfalent
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optimistic about their ability to lead the team and are less likely to bedscmuraged
by obstacles and setbacks.

These results vary somewhat from meta-analytic findings of Bono and Judge
(2004). Of the Big Five, Bono and Judge found that Extraversion was the strongest
predictor of transformational leadership, with an observed average correatt ovas
somewhat stronger than that observed within this stigly (19,p< .05 versus this
studyr = .14,ns). They also found that transformational leadership was negatively related
to Neuroticism. However, the effect size was smaller than that found in thys(gjigd -
.15,p< .05 versus this study= -.30,p< .05). These differences may be a result of the
characteristics of this sample. One fifth of this sample reported workieggith sales, an
industry in which maintaining a consistently pleasant mood and happy disposition may be
more important than some other types of work environments such as office work,
construction, or information technology positions that may have been more prevalent in
the samples included in Bono and Judge’s study.

| previously hypothesized that abusive supervision tendencies resulted from a
strong ambitious drive at the expense of getting along with others. The dataileer&
support this hypothesis, instead indicating this hostile leadership style is liitked w
mood instability, lower tendency toward social dominance, and impulsivity ogdrsre
for the rules (negative relationships with Stability, Leadership, and Dwgs)nThe lack
of relationship to Sociability and Friendliness suggest that abusive supeingisiot a
reflection of a disinterest in building relationships or lack of consideratioothers as
originally predicted. However, Stability is the only one of these traitseiqir

engagement level of employees. Hogan and Holland (2003) found a similar relsatt in t
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Adjustment — the Hogan Personality Inventory’s version of Stability — hadrdrgest
validity of the seven traits for predicting performance when the critetective of the
drive to get along and get ahead were combined. When considering the remaining
personality traits assessed in this study, Openness to Experience also ahowe
significant, albeit small, relationship to engagement. Interestingbyfriit was not
related to any of the leader behaviors studied here. Given this data, Saauoility
Creativity are the only traits that seem to show some potential use fomgpedttctive
leaders, but more research is needed before recommending either persaitdbty
widespread assessment and selection practice.

Motivation to lead is a construct proposed by Chan and Drasgow (2001) to reflect
a leader’s motivation to ascend to a position of leadership. The three motivesyaffecti
identity, social-normative, and noncalculative, were expected to moderate the
relationships between personality and leadership styles. Consideration oftibvisfaa
moderator did not add to the prediction of leader behaviors in this study. When
examining possible direct links between each of these drives and leaderskiptistyle
data indicate that abusive supervision is related to lower levels of Norataiewdnd
Social-Normative motivation to lead. Taken together, these results indicasbtisave
supervisors may take a more calculated approach and are more inclineghtahgei
personal risks and rewards when deciding whether to take on leadership. Tlesg are |
driven by a sense of duty or obligation to serve and help their team. Howevezr néit
the three motivations to lead predicted employee engagement, and as such would be
inappropriate to use for selection or placement purposes when employee engagement i

the goal.
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Although the majority of hypotheses in this study were not supported by the data,
it may be fortunate for organizations that effective leadership behaveor®ar
necessarily pre-determined by personality or motivational chaisdicter This study
makes a valuable contribution by showing the link between leadership style and
engagement; my hope is that this will promote further research in this areacandage
organizations to implement training and development efforts around these leadership
styles. Barling, Weber, and Kelloway (1996) found success with trainingga@i® use
transformational leadership behaviors. It is a heartening idea thatweffieetdership is
less related to innate personality and may, in fact, be quite trainable. Titio$leew
desire and drive to become an effective leader may be able to become jughtsative
training and coaching.

Where personality is concerned, this study did show a link between emotional
stability and effective leadership; future research should examine wheiharg on
coping skills and stress management can increase transformational |deléoriseand
decrease the frequency of abusive supervision behaviors. Although the redu$ts of t
study differ from the meta-analytic findings of Bono and Judge (2004), ourspadgmer
however, share the conclusion that additional non-dispositional determinants of
leadership style should be explored. Examples worth researching includeadership
training and experience in diverse leadership roles.

Exploring Causality

The next section is devoted to discussing the directionality of the relationships

found here. In this paper, | have discussed the possible links between |leaoiealjpgrs

and motivation, leadership style, and employee engagement as though it is the leade
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responsibility to cultivate engagement within the employee. This assumgsea dé
causality from leader behavior to employee engagement, when in fact,tg garie
scenarios could explain this correlation. | will describe five spectienples that are
reasonable possibilities and deserve future examination to support or disprove.

The first scenario is that transformational leadership behaviors cret@tie af
psychological engagement in employees. The rationale behind this is thaitkeise
conveying a compelling vision for the future and causing the employee tmfepétent,
important, and valued in their efforts toward realizing that vision. Testingnosyt
would require much more experimental control than what was present in this study.
Leaders would need to be randomly assigned to exhibit different leadershigctyles
randomly assigned groups of employees. Systematic differencesaigesngnt levels
over time between the groups would indicate causality between leadeyihignst
employee engagement. However, it is likely that the contrived nature of tiga des
would limit the generalizability of the results to organizations due to lowrealte
validity.

A second scenario that could explain the correlations between leadership style and
engagement is that leaders do not necessarily cultivate engagement widhmptogee,
but do create an engaged work team by attracting those employees \whedagosed
to be engaged in their work. In this example, leadership style is still résiedios
cultivating an engaged workforce, but not directly effecting psychologicgigement.
Support for this theory could be found by using a time-series design and monitoring the

flow of employees over time to and from leaders who exemplify each leégustgle.
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A third scenario is the converse of the second. It is possible that a
transformational leader will be more likely to accept a role as head afaoctehighly
engaged employees and may seek out job opportunities that allow them to work with
engaged teams. This option suggests that the engaged employee is attracting the
transformational leader and repelling the abusive leader. This scenario lsoube a
studied by using the design described above and comparing the directionalitfiraf staf
moves over time.

A fourth scenario is that engaged employees are skilled at upward influence and
are able to motivate their manager to utilize more transformational tyye&ibes and
less hostile, demeaning behaviors. This scenario suggests that employggsemgas
causing leadership behavior. A true test of this theory would be very diffiatidvaslid
require experimental control to randomly assign employees to hold varying déve
engagement. A quasi-experimental design would be more appropriate, but still quit
challenging. An example design would involve measuring employee engagement a
then using that to assign employees to work with randomly assigned leaders and
measuring the leadership styles over time. If results showed thaatteedevho worked
with more engaged employees showed an increase in transformationabkehadi a
decrease in abusive supervision over time, this would provide support for this scenario.

The fifth scenario is that a third variable is the cause of both leaderdeipusty
employee engagement. Possible causal factors include aspects of theatioyeahiz
culture, perceptions of organizational justice from both the manager and the subgrdinat
and other leader dispositional variables not studied here (e.g. integrity, emotional

intelligence). | recommend additional research on these and other factorayhianpact
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leadership style and employee engagement in order to inform organizations and
encourage practices that cultivate an engaged workforce.

Macey and Schneider (2008) suggest that some of these processes may occur
jointly to produce the observed link between transformational leadership and
engagement; specifically, individuals who possess trait engagement both choose and
proactively create engaging work environments. They are better abkntdy which
managers will encourage and support innovation, independent thought, and proactive
behaviors and they will influence and encourage this among their workgroups. This coul
be further explored by measuring levels of engagement in workers and trdmeking t
career moves, engagement levels, and leaders’ behaviors over time. Thisegatirkl a
very complex longitudinal study that would involve a large starting sample bemagise
would be unlikely to attain high levels of leader participation across many caoees,
and attrition rates would pose a significant problem for studies lasting tenoyeaore.
Limitations of the Current Research

This study has several limitations that impact the generalizabilitye results.

One limitation often found in psychological research is the use of a student simple
this study, students comprised approximately two thirds of the sample. Adlijents
were employed, but it is a reasonable criticism that the types of emgtdyeld by
students may not be representative of professional and higher level rok®that often
held by students. One third of the sample were employed individuals who were not
recruited through the student participant pool and are likely to be representdhivseof

professional level jobs. Due to the anonymous administration of the survey, it is not
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possible to identify which responses belong to non-students to test for difierence
between the two groups.

Similar to the above limitation, the size of the sample is also a concerity,ldeal
larger sample would be collected in order to fully test the mediated modeistede
here. A desirable sample would be a large cross-section of employees across
organizations and levels. A minimuxh=500 would be more appropriate to use advanced
statistical techniques such as structural equation modeling or tests of teddera
mediation such as that called for by the research questions proposed here. Some may
criticize the use of Baron and Kenny's (1986) approach for testing mediation on the
grounds that a correlation between the predictor and a distal outcome vaagtide m
quite small and is not necessary for establishing mediation. | suggest thestas
appropriate for this study given the stated goal of identifying charstadsrupon which
to base selection or placement decisions for leaders. For this reason, it tamnjaofirst
show a significant and meaningful correlation between the predictor and the outcome of
interest if the data is to support and defend hiring practices based on that prBdicior
and Kenny’s method does rely on first finding this relationship between the prezhct
the outcome and is appropriate for this reason.
Directions for Future Research

Given the low to moderate correlations between leadership style and engagement,
further research is warranted to study whether frequency of abusive surebakavior
declines with training and development. This study did not gather data arouncetite ext
and nature of past leadership training as this was beyond the scope oé&netres

guestions at hand. The failure to show substantial links between leader personality or
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motivation to lead and leadership style suggests that there are other feattdestermine
how one behaves in leadership roles and the types of behavior one exhibits when
interacting with subordinates.

Other important factors in cultivating employee engagement may be udrelate
the leader and his/her interactions with the employee. Research suggests that
characteristics of the job itself can impact levels of engagerdahn( 1990; May,

Harter, & Gilson, 2004). May, Harter, and Gilson found that job enrichment (based on
Hackman and Oldham’s 1980 model) was positively related to perceived meanirgyfulnes
of work, which led to engagement. A transformational leader will work to taeilthe
perception of meaningfulness of an employee’s work, but it is possible that engployee
will find their work inherently meaningful and fulfilling beyond the influence or impact

of transformational leadership. Additional research should seek to uncover the
components of their employees’ roles that leaders and organizations shaald try
enhance. For example, it is likely that facilitating an employee’s udhelisg of the

task significance would create a stronger sense of engagemewntaidnncreasing
feedback.

Another factor that may prove to be an important predictor of employee
engagement is the degree of fit with the organization and/or job. When employees are
able to work in an environment in which they can behave in a manner consistent with
their values, beliefs, and interests, then they are more likely to become pgycib/
tied to their role and the goals of their team. May, Harter, and Gilson (2004) fouwed s

evidence for this, and further research is likely to uncover more information about the
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nature and role that person-organization and person-job fit plays in cultivating
engagement.

This study hypothesized that leader-subordinate interactions were ayprimar
driver of employee engagement. It may be that coworker relationships@ie a
significant driver of engagement. A supportive network of colleagues ortednmmentor
may help the employee to find personal fulfilment and meaning in their wodinteto
an increase in work engagement.

Contributions of the Current Sudy

Hypotheses around the links between transformational leadership, abusive
supervision, and employee engagement were largely supported. This study seplicate
earlier findings that transformational leadership is positively l@mengagement
(Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011) and expands current understanding of other
important leadership behaviors and their link to psychological engagement and the
harnessing of one’s self to their work. This is the first study to examine and reotin@a
possible influence of effective and ineffective leadership (i.e. abusivevsipr) on
engagement.

The more complex hypotheses around the nature of personality and motivational
predictors of leadership styles were not supported. Although socioanalytic theory
provides a reasonable explanation around how and why personality relates to veorkplac
behavior, findings from this study suggest that leadership style is not dirdatkyd to
the drives to “get along” with others or “get ahead” in the social statusdhgranstead,

results suggest that it may be the response to stressors and stability ohatqoddict
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one’s leadership style. More research in this area with different eatpsamples is
warranted.

Given the inconsistent relationships between the personality traits askesse
and leadership style, it is not recommended to use personality in organizatitngs set
select leaders when employee engagement is the explicit goaldinsteay be more
beneficial for organizations to focus their resources on training and develomment f
leaders to take on a more transformational and contingent reward style ahdlbavoi
behaviors associated with abusive supervision, laissez-faire, and passivemeriage
behaviors. Prior research suggests that some aspects of transforniedidahip are
trainable (Barling, Weber, & Kelloway, 1996); further exploration of this and thigyabil

to eliminate abusive supervision behaviors is needed.
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Appendix A
Email to Employee Participants
(Non-Student Version)

Subject line: University of South Florida research project

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the study: Cultivating Emplopgadgement

(elRB# 1837).

Link tosurvey: [link provided by Survey Monkey]

*Note that this link is unique for you. Do not share it with anyone else.

To participate in this study, you will be asked to complete a brief online survey (10
min). In addition, we will need to collect information from your manager by seihniiimg

or her a brief online survey as well. For the purpose of this study, your masm#uger i
person at work who is responsible for evaluating your performance and making
administrative decisions about your job (i.e. hiring, firing, and assigning waltk)
information collected from you and your manager will be confidential (your geana

will not need to provide his/her name). For your additional protection, your manager wil
not be informed of the survey questions or answers you completed. Your manager’'s

survey will NOT contain any questions that reference you or your work perfoema
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Participation in this study is voluntary and you may stop at any time If weeidrey
questions or concerns about this study, please contact the primary investigator, Am

Taylor, atamtaylo3@mail.usf.edar the University of South Florida IRB office of

Research Integrity and Compliance at (813) 974-5683.

To opt out of participating in this study, click here: [link provided by Survey Monkey]
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Appendix B

Email to Employee Participants

(Student Version)

Subject line: University of South Florida research project (SONA)

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the study: Cultivating Emplopgadgement
(elRB# 1837)! This study is intended to gather individuals’ opinions and attitudes about
their workplaces in order to research ways to make improvements. This projecgis be

conducted as part of a doctoral dissertation through the University of South Florida.

To participate in this study, you will be asked to complete a brief online survéy (10
min). In addition, we will need to collect information from your manager by seifniimg

or her a brief online survey as well. For the purpose of this study, your mantugger is
person at work who is responsible for evaluating your performance and making
administrative decisions about your job (i.e. hiring, firing, and assigning waltk)
information collected from you and your manager will be confidential (your geana

will not need to provide his/her name). For your additional protection, your manager wil
not be informed of the survey questions or answers you completed. Your manager’s

survey will NOT contain any questions that reference you or your work perfoema
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Link tosurvey: [link provided by Survey Monkey]

*Note that this link is unique for you. Do not share it with anyone else.

Participation in this study is voluntary and you may stop at any time If weudrey

guestions or concerns about this study, please contact the primary investigator, Am

Taylor, atamtaylo3@mail.usf.edar the University of South Florida IRB office of

Research Integrity and Compliance at (813) 974-5683.

For course credit via the SONA system: after completing this experyoamill be

awarded 1 pointin the SONA system. If you choose not to participate in research

experiments, please see your instructor for alternative methods to obtainaredise

To opt out of participating in this study, click here: [link provided by Survey Monkey]
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Appendix C

Email to Managers

Subject line: University of South Florida research project (managers)

You are receiving this email because one of your employees has agreecipapait a
research study being conducted through the University of South Florida. Part of this
project involves collecting survey information from the manager as well. [poy/ber
employee, we ask that you complete a brief survey containing questions about your
opinions and attitudes, including a personality survey. This questionnaire should take
approximately 10 minutes to complete. The employee will NOT have access to your
responses and all data will be collected anonymously (not tied to your name) itoorder
protect your privacyYou may only complete this survey once, if you have already done

so for another employee do not take this survey again.

You will need to enter the code below on the survey website. This code was developed to
allow us to collect your survey responses while maintaining your anonymity.
Link to survey: [link provided by Survey Monkey]

7 digit secret code:
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This study is being conducted as part of a doctoral dissertation intended tolresear
attitudes and opinions and how they relate to the workplace. Participation in tlissstud
voluntary and you may stop at any time. If you have any questions or concerns about this

study, please contact the primary investigator, Amy Tayl@amaaylo3@mail.usf.edar

the University of South Florida IRB office of Research Integrity and Campd at (813)

974-5683. Reference IRB# 1837 (study name: Cultivating Employee Engagement).

To opt out of participating in this study, click this link: [link provided by Survey

Monkey]
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Appendix D

Email to Recruit Government Employee Participants

Subject line: research survey (City of )

**Please help! | am working towards completing my doctoral dissertatioh raeed
your help to finish. You were randomly selected among a small group of City of
employees to participate in this research study and complete a shortcarsonym

online survey. See detailed information below.**

This study is being conducted as part of a doctoral dissertation through theitynivers
of South Florida. It is intended to gather individuals’ opinions and attitudes about their
workplaces in order to research ways to make improvements. Your parbicipaiild

be greatly appreciated.

To participate in this study, you will be asked to complete a brief online survey (10-15
min). In addition, we will need to collect information from your manager by seifniimg
or her a brief online survey as well. For the purpose of this study, your mantugger is

person at work who is responsible for evaluating your performance and making
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administrative decisions about your job (i.e. hiring, firing, and assignink) walt
information collected from you and your manager will be anonymous and not tied to
names. For your additional protection, your manager will not be informed of the survey
guestions or answers you completed. Your manager’s survey will NOT conyain an

guestions that reference you or your work performance.

If you arewilling to participate in this study, pleasereply or send an email to Amy

Taylor at amtaylo3@mail.usf.edu and provide the email addressto which you would

liketheuniquesurvey link to be sent. This procedure is being used to minimize

unnecessary exposure of a proprietary scale.

Participation in this study is voluntary and you may stop at any time. If weuarey
guestions or concerns about this study, please contact the primary investigator, Am

Taylor, atamtaylo3@mail.usf.edar (813) 300-0931.

Thank you in advance for your help.
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Appendix E

Email to Recruit University Faculty Employee Participants

Subject line: University of South Florida research study

You are invited to participate in a research project titled Cultivating Engloye
Engagement (IRB# Pro00001837). This study is being conducted as part of a doctoral
dissertation through the University of South Florida. It is intended to gather indg’/idua
opinions and attitudes about their workplaces in order to research ways to make

improvements. Your participation would be greatly appreciated.

To participate in this study, you will be asked to complete a brief online survéy (10
min). In addition, we will need to collect information from your department dyai
sending him or her a brief online survey as well. All information collected fronagdu
your chair will be anonymous and not tied to names (unless you choose to provide an
email address that contains your name). For your additional protection, youvittha

not be informed of the survey questions or answers you completed. Your chair’s survey
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will NOT contain any questions that reference you or your work performante tiat

in the survey, questions about your “manager” refer to your department chair.

If you arewilling to participate in this study, pleasereply or send an email to Amy

Taylor at amtaylo3@mail.usf.edu and provide the email addressto which you would

liketheuniquesurvey link to be sent. This procedure is being used to minimize

unnecessary exposure of a proprietary scale.

Participation in this study is voluntary and you may stop at any time. If weudry
guestions or concerns about this study, please contact the primary investigator, Am

Taylor, atamtaylo3@mail.usf.edar the University of South Florida IRB office of

Research Integrity and Compliance at (813) 974-5683.
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Appendix F

Employee Engagement Scale (adapted from May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004)

1.

2.

8.

9.

Performing my job is so absorbing that | forget about everything else.
| often think about other things when performing my job. R

| am rarely distracted when performing my job.

Time passes quickly when | perform my job.

| really put my heart into my job.

| get excited when | perform well on my job.

| often feel emotionally detached from my job. R

My own feelings are affected by how well | perform my job.

| exert a lot of energy performing my job.

10.1 stay until the job is done.

11.1 avoid working overtime whenever possible. R

12.1 take work home to do.

13.1 avoid working too hard. R

14.1 rarely think about looking for a new job elsewhere.*

*Last item added to original scale.
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Appendix G
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire-Rater Form

Sample Questions

Response options:

Not at all Once in a While Sometimes  Fairly often  Frequenthotif
always
0 1 2 3 4

My direct supervisor:

1. Articulates a compelling vision of the future

2. Seeks differing perspectives when solving problems

3. Makes clear what one can expect to receive when performance gcathianed
4. Suggests new ways of looking at how to complete assignments

5. Fails to interfere until problems become serious

Copyright © 1995 by Bernard Bass and Bruce Avolio. All rights reserved. Publighe

Mind Garden, Inc., www.mindgarden.com
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Appendix H

Abusive Supervision Scale (Tepper 2000)

Response options:

1-

2

| cannot remember him/her ever using this behavior with me.

He/she very seldom uses this behavior with me.
He/she occasionally uses this behavior with me.
He/she uses this behavior moderately often with me.

He/she uses this behavior very often with me.

My boss...

1.

2.

Ridicules me

Tells me my thoughts or feelings are stupid
Gives me the silent treatment

Puts me down in front of others

Invades my privacy

Reminds me of my past mistakes and failures

. Doesn’t give me credit for jobs requiring a lot of effort

Blames me to save himself/herself embarrassment

Breaks promises he/she makes
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10.Expresses anger at me when he/she is mad for another reason
11.Makes negative comments about me to others

12.1s rude to me

13.Does not allow me to interact with my coworkers

14.Tells me I'm incompetent

15.Lies to me
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Appendix |
Motivation to Lead Scale (Chan & Drasgow, 2001)

Rated on 5-point Likert scale (SA-SD)

Factor 1: Affective-ldentity MTL

1. Most of the time, | prefer being a leader rather than a follower when working in a
group.

2. | am the type of person who is not interested to lead others. R

3. | am definitely not a leader by nature. R

4. | am the type of person who likes to be in charge of others.

5. | believe | can contribute more to a group if | am a follower rather theader. R

6. | usually want to be the leader in the groups that | work in.

7. | am the type who would actively support a leader but prefers not to be appointed
as leader. R

8. | have a tendency to take charge in most groups or teams that | work in.

9. | am seldom reluctant to be the leader of a group.

Factor 2: Noncalculative MTL
10.1 am only interested to lead a group if there are clear advantages for me. R

11.1 will never agree to lead if | cannot see any benefits from acceptingptbaR
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12.1 would only agree to be a group leader if | know | can benefit from that role. R

13.1 would agree to lead others even if there are no special rewards or berbfits
that role.

14.1 would want to know “what’s in it for me” if | am going to agree to lead a group.
R

15.1 never expect to get more privileges if | agree to lead a group.

16.1f | agree to lead a group, | would never expect any advantages or $gawéts.

17.1 have more of my own problems to worry about than to be concerned about the
rest of the group. R

18.Leading others is really more of a dirty job rather than an honorable one. R

Factor 3: Social-Normative MTL
19.1 feel that | have a duty to lead others if | am asked.
20.1 agree to lead whenever | am asked or nominated by the other members.
21.1 was taught to believe in the value of leading others.
22.1t is appropriate for people to accept leadership roles or positions when they are
asked.
23.1 have been taught that | should always volunteer to lead others if | can.
24.1t is not right to decline leadership roles.
25.1tis an honor and privilege to be asked to lead.
26.People should volunteer to lead rather than wait for others to ask or vote for them.

27.1 would never agree to lead just because others voted for me. R
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Appendix J
IPIP Personality Scales

International Personality Iltem Pool (IPIP) items measuring thensiactor model of
personality (http://ipip.ori.org).
Sability

1. Irarely get irritated.

2. | am relaxed most of the time.

3. | seldom get mad.

4. | am not easily annoyed.

5. | am not easily bothered by things.

6. | have frequent mood swings. R

7. | getupset easily. R

8. I am often in a bad mood. R

9. | have days when I'm mad at the world. R

10.1 get stressed out easily. R

Leadership
1. Itake charge.
2. | express myself easily.

3. ltryto lead others.
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4. | think highly of myself.

5. |take the initiative.

6. | wait for others to lead the way. R
7. 1 am easily intimidated. R

8. | have a low opinion of myself. R
9. | am easily discouraged. R

10.1 find it difficult to approach others. R

Sociability
1. Ilike to attract attention.
2. |love large parties.
3. | enjoy being part of a loud crowd.
4. | amuse my friends.
5. |like to amuse others.
6. | seek adventure.
7. |love action.
8. | make myself the center of attention.
9. ldon't like crowded events. R

10.1 dislike loud music. R

Friendliness

1. I make friends easily.

2. | feel at ease with people.
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3. | cheer people up.

4. | am interested in people.

5. | warm up quickly to others.

6. | am not really interested in others. R
7. |l am hard to get to know. R

8. | keep others at a distance. R

9. | avoid contacts with others. R

10.1 want to be left alone. R

Dutifulness
1. Irespect authority.
2. ltry to follow the rules.
3. |stick to the rules.
4. | would never cheat on my taxes.
5. | do things by the book.
6. | enjoy being reckless. R
7. luse swear words. R
8. 1do things that others find strange. R
9. ldo crazy things. R

10.1 do unexpected things. R

Creativity

1. 1like to solve complex problems.
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2. llove to read challenging material.

3. Ilove to think up new ways of doing things.

4. | have a vivid imagination.

5. | know how things work.

6. | am not interested in abstract ideas. R

7. 1 am not interested in theoretical discussions. R
8. | avoid difficult reading material. R

9. Itry to avoid complex people. R

10.1 do not have a good imagination. R

Quickness
1. Iread quickly.
2. |like to read.
3. | have a rich vocabulary.
4. | am quick to understand things.
5. | catch on to things quickly.
6. | can handle a lot of information.
7. lread slowly. R
8. [ skip difficult words while reading. R
9. | have a poor vocabulary. R

10.1 don’t understand things. R
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Appendix K
Demographic Items
The following was asked of the employees (subordinates):
1. Please enter your age.
2. What is your sex?
a. Male
b. Female
3. What is your race?
a. Asian
b. Black
c. Hispanic
d. White/Non-Hispanic
e. Other
4. In which industry do you work?
a. Agriculture or mining
b. Construction
c. Manufacturing, transportation, or utility services
d. Wholesale trade
e. Retail sales

f. Finance, insurance, and real estate
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g. Services (business, legal, social, educational)
h. Public administration
5. How long have you worked in your current organization?
a. 0-3 months
b. 3-6 months
c. 6-12 months
d. 1-2 years
e. 3-5years
f. 5-10 years
g. 10+ years
6. How long have you worked with your current manager?
a. 0-3 months
b. 3-6 months
c. 6-12 months
d. 1-2 years
e. 3-5years
f. 5-10 years
g. 10+ years
7. Do you have employees who report directly to you?
a. Yes, | have direct reports

b. No, | do not have direct reports
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The following was asked of the managers:
1. Please enter your age.
2. What is your sex?
a. Male
b. Female
3. What is your race?
a. Asian
b. Black
c. Hispanic
d. White/Non-Hispanic
e. Other
4. How long have you worked in your current organization?
a. 0-3 months
b. 3-6 months
C. 6-12 months
d. 1-2 years
e. 3-5years
f. 5-10 years
g. 10+ years
5. What is your level in the organization?
a. First line supervisor
b. Middle management

c. Senior leader
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d. Executive or officer

111

www.manharaa.com




About the Author

Amy Taylor originally began her studies in the field of psychology while
attending Allen D. Nease High School in St. Augustine, FL. She continued on to
complete a Bachelor of Science with honors in Psychology at the Univafr&ikyrida.
She then moved on to a social work and counseling position, and found herself intrigued
by the organizational dynamics and leadership styles that surrounded her.&re& int
spawned the career move into the Industrial/Organizational Psychologyrpraittae
University of South Florida. During this program, her research focused dictpre
leadership emergence and effectiveness, and the role of personality inkp&wer

Amy currently resides in Tampa, FL and works as a leadership development
consultant with a financial services firm. Outside of work, Amy enjoysdittg local art

events, cooking, and wine tasting.

112

www.manaraa.com



	University of South Florida
	Scholar Commons
	January 2012

	Cultivating an engaged workforce: The roles of leader personality, motivation, and leadership style
	Amy Marie Taylor
	Scholar Commons Citation


	Microsoft Word - $ASQ138164_supp_undefined_AAB05940-8D86-11E1-8A97-0A56EF8616FA.docx

