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Abstract
Leaders are facing unprecedented challenges in the beginning of this new century.
According to the United States National Military Strategy (NMS), the military is not
immune to these challenges and must improve its leadership development to effectively
execute its role in the National Security Strategy. One way to develop leadership is by
improving the General Self-efficacy (GSE) of the future senior military leaders, as GSE
has been empirically correlated with leadership effectiveness. The purpose of this
quantitative study was to analyze which leadership behaviors can be applied to most
effectively foster positive GSE. To explore this concept, 339 active duty United States
Air Force (USAF) company grade officers (CGO) were surveyed to assess their
perception of their superior officer’s leadership behaviors as defined by the Full-Range
Leadership Model utilizing the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire and their level of

perceived general self efficacy as measured by the New General Self-Efficacy survey.

i

Pearson’s correlation analyses revealed that GSE was positively correlated with idealized

influence (behaviors) (» = .140, p = .01), inspirational motivation (» = .134, p = .014), and

individual consideration (» = .110, p = .044). Stepwise multiple linear regression also
revealed that idealized influence (behaviors) alone was a significant predictor of GSE (p
=.01). Participant age was also found to be a moderator such that the correlation
between idealized influence (behaviors) and GSE was of great significance for those
respondents in the older than average age group (M=31.4, B=0.02, p =.001). The
results of this research support current literature on the impact of Transformational
leadership on subordinate GSE but narrow the predictive qualities to the specific

leadership behavior of idealized influence (behaviors), especially in those over 31 years



old. This knowledge is important to help develop current junior USAF leaders to be
effective senior leaders in the new century. However, further research is recommended
to better define the relationship between idealized influence (behavior) and GSE as well

as other cultures to effect further generalization.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The 2011 United States National Military Strategy (NMS) addressed the need to
develop future military leaders to face the challenges of a world exponentially growing in
complexity (United States Government, 2011). One way to develop future leaders is
through effective leadership. Superior officers are charged with the development of their
subordinates who are the future leaders of the military (United States Air Force, 2011).

The focus of leadership studies over the last 20 years has been on the Full-Range
Leadership Model (FRLM) (Mannheim & Halamish, 2008). The FRLM provides a well-
defined set of nine leadership behaviors that fall into three leadership styles (Sosik &
Jung, 2010). The FRLM is a useful tool and provides a structure to assess leadership
behaviors.

Development of subordinates can be approached from several different
perspectives (Yukl, 2012; United States Air Force, 2011). Regardless of the approach
utilized by the manager to develop the subordinate, one critical component for successful
development lays in increasing the subordinate’s self-efficacy (Moen & Allgood, 2009).
Self-efficacy has been directly correlated with an individual’s effectiveness; it has been
empirically proven that subordinates with higher levels of self-efficacy are better at
completing both simple, well-defined tasks and broad, complex duties than subordinates
with lower levels of self-efficacy (Zulkosky, 2009; Walumba, Avolio & Zhu, 2008; Yeo
& Neal, 2006; Chen, Casper & Cortina, 2001).

Despite numerous studies conducted to explore the independent effects of
leadership and self-efficacy; practically no research has been conducted regarding the

interactive effects of specific leadership behaviors on subordinate general self-efficacy



(GSE) (Walumbwa, Lawler, Avolio, Wang & Shi, 2005). A significant portion of related
research has involved the analysis of self-efficacy in various and specific forms, to
include task or job-specific forms, but have not focused on the overall GSE of the
subordinate (Judge, Shaw, Jackson, Scott, & Rich, 2007). Researchers often misinterpret
GSE as overall self-efficacy, or the general well-being of an individual, but that is not the
case, it is one’s confidence in their ability to confront, engage, and conquer adversity
(Bandura, 1989), which makes it an appropriate variable to explore within the context of
this research.

In this quantitative study, the researcher searched for possible relationships
between specific leadership behaviors and GSE in USAF CGOs utilizing correlational
statistical analysis. Higher levels of GSE will serve as the primary indicator for
identifying which specific leadership behavior has the greatest positive subordinate GSE.
The researcher then conducted multiple regression analysis to determine the predictive
nature of the specific leadership behaviors on the CGO GSE.

There are over 36,000 active duty CGOS in the USAF (Air Force Personnel
Center, 2012). CGOs range between 22 and 49 years old- a 27 year span. The researcher
will analyze the data to determine whether age has a moderating effect on the
relationship. The results of this study will indicate the correlation and predictive nature
of the specific leadership behaviors while accounting for the moderating impact of the
age of CGO.

In this chapter, the background and significance of the problem will be explored.

In addition, the statement of the problem will be defined and the purpose of the study will



be articulated. The theoretical framework will be provided as well the specific research
questions, hypotheses and definitions used to shape the study will be explored.
Background and Significance of the Problem

Advances in technology and the asymmetrical and unconventional nature of 21st
century warfare have created a tumultuous operating environment which has generated an
unprecedented need for leaders within the United States Department of Defense (DOD)
to be able to perform despite ever-changing threats (2011). The United States Air Force,
a service branch of the DOD, recognizes the dynamic nature of this new environment is
unprecedented and is expected to increase in complexity throughout the 21st century
(United States Air Force, 2007). In order to fulfill its role in the defense of the nation, the
Air Force recognizes its leaders must be able to perform to overcome the ambiguous
challenges expected in this new century (U.S Air Force, 2011). The Air Force needs to
develop its junior officers to ensure it has leaders who are able to effectively perform
when they assume senior leadership roles in the future.

Leadership development has been approached from several different perspectives.
One common attribute commonly associated with both leadership development and
performance studies is self-efficacy (Moen & Allgood, 2009). Self-efficacy has been the
focus of a myriad of studies linking an individual’s self-efficacy with their ability to
effectively perform (Judge, Jackson, Shaw, Scott, & Rich, 2007; Ng, Ang & Chan, 2008;
Yeo & Neal, 2006, Bandura, 1989, Chen et al., 2001 & Stajovic & Luthans, 1998). An
individual with positive self-efficacy is much more likely to perform at a significantly
higher level than someone with a low self-efficacy (Zulkosky, 2009). Individual’s with

higher levels of self-efficacy have greater confidence in their abilities to achieve



objectives, exhibit higher levels of initiative, and tend to set, and accomplish, more
challenging goals (Judge, et al. 2007). In addition, individuals are more likely to embrace
organizational goals and visionary statements (Walumbwa, Lawler, Avolio, Wang & Shi,
2005). Conversely, individual’s with lower levels of self-efficacy are not confident in
their own abilities and will not exert as much effort toward organizational goals and
objectives, and will generally not perform to the level of someone with higher levels of
self-efficacy (Yeo & Neal, 2006).

Transformational leadership styles and behaviors have been shown to have an
influence on the self-efficacy level of subordinates (Walumbwa, Avolio & Zhu, 2008).
According to Air Force leadership doctrine, the superior officer or senior-ranking
member, is responsible for the development of their subordinate (U.S Air Force, 2011).
With this responsibility in mind, the transformational leadership styles and behaviors
exhibited by the supervisors of junior officers should have a significant impact on
development of their junior officers.

Leadership theories have evolved considerably over the last century (Colbert, et
al., 2012). Recently, the Full-Range Leadership Model developed by Bass & Avolio has
organized the concept of leadership into a spectrum of behaviors and attributes
categorized as; laissez-faire, transactional, and transformational (Sosik & Jung, 2010).
Several researchers have conducted studies focusing on transformational leadership
correlating the effects of transformational style of leadership on subordinates, teams, and
other dependent variables to include self-efficacy (Sadeghi & Pihie, 2012). However,
these studies have tended to neglect transactional and laissez-faire behaviors and not

identified which specific transformational leadership behavior has the greatest impact on



the self-efficacy of the subordinate. Identifying which specific leadership behavior or
attribute of a senior leader has the greatest relationship with the positive general self-
efficacy of the junior officer could provide useful information on how to develop the
junior officer to perform effectively when they become senior leaders charged with
leading the Air Force throughout the turbulent 21st century.

Problem Statement

The 21st century has ushered in an extremely dynamic operating environment
(Yukl & Mahsud, 2010). As a result, the NMS states, the military needs to change the
way they develop leaders (United States Government, 2011). The military needs to
transform their leaders from their current bureaucratic, conventionally thinking state
(Arquilla, 2010) to leaders who effectively execute their duties across a turbulent
spectrum of operations (2011).

The NMS indicates the military branches, including the USAF, must develop their
junior officers to increase their ability to perform in a rapidly changing environment
(2011). While there is limited information available on how to develop leaders (Kaiser,
2010), individuals with high self-efficacy (SE) have been shown to be more effective
(Griffin, Parker & Mason, 2010). One way to develop the SE of officers is through
effective leadership (Walumbwa, et al., 2008).

Leaders have a significant impact on subordinate SE (Walumbwa et al., 2008).
For nearly 20 years, the FRLM has been the cornerstone of leadership studies (Mannheim
& Halamish, 2008). FRLM classifies leadership behaviors into three primary levels with

additional subcategories (Mannheim & Halamish, 2008). While the FRLM effectively



categorizes a spectrum of effective behaviors, it leaves room to question the utility of
model.

The problem addressed in this study is the lack of information identifying which
specific leadership behaviors have the greatest impact on the GSE of USAF CGOs. Ifa
predictable correlation could be made between specific leadership behaviors, and the
GSE of a CGO, then superiors would know which specific behaviors to develop and
utilize when leading. As a result, this could help develop CGOs to become more
effective. Ifthe USAF takes no action to develop its leaders, it may not be able to
adequately fulfill its requirements outlined in the NMS (2011).

Purpose

The purpose of this quantitative study was to contribute to the body of knowledge
providing information on how leadership can be applied most effectively to foster general
self-efficacy. This concept has been empirically correlated in previous research on a
macro-level, sampling an overall population (Walumbwa et al., 2008). This study was
conducted to provide data and analysis to help determine the impact of leadership
behaviors, as defined by the FRLM on USAF’s CGOs” GSE.

The basic premise of the FRLM provides for three levels of leadership behavior;
one level being passive-avoidance or laissez-faire leadership, the next level, transactional,
and the last being transformational (Mannheim & Halamish, 2008). There are
subcategories of both the transactional and transformational levels. The transactional
level consists of management-by-exception-passive (MBE-P), management-by-
exception-active (MBE-A), and contingent reward (CR). This level is primarily

managerial and constitutes basic motivational theory (Kirkbride, 2006).



Transformational leadership consists of more leadership behaviors where a leader
motivates through idealized influence-both behavioral (1I-B) and attribute-based (I1-A),
inspirational motivation (IM), individual consideration (IC), and intellectual stimulation
(IS) (Mannheim & Halamish, 2008).

Data for this study was collected by having participants complete two surveys; the
MLQ 5x and NGSES. Participants were self-selected, random active duty CGOs. Data
was analyzed to assess the correlations and statistical predictability between each of these
leadership behaviors, and the self-perceived general self-efficacy of Air Force future
senior leaders, if any. For the purpose of this study, Air Force future leaders are defined
as Company Grade Officers (CGO). CGOs are commissioned officers in the rank of
Captain (Capt), First Lieutenant (1st Lt), and Second Lieutenant (2d Lt). The participants
of the study were 339 USAF CGOs, from all over the world, who completed two surveys;
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire, Short Form (MLQ 5x) to provide information
regarding their superior officer’s leadership behavior, and the New General Self-Efficacy
Survey (NGSES) to measure their self-perceived general self-efficacy. This information
was used to correlate and predict the probability of the impact of leadership behaviors on
the general self-efficacy of subordinates.
Theoretical Framework

Leadership is a unique concept in that it can be viewed from a multitude of
perspectives; historical, philosophical, political, psychological, and/or sociological
(Burns, 2003). A person could also view it as a cause for success or failure and/or simply
a moderating variable in the overall scheme of a greater achievement or colossal blunder

(Lussier & Achua, 2012). Regardless, the concept of leadership revolves around



influence; whether it is influence of the course of events, teams, or individuals (Sadeghi
& Pihie, 2012, Kark, Shamir & Chen, 2003). The focus of this research is the influence
of the leader, the style in which they choose to exercise their authority, and the impact of
their leadership behaviors on their subordinate. Specifically, the effect of the leadership
behavior on the self-efficacy of the subordinate was analyzed.

Self-efficacy, the nucleus of Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory, has been the
focus of over 10,000 studies and is considered one of the few theories to continue to
thrive in the 21st century (Judge, et al, 2007). Self-efficacy has been empirically linked
with individual performance (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998; Judge, et al., 2007). Self-
efficacy is not an entirely internal facet of an individual’s personality, external factors,
such as leadership style, can influence an individual’s self-efficacy (Walumbwa, et al.,
2008).

There have been a myriad of studies correlating the effects of transformational
leadership on the self-efficacy of their subordinates (Avolio, 2011; Walumbwa, et al,,
2008). Despite the volumes of data and meta-analyses regarding the effects of
transformational leadership on self-efficacy, there remains a gap in research identifying
which specific leadership behaviors, or attributes, (i.e. idealized influence, individual
consideration, inspirational motivation, and intellectual stimulation) have the greatest
impact on the self-efficacy of the subordinate. By identifying which specific leadership
behaviors, or attributes, the leader can be more informed on how to best influence their

subordinates to be more effective.



Research Questions

The overarching goal of this quantitative study is to determine if there is a
statistical correlation and predictive relationship between leadership behavior and general
self-efficacy of subordinates. If there is indeed a statistically significant correlation
between leadership behavior and self-efficacy, multiple regression methods were used to
predict to what degree each subcomponent of the FRLM impact the self-efficacy of
CGOs. Utilizing results acquired by surveying USAF CGOs with the Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire, Short Form (MLQ 5x) to answer questions about their superior
officer’s leadership behavior, the New General Self-Efficacy Survey (NGSES) was used
to measure the CGO’s self-perceived general self-efficacy. Data was examined to
determine whether there is a significant relationship between FRLM leadership styles and
subordinate general self-efficacy. Finally, analysis was conducted to determine whether
the age of the CGO would moderate the relationship to answer the following questions
and null/alternative hypotheses.

The subcomponents of the FRLM, or specific leadership behaviors of LF, MBE-
P, MBE-A, CR, [IA, 1IB, IS, IM, and IC were assessed to explore whether there is a
statistical correlation with the respondent’s general self-efficacy. The data collected from
the MLQ 5x was used to assess the subordinate’s perception of the leader’s specific
leadership behavior. This data was correlated with the subordinate’s GSE level as
determined by the NGSES. These correlations were analyzed utilizing statistical
regression to determine if there are predictive qualities between the leadership behaviors
and GSE. This data was then explored to determine if age had a moderating effect on the

relationship between the specific leadership behaviors and CGO GSE.
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The research questions for this study were formulated to explore whether there is
a specific leadership behavior that has correlationally significant relationship with the
self-perceived GSE of USAF CGOs. Furthermore, the researcher explored whether this
specific behavior statistically predicted the GSE in CGOs. Lastly, due to the vast age
range of the population sample, data was analyzed to explore whether the age of the
participants had a moderating effect on the impact of the leadership behavior on the GSE
of the participants.

Q1. What, if any, correlation exists between specific leadership behaviors and an
USAF CGO’s self-perceived general self-efficacy?

Q2. Which specific leadership behaviors predict USAF CGO’s self-perceived
general self-efficacy?

Q3. What influence does the age of the CGO have on the relationship between
specific leadership behaviors and an USAF CGO’s self-perceived general self-efficacy?
Hypotheses

H1,y: There is no correlation between specific leadership behaviors and an USAF
CGO’s self-perceived general self-efficacy?

H1,: A statistically significant correlation exists specific leadership behaviors
and an USAF CGO’s self-perceived general self-efficacy?

H24: There are no specific leadership behaviors that can predict USAF CGO’s
self-perceived general self-efficacy.

H2,: There are specific leadership behaviors that can predict USAF CGO’s self-

perceived general self-efficacy.
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H3,: The relationship between specific leadership behaviors and USAF CGO’s
self-perceived general self-efficacy is not moderated by the age of the CGO.

H3,: The relationship between specific leadership behaviors and USAF CGO’s
self-perceived general self-efficacy is moderated by the age of the CGO.

Once it is understood how a supervisor’s application of leadership behavior
affects a CGO’s self-efficacy, superior officers can effectively apply the appropriate
leadership behavior to facilitate development of subordinates’ self-efficacy to help foster
increased performance.

Nature of the Study

This research is a quantitative study, accomplished using correlational and
regression analysis to investigate the association between the leadership behavior, as
defined by the FRLM, of a superior officer and the self-perceived general self-efficacy of
a USAF CGO, or subordinate. The independent variables of the study are the leadership
behaviors, as perceived by the subordinate, defined by the FRLM, and assessed through
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ 5x) and the age categories of the
respondents. The CGO’s level of general self-efficacy is the dependent variable. The
participants of the study were given two surveys, and the answers were analyzed to
determine whether there is a correlation between each of the independent variables and
the dependent variable.

The participants of this study are CGOs in the USAF. The CGOs were given both
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ 5x), to measure the leadership behaviors
of their superior officers, and the New General Self-Efficacy Survey (NGSES) to

measure their self-perceived general self-efficacy. These two instruments were chosen
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after extensive review of other studies regarding similar subject material and evaluation
for suitability to measure the variables within the definitions and parameters of the
research.

Data attained from the surveys were analyzed to determine if there are any
statistical correlations between the levels indicated for the eight specific leadership
behaviors and the level of general self-efficacy of the subordinate. The information could
aid in identifying either positive or negative correlations between the leadership
behaviors and the level of GSE. Regardless of the outcome, the information gleaned
could be useful in helping to identify leadership behavior influence in subordinate general
self-efficacy.

Definitions

This study includes the use of the following terms:

Company Grade Officer: United States Air Force junior commissioned officers
in the rank of Second Lieutenant (2d Lt), First Lieutenant (1st Lt) and Captain (Capt)
(U.S. Department of Defense, 2011).

General Self-Efficacy. Is defined as an individual’s belief in their capability to
meet the demands of a myriad of tasks across a wide array of different situations (Yeo &
Neal, 2006).

Laissez-Faire (LF) leadership. Complete lack of leadership. People in
leadership positions who demonstrate laissez-faire behavior shirk responsibility avoid
making decisions and exert no effort towards the development of their subordinates

(Avolio, 2011).
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Transactional Leadership. This type of leadership is more associated with
management. A leadership style in which the leader sets standards, and either diligently
monitors performance for deviations, or reactively responds to negative effects of poor
performance. A leader offers a form of feedback as a subordinate may be rewarded or
disciplined for meeting or failing to meet standards (Dvir, Eden, Avolio & Shamir, 2002).
Transactional leadership is comprised of Management by Exception- Active (MBE-A),
Management by Exception- Passive (MBE-P), and Contingent Reward leadership styles
(Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003; Sosik & Jung, 2010).

Management by Exception- Active (MBE-A) leadership. The leader
establishes standards and policy and actively monitors performance for deviations. The
leader promptly corrects noncompliance (Sosik & Jung, 2010).

Management by Exception- Passive (MBE-P) leadership. The leader is
extremely reactive and only intervenes when absolutely necessary after problems grow in
significance enough to demand his or her attention. Basically, the leader maintains the
status quo (Sosik & Jung, 2010).

Contingent Reward leadership. The leader provides the follower with clear
objectives, goals, and/or standards and rewards him or her for meeting them (Avolio,
2011).

Transformational Leadership. A style of leadership that generates change in
individuals, processes, and/or an organization. This style of leadership, in its ideal form,
supports, inspires, motivates, and encourages individuals, and teams to increase

performance to meet individual and organizational objectives. It consists of Individual
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Consideration (IC), Idealized Influence (Attributes), Idealized Influence (Behaviors),
Inspirational Motivation, and Intellectual Stimulation (Avolio, 2011).

Individualized consideration. The leader personalizes mentoring, coaching, and
leadership approaches to meet the developmental requirements of the individual
subordinate. The leader makes an effort to become familiar with the subordinate’s
background and development needs and tailors his or her leadership style to the
individual to create a supportive environment and trusting relationship (Sosik & Jung,
2010).

Inspirational motivation. The leader provides an attractive vision and
challenges subordinates to strive for and meet goals. The leader conveys enthusiasm,
confidence, and optimism in the future of the organization, for the team, and each
individual (Avolio & Bass, 2004).

Idealized Influence (Attributes). The definition of Idealized Influence
(Attributes) is the perception by subordinates of their superior officer’s leadership
qualities. Some of these qualities include their ability to instill pride, their willingness to
self-sacrifice, their respect for others, and their level of confidence and power (Sosik &
Jung, 2010).

Idealized Influence (Behaviors). The leader’s conduct provides a positive
example for others to emulate or follow. His or her actions demonstrate superior
adherence to a strong personal value system, commitment to the organization, and ethics
(Sosik & Jung, 2010).

Intellectual Stimulation. Leaders encourage critical, creative, and innovative

thought. They challenge paradigms and allow subordinates the freedom to think and
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make mistakes. They force subordinates to exert cognitive energy in problem-solving to
develop ideas (Avolio, 2011).
Summary

The United States Air Force is not immune to the changes associated with the new
century (United States Government, 2011). The asymmetric nature of warfare coupled
with rapid advances in technology has created an environment where leaders must be
effective in order to ensure the defense of the nation (United States Government, 2011).
The Air Force needs to develop their future leaders in order to ensure they are effective in
meeting these unprecedented challenges (United States Government, 2011). One way is
for senior leaders to act upon their doctrinal responsibility to develop today’s junior
leaders to be tomorrow’s senior leaders (United States Air Force, 2011).

While there are several ways to develop leaders, one critical component lays in an
individual’s self-efficacy (Moen & Allgood, 2009). A positive self-efficacy has been
empirically correlated with positive performance (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998; Judge, et
al., 2007). By identifying which leadership behavior or attributes are correlated with
positive self-efficacy Air Force senior leaders will have a better understanding about
which leadership behaviors are more effective for the development of today’s junior

officers and tomorrow’s senior leaders
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

The sources of the literature used in preparation for this study are primarily peer-
reviewed scholarly journals in the fields of business, history, and psychology. The
preponderance of literature was narrowed to the past five years of publication, although
some earlier works are included as they provide significant relevance to the proposed
topic and will either provide a starting point for further development or a historical
background. This literature review is not an all-encompassing catalog of references and
is merely a foundation for further research.

The strategy used to perform research involved utilizing several databases to
search for peer-reviewed journals providing information about the variables. The
majority of research involved researching studies published within the last five years.
However, it was equally important to research older studies to provide a historical
foundation for some aspects of the review, specifically, the chronological background on
the evolution of leadership theory and self-efficacy.

Research began with each variable being studied independently within its own
discipline. Leadership research involved reviewing journals from business,
psychological, and historical perspectives. Self-efficacy research was limited mainly to
psychological journals. After acquiring foundational information on each variable,
research shifted toward identifying studies involving both leadership and self-efficacy as
independent and dependent variables.

In this chapter, literature in the areas of individual leadership theory and self-
efficacy will be discussed along with additional information explaining the connections

between both leadership and self-efficacy. Leadership is one of the most discussed and
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debated topics in the social sciences (Nazari & Emami, 2012) and was explored to help
ascertain how it can be applied most effectively to foster general self-efficacy, which has
been correlated with increased levels of effectiveness in employees (Moen & Allgood,
2009; Walumbwa, et al, 2008; Ng, Ang & Chan, 2008).

This literature review will provide a semi-chronological overview of leadership
theories, which helped shape the creation of the Full-Range Leadership Model (FRLM).
Leadership theories will begin with the Great Man Theory and then discuss leadership
traits, styles, and behaviors and moving on to Contingency Leadership Theories as well
as the FRLM. After leadership theories have been discussed, self-efficacy will be
explored as well as the effects of leadership on general self-efficacy.

Leadership Theories

In order to begin to understand such an obscure concept such as leadership, it is
important to understand the foundation of the evolution, and transformation, of the
theories used to define it. The topic of leadership has been studied frequently over the
last century and has experienced several shifts in focus (Nazari & Emami, 2012). While
no one has discovered the overarching panacea to effective leadership, the wide spectrum
of findings, and corresponding theories generated from numerous studies, have provided
a wealth of information. In effort to organize the multitude of theories associated with
leadership, they will be categorized according to their framework and classification as;
traits, styles, behaviors, contingency, or full-range leadership theories (Lussier & Achua,

2012).
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Trait theories.

The trait approach to analyze and classify leadership effectiveness focuses on the
leaders’ individual attributes; a distinguishing feature or quality in the leader’s character
or personality and are defined in reference to leadership effectiveness (Colbert, Judge,
Choi & Wang, 2012). While the study of effective leadership can be dated back to 1849
with Carlylse’s “Great Man Theory”, the study of effective leadership based on the
unique traits of the leader is traced back to 1869, with Galton’s study, which claimed the
attributes unique to great leadership are passed from each generation genetically.
Galton’s theory of genetically innate traits also propagates the controversy of whether
great leaders being born or made (Lee, 2011). Trait-based theory spurred a number of
important studies providing several different perspectives from which to approach,
measure, and analyze leadership characteristics.

There have been numerous trait-based studies focusing on various aspects of
personality, skills, abilities, social competence, and demographics in attempt to ascertain
whether a specific attribute is the cause or supports correlation with effective leadership
(Colbert, et al, 2012). Analysis of leadership traits have been examined from a myriad of
perspectives, not only assessing the attributes of the leader but also his or her ability to
perform technically as well as socially. Historically, studies focusing on leadership traits
included Digman’s Big Five leadership traits of surgency, dependability, adjustment,
intelligence, and agreeableness (1990), however, the majority of recent studies focusing
on leadership traits have been related to task competence, demographics, or interpersonal

attributes (Bass & Bass, 2008).
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Task competence.

Task competence is a broad categorization of leadership traits used to identify the
approach and techniques used by individuals in the execution of their duties in order to
gauge proficiency (Bass & Bass, 2008). Looking beyond the processes associated with
conducting a task and focusing on the attributes of the individual, researchers measured
intelligence, conscientiousness, openness to experience, and emotional stability in the
preponderance of research conducted to assess task competence (DeRue, Nahrang,
Wellman & Humphrey, 2011). These traits are examined to provide greater insight into
how the leader approaches tasks and corresponding behaviors associated with those
duties (DeRue, et al., 2011).

Intelligence.

In terms of leadership traits, intelligence generally refers to an individual’s
cognitive ability as it relates to his or her ability to make decisions and solve problems
through critical thinking (Lussier & Achua, 2012). Lilienfeld, Waldman, Watts,
Landfield, Rubenzer, & Faschingbauer in their study of the personality traits of U.S.
presidents, argued intelligence has more practical consequences than any other trait in
regards to leadership effectiveness (2012).

Furthermore, intelligence, or cognitive ability, is a significant characteristic
supporting the trait of task competence (Yukl, 2012). The level of intellect of individual
has been associated positively with the effective leadership traits (Simonton, 2012) and
has also been shown to relate positively with leader performance (Turesky & Mundhenk,
2010; Simonton, 2012; Van Iddekinge, Ferris & Heftner, 2009). Turesky and Mundhenk

concluded one reason for the relationship between intelligence and leadership was
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individuals with higher levels of intelligence tend to actively pursue training and other
development opportunities (2010). Additionally, people with higher intellect generally
have greater capacity for solving complex problems, which fosters individual credibility
and trust (Gilley, Gilley & McMillan, 2009). Intelligence level is only one dimension of
effective leadership traits; another dimension is an individual’s level conscientiousness.

Conscientiousness.

The leadership trait of conscientiousness applies to an individual’s attention to
detail, organization, engagement, and ability to develop strategies to overcome problems
and challenges (Stoeber, Otto,& Dalbert, 2009). Conscientious individuals tend to be
highly rational and action-oriented in the performance of their duties (Hakimi, van
Knippenberg, & Giessner, 2010). Additionally, highly conscientious individuals are
achievement-oriented, skilled at goal-setting, and typically more confident in the ability
to overcome challenges; which generally translates into higher levels of success (Ng, Ang
& Chan, 2008). The behaviors associated with being conscientious have repeatedly been
connected with effective leadership (Ng, et al., 2008; Hakimi et al., 2010). Leaders
identified to be highly conscientious have been rated highly by subordinates in
conceptual, task, and interpersonal aspects of leadership (Ng, et al., 2008). While
organization and focus are effective leadership traits, a leader must also be open to
experience.

Openness to experience.

Being receptive or emotionally and/or physically available to new experiences is
another trait attributed to effective leadership (DeRue, et al., 2011). Experience can be

defined and measured several different ways. In Lilienfield, et al’s study (2012), they
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provided a comprehensive lens in which to views openness to experience through six
separate perspectives. Simonton categorized the ambiguity of openness to experience by
dividing a leader’s openness to: fantasy, aesthetics, feelings, action, ideas, and values
(2009).

To clarify, openness to fantasy referred to the leader’s level of imagination and
richness of their fantasy life (Simonton, 2009). The aesthetic component of openness
gauged the leader’s appreciation for cultural and the liberal arts (Simonton, 2009). A
leader’s openness to feelings relates to the level of cognizance in regard to their personal
emotions and moral sensitivity (Simonton, 2009). Openness to action refers to a leader’s
willingness to participate in unfamiliar events and to try new things (Simonton, 2009).
Simonton described openness to ideas as a leader’s receptivity new and differing
intellectual perspectives (2009). Lastly, openness to values refers to a leader’s
willingness to reevaluate political, social, and religious values and standards (Simonton,
2009). Openness to experience helps build a foundation of knowledge, promotes
divergent thinking and creativity, and, from a trait theory perspective, is an essential
component of effective leadership (DeRue, et al, 2011). A leader’s willingness to explore
and take advantage of a myriad of opportunities is important for a leader to be effective;
they must also be emotionally stable.

Emotional stability.

Emotional stability is a leader’s capacity to remain in control of their emotions
despite confronting tremendous amounts of stress (van Woerkom & de Reuver, 2009).
By remaining in control of their emotions, leaders with elevated levels of emotional

stability are able to maintain high levels of performance through extremely stressful
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situations (van Woerkom & de Reuver, 2009). In addition, leaders who demonstrate
increased levels of emotional stability tend to be more optimistic and less likely to be
affected by negative stimuli (Perry, Witt, Penney & Atwater, 2010). Emotional stability
influences the effectiveness of a leader by mitigating their need to focus on their internal
state and allowing them to focus on cognitive, attentional, and other resources required to
attend to the demands of the work environment (Hakimi, et al., 2010).

Demographics.

Demographic data is captured in most studies involving behavioral research, to
include those regarding leadership traits, to categorize a population or sample in order to
make comparisons when analyzing information (Cozby, 2009). Historically, researchers
have analyzed demographic subsets to identify which qualities contribute most to,
increase likelihood of, or result in, effective leadership (Colbert, et al, 2012).
Categorically, most of these studies involve variables associated with gender, physical
characteristics, education, and experience level (DeRue, et al., 2011).

Gender.

Gender, as a demographic, has received the most attention, in regard to research,
and has been the focus of more studies than any other population segment in leadership
studies (DeRue, et al., 2011). Differences regarding leadership effectiveness based on
gender tend to revolve around correspondent inference, or the preconceived
determination of a person’s internal qualities based on their external characteristics
(Eagly & Chin, 2010). In general, subordinates infer leaders will exhibit certain values,
attitudes, and behaviors based on the leader’s gender (Klein & Wang, 2010). Koenig,

Mitchell, Eagly & Ristikari, 2011) conducted a meta-analysis of 40 studies to explore
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whether gender is a valid predictor of leadership effectiveness (2011). Koenig, et al.
concluded gender not to be a significant factor in the preponderance of the studies
examined (2011).

Physical characteristics.

The term physical characteristics is a demographical subcomponent which can be
used to account for a myriad of descriptive categories such as race, appearance, height,
etc (Rule & Ambady, 2008). While many physical characteristics have been studied, no
single characteristic has been conclusively proven to universally result in leadership
effectiveness (DeRue, et al., 2011). Although there is not a sole physical characteristic,
which translates into effective leadership, similar to gender, the physical characteristics
of a leader have a tacit effect on their subordinates (DeRue, et al., 2011). However,
subordinates may surmise leaders brandish certain behaviors based on their physical
attributes (Klein & Wang, 2010). This stereotypical effect may have an impact on
subordinate performance and influence leadership effectiveness, at least for a short time
(Klein & Wang, 2010).

Education.

Generally, education is measured in terms of the level achieved and the institute
attended (Martelli & Abels, 2010). Measuring the education of a leader can be
misleading as an indicator for potential as it is frequently used as a discriminator, or
prerequisite, for selection into a leadership position (Choudhury & Jones, 2010).
Education is used as an indicator of knowledge-level, and intelligence, or in some
instances as a measure of discipline to achieve goals through academic rigor (Lussier &

Achua, 2012; Sowell, 2008). Many effective leaders have a higher level of education or
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degrees from prestigious universities but this statistic may be influenced by the
requirement for such degrees in the selection process throughout the career of the
individual (Choudhury & Jones, 2010). In contrast, having a solid foundation of
knowledge in which to base decisions and support actions is an invaluable asset for a
leader if utilized effectively (Sowell, 2008).

Experience.

Measuring a leader’s experience level is similarly misleading as education in
regard to measuring leadership potential as it is also frequently used as a discriminator, or
prerequisite, for selection for leadership positions (Dragoni, In-Sue, Vankatwyk &
Tesluk, 2011). Additionally, it is a broad topic and difficult to define (Greenspan, 2009).
Many researchers have struggled with operationalization of experience into their research
due to the myriad of perspectives from which to measure (Greenspan, 2009). Some
researchers measure time in years in the field of expertise, but it is difficult to develop a
causal relationship specifically on experience as each individual brings forth their unique
history (Giri & Santra, 2010). While it is difficult to measure precisely, experience has
consistently been utilized as a measure for correlational research and as a mediating
variable of effective leadership (Dragoni, et al., 2011).

It is important to capture demographic information as it aids in categorization of
data to support hypotheses (Colbert et al., 2012). The information helps define the
characteristics of the respondents to verify association and ensure a researcher is
measuring data from the desired population. The findings of a study may be suspect if
the sample demographic is not adequately defined and utilized appropriately in

behavioral research, to include leadership studies (Cozby, 2009).
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Interpersonal attributes.

Trait theories involve defining the unique attributes shared by effective leaders
(Lewis-beck & Nadeau, 2010). Interpersonal attributes are extrinsic characteristics and
involve how the leader works with others. Leadership involves influencing and
motivating subordinates to perform toward a defined objective (Lussier & Achua, 2012).
Interpersonal attributes are concerned with a leader’s understanding of group processes
and human behavior, their ability to communicate effectively, and have knowledge of the
motives, attitudes, and feelings of other (Yukl, 2012). Interpersonal attribute traits
involve how a leader interacts socially (Bass & Bass, 2008). Extraversion and
agreeableness are the most commonly studied leadership traits, with communication also
being a topic of several studies associated with interpersonal attributes (DeRue, et al,
2011).

Extraversion.

Extraversion is the tendency for an individual to seek status within a group of
people and is associated with a person being assertive, dominant, or outgoing (Grant,
Gino & Hofman, 2011). Behaviors associated with extraversion have been shown to
predict leadership emergence and effectiveness (Grant, et al., 2011). One argument
explains extraverted leaders are more likely to demonstrate confidence in their leadership
abilities (Ng, et al., 2008). The confidence level associated with extraversion has been
identified as both an accurate predictor of leadership potential and as a quality of
effective leadership (Ng, et al., 2008). Specifically, extraversion has been shown to be a
reliable predictor of both employee and employer perceptions of an individual’s

leadership effectiveness (Grant, et al., 2011).
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While extraversion has been shown to predict leadership qualities it has been
shown to vary in degree of effectiveness (Grant, et al., 2011). Specifically, extraversion
has been shown to have a greater impact on passive followers than on more proactive or
extraverted subordinates (Grant, et al., 2011). A similar but opposite relationship exists
between leader extraversion and follower autonomy (Ng, et al., 2008). A leader
demonstrating increased levels of extraversion score higher on surveys measuring
leadership impact by subordinates with higher levels of autonomy (Ng, et al., 2008).
Opposite relationships between leader extraversion and subordinate proactiveness or
autonomy still have been shown to have positive impact just not as great (Grant, et al.,
2011; Ng, et al., 2008).

Agreeableness.

Agreeableness refers to a leader’s predisposition to be honest, helpful, responsive,
understanding, good-natured, and trustworthy (Walumbwa & Shaubroeck, 2009).
Additionally, Yukl identified a leader’s capacity to nurture subordinates, their need for
affiliation and optimism as specific sub-traits associated with agreeableness (2012).
These characteristics are essential for establishing and nurturing relationships, which is a
critical component for effective leadership (Lester, 2011).

Agreeableness shares a similar relationship with autonomy as extraversion (Ng, et
al., 2008). Subordinates identified as displaying higher levels of autonomy were more
significantly impacted by leaders who demonstrated increased levels of agreeableness
than subordinates displaying lower levels of autonomy (Ng, et al., 2008). The same
opposite relationship holds true as extraversion (Grant, et al., 2011). Agreeableness was

positively related with leadership effectiveness, regardless of the subordinate’s autonomy
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level, but a stronger relationship exists with subordinates high in autonomy and leaders
high in agreeableness than with subordinates with low autonomy and leaders with high
agreeableness (Grant, et al., 2011; Ng, et al., 2008).

Communication.

The ability to successfully communicate is arguably the most important
interpersonal attribute in regard to effective leadership (Galvin, Waldman & Balthazard,
2010). One could argue a leader’s capacity to lead others hinges on their ability to
effectively communicate (De Vries, Bakker-Piper & Ostenveld, 2010; Neufeld, Wan &
Fang, 2010). A leader’s communication skills translate into their ability to influence
others (De Vries, et al., 2010). While the ability to write is a critically important skill for
a leader to possess, researchers typically refer to verbal and nonverbal dyadic exchanges
in the context of leadership and interpersonal attributes, not written communication
(Neufeld, Wan & Fang, 2010).

Effective communication goes beyond the successful transfer of information, it is
attributed to a leader’s ability to influence and motivate others (Galvin, Waldman &
Balthazard, 2010). An effective communicator understands and conforms their message
to the receiver. The message is transformed into a tool, which is used to generate a
desired response (Neufeld, Wan & Fang, 2010). A leader who is an effective
communicator uses a message for more than information transference, it is a tool, which
can be tailored to stimulate a desired response from subordinates (Neufeld, et al., 2010).
Since the essence of leadership is to motivate others to achieve desired results; a leader’s

ability to communication effectively is critically important (Neufeld, et al., 2010).
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The preponderance of leadership research incorporated a trait-based approach
until the early 1950°s when trait-based leadership theories were discarded as ineffective
(Zaccaro, 2012). Researchers favored other leadership approaches until trait-based
theories once again regained prominence in the 1980°s (Zaccaro, 2012). While
leadership theories based upon the attributes of a leader have been the topic of a
significant amount of research, it is only one perspective in which to gauge leadership.
Another perspective, and genesis to a myriad of leadership theories focuses on the
behavior of the leader.

Behavioral approach.

While the trait approach concentrates on the distinguishing characteristics of a
leader, the behavioral approach focuses on categorization of a leader’s actions (Yukl,
2012). Obviously, the way a leader behaves holds a varying degree of influence over
their subordinates’ performance which, in turn, impacts desired results (Larsson &
Vinberg, 2010). The behavioral approach looks beyond innate traits and focuses on the
effectiveness of a leader’s actions (DeRue, et al., 2011).

Since the 1950s, the preponderance of research centered on leadership behavior
has been influenced, to some degree, by the studies conducted at Ohio State and
Michigan State Universities (Yukl, 2012). The Ohio State University studies utilized
questionnaires to assess leadership behaviors from different perspectives. The first
category measured the leader’s level of consideration or his or her concern for their
subordinates and interpersonal relationships (MacKenzie, Podsakoff & Podsakoff, 2011).
The second category measured the leader’s level of initiating structure, which involves

the leader’s amount of focus on tasks (MacKenzie, et al., 201 1). The results of the study
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helped define leadership focus, whether the leader scored high or low in relation to the
tasks associated with the job or the concerns for the people accomplishing the tasks.
Leaders could be categorized as high in one area, task or people, and low in the other.
Alternatively, leaders could be evaluated as high-high, where they are evaluated as
scoring high in relation to tasks and people or, conversely, low-low where the leader
scored low in both areas. The premise for this research helped shape how leadership
behavior was categorized and evaluated providing a foundation for future research
(Lussier & Achua, 2012).

The University of Michigan leadership studies shared a similar premise as the
Ohio State leadership studies where leadership behaviors were analyzed from both job-
centered and employee-centric perspectives (Robbins & Judge, 2010). The results of this
study identified three critical leadership behavior typologies: task-oriented behavior,
relationship-oriented behavior, and participative leadership (Yukl, 2012). While the
Michigan studies did not receive as much research attention as the Ohio State studies, the
results provided the foundation for future behavioral leadership research. These studies
provided the basis for two of the four categories that comprise current behavioral
leadership research (DeRue, et al., 2011).

As mentioned, the categories attributed to the University of Michigan leadership
studies are task-oriented behavior and relationship-oriented behavior. These two
categories, along with change-oriented behavior and passive leadership comprise current
widely recognized categories used in the classification of behavioral leadership (DeRue,

et al,, 2011).
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Task-Oriented Behavior.

Task-oriented behaviors are operationally-focused actions which are generally
attributed with the extent to which a leader focuses their efforts to define subordinate’s
roles within the organization, establishing effective communication channels, and
achievement of goals and objectives; basically the mission of the organization
(Tabernero, Chambel, Curral & Arana, 2009). This type of behavior was referred to as
initiating structure in the Ohio State University studies and actions associated with task-
oriented behaviors involve developing work schedules, assigning work, clarifying
objectives, ensuring subordinates follow procedures and are meeting deadlines and goals
(DeRue, et al., 2011).

The leader utilizes organizational policies, procedures, objectives, and goals to
shape employee motivation, commitment and behavior (DeRue, et al., 2011). Ideally, the
expectations are forthright, unequivocal, and consistent across the leader’s range of
influence. Positive application of task-oriented behavior is rooted in application of
pressure to influence increased level of performance by the subordinate. By establishing
standards, sampling quality of work, establishing and reinforcing deadlines, and
monitoring progress in reaching organizational goals the leaders ensuring subordinates
are constantly operating at higher levels of performance (Casimir, 2010).

Leaders should be careful to not solely rely on task-oriented behaviors to
influence subordinates (Norris, 2010). Leadership goes beyond process management;
there is a personal element to consider as well (Norris, 2010). Excessive application of
task-oriented leadership practices and behaviors can have a demotivating effect on

subordinates (Yukl, 2012). Leaders should recognize there is a delicate balance between
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focusing on the mission of the organization, and the people who do the work, in order to
effectively influence performance (Lussier & Achua, 2012).

Relationship-oriented behavior.

Relationship-oriented behaviors are the actions taken by the leader, which focus
on the personal interaction, rapport, and interpersonal interactions between the leader and
the follower (Tabernero, Chambel, Curral & Arana, 2009). Generally, the level of
respect, concern for welfare, appreciation, consideration, and support demonstrated by
the leader for the follower are attributed with relationship-oriented behavior (Tabernero,
et. al., 2009). As identified in the Ohio State Leadership studies, leaders who
demonstrate high levels of relationship-oriented behavior are more considerate and
respectful of the individual members of the group (Yukl, 2012).

Leaders exhibiting effective levels of relationship-oriented behaviors have earned
the respect and trust of the subordinates (DeRue, et al., 2011). The leader is viewed by
their people as approachable and friendly by subordinates which encourages a freer
exchange of ideas and more open communication which has been shown to have a
positive impact on organizational effectiveness (Lussier & Achua, 2012). Additionally,
the leader will have provided the appropriate tacit reinforcement for each individual to
consider the welfare of the group, or team (DeRue, 2011). This encourages teamwork
and collaboration, which also is a critical component for organizational success (Eberly,
Holley, Johnson & Mitchell, 2011).

As with task-oriented leadership behaviors, a leader needs to be careful in
applying too much relationship-oriented behavior (Eberly, et al., 2011). Becoming too

close to certain members of the organization can breed jealousy between members
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(Eberly, et al., 2011). Allowing themselves to become too involved, or familiar, with a
subordinate has shown to damage a leader’s degree of influence over that subordinate
(Norris, 2010). Leaders must recognize effective application of relationship-oriented
behaviors is critical to developing a constructive rapport, trust, and communication with
subordinates but unprofessional personal relationships can be detrimental to the
organization (Tabernero, et. al., 2009).

Change-oriented behavior.

Leaders in organizations undergoing change face unique challenges. Already
difficult situations can become exacerbated and complicated by emotions, uncertainty,
and confusion generated by the changes (Khalid & Rehman, 2011). These issues can
alter leader behavior (Avolio, 2011). Behaviors that were effective during steady-state
operations may not be effective during times of change (or crisis) (Avolio, 2011). In
addition to adapting behaviors to increase effectiveness while dealing with the inter- and
intra-personal complications, the leader also needs to manage the objectives, goals, and
milestones associated with the change (Yukl, 2012).

Change-oriented leadership is classified into two basic categories; proactive and
adaptive (Yukl, 2012). Proactive leadership behaviors involve identifying the
organizational environment, developing inventive solutions to conform to it, and
executing the major changes required to implement the changes to processes identified by
the change initiative (Yukl, 2012). Possibly the most consequential proactive, change-
oriented leadership behavior is developing and effectively conveying the vision for the
change to subordinates (Griffin, Parker, & Mason, 2010). Effectively communicating the

change vision supports subordinates’ change-oriented behaviors by building up their self-
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efficacy and encouraging constructive proactive and adaptive follower behaviors (Griffin,
Parker, & Mason, 2010). The vision provides the direction for individuals to alter their
behavior, these changes are typically intrinsically-motivated and not effectively imposed
by the leader (Grant & Ashford, 2008). It is important for the leader to demonstrate the
proper behavior to support the proficiency or effectiveness, of the subordinate (Merrell,
2012).

Effective change-oriented leadership behaviors include encouraging original
thought, innovation, and risk-taking (Yukl, 2012). Subordinates need to feel free to
pursue ideas and experiment with new approaches, without fear of reprisal, in order to
foster support for the change (Merrell, 2012). In addition, leaders need to monitor the
organizational culture and be prepared to reward positive behavior and mitigate
negativity (Yukl, 2012). Also, the leader must continually, reinforce the vision,
demonstrate personal commitment to the change, and be a role model consistently
supporting and encouraging the initiative (Yukl, 2012). Any deviation from the vision or
message will negatively influence the effectiveness of the subordinate and hamper the
initiative (Yukl, 2012). The leaders needs to support the coping and adjustment required
by the subordinate in order to overcome negativity and allow subordinates to
constructively adapt to the changes (Merrell, 2012).

Passive leadership.

Passive leadership is also often referred to as passive-avoidant or laissez-faire
leadership (Sosik & Jung, 2010). Regardless of its moniker, passive leadership is
generally used to describe the absence of effective leadership behaviors (Avolio, 2011).

There is a perceived, or genuine, lack of engagement by the leader (Sosik & Jung, 2010).
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Not to be confused with empowerment, passive leadership goes beyond delegation and
trust in subordinates to perceived apathy and carelessness (Casamir, 2010).

Passive-avoidant leaders will avoid conflict, taking a stand on issues, and will not
clarify his or her expectations (Kanste, Kédridinen, & Kyngis, 2009). Leaders displaying
passive leadership behaviors will lead through positional power, threats of punishment
and discipline actions, and will not actively monitor the performance of the subordinates
(Boies, Lvina, Martens, 2010). It should be obvious passive leadership is generally
viewed as a negative behavior (Sosik & Jung, 2010).

Laissez-faire leadership behaviors have been negatively correlated and identified
as detrimental to both individual and team performance (Boies, L.vina, Martens, 2010;
Sosik & Jung, 2010). Passive-avoidant leadership behaviors have been shown to reduce
subordinates’ satisfaction with the leader, their perceptions of the leader’s effectiveness,
and their desire to put forth extra effort (Kanste, Kédaridinen, & Kyngés, 2009). These
negative perceptions have a negative impact on motivation, which negatively affects
performance (Sosik & Jung, 2010). Leaders should avoid exhibiting passive-avoidant
leadership behavior if they desire to be effective (Sosik & Jung, 2010)

At the very least, a leader should become engaged when there are discrepancies,
deficiencies, or problems in performance (Sosik & Jung, 2010). Avolio refers to this
conduct as Passive Management-By-Exception (MBE-P) (Avolio, 2011). This behavior
has the leader reacting to negative stimuli forcing their engagement (Avolio, 2011). This
transactional approach is not an ideal leadership behavior, as the leader exhibits limited
engagement, with focus solely on results and is defunct of interaction with the

subordinate beyond the task or objective (Sosik &Jung, 2010). This leadership behavior
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does not offer an incentive for the subordinate to perform beyond set criteria and
established objectives, which diminishes potential for improvement and increased
effectiveness (Sosik & Jung, 2010; Avolio, 2011). MBE-P is the minimal managerial
behavior a superior must exercise to ensure productivity, it does not promote
effectiveness or provide motivation to improve (Boies, Lvina & Martens, 2010).

Behavioral assessments of leadership have played a significant role in the
evolution of leadership theory and remain a relevant phylum in regards to identifying and
categorizing leadership (Avolio, 2011). Researchers favored other leadership approaches
until trait-based theories once again regained prominence in the 1980°s (Zaccaro, 2012).
While leadership theories based upon the behaviors of a leader have been the topic of a
significant amount of research, it is only one lens in which to view leadership. Another
perspective of leadership theories focuses on the styles of the leader.

Leadership styles.

The bases for the theories discussed thus far have involved defining the actions,
personality, and behaviors associated with an individual leader. The classical leadership
theories focused on the individual, and while they may appear to be an extremely banal
approach to assessing or identifying leadership qualities, they have provided solid
definitions for leadership principles and the basis for expanded research and application
(Golden-Pryor, Humphreys, Taneja & Toombs, 2011).

Leadership theory has evolved beyond the characteristics of the leader and has
developed into deeper hierarchal realms. The classic theories have provided the “who”

and “what” categorizations providing the foundation for contemporary theory to climb to
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a higher level of taxonomy to address the “how” and “why” questions associated with
effective leadership (Lussier & Achua, 2012).

The two most prominent studies regarding leadership styles are those developed
by Lewin and Likert (Lussier & Achua, 2012). These studies helped launch the next
generation of leadership theories and have provided the basis for assessments of
leadership engagement classification. Both studies help to define the approach of the
leader and contribute to the evolution of quantifiable variables to assess dynamic
leadership actions (Lussier & Achua, 2012).

Lewin’s leadership styles.

Theories categorizing leadership styles begin with Kurt Lewin’s University of
lowa research (Lussier & Achua, 2012). In his theory, Lewin identifies three distinct
styles of leadership; authoritative, democratic, and laissez-faire. These three styles
describe the levels of engagement in completing organizational tasks and the amount of
subordinate input sought by the leader in making decisions, and motivation and
disciplinary action (Brendtro & Mitchell, 2010).

The authoritarian style describes the leader as dividing, directing, and delegating
work activities but not taking a formal role in the completion of tasks (Smothers, 2011).
Not actively participating in the completion of tasks, the leader focuses their attention on
motivating and disciplining subordinates (Robbins & Judge, 2010). There is a sharp
distinction between organizational roles (Smothers, 2011).

The democratic leadership style is characterized by the leader involving
subordinates in policy decisions through a collective process (Brendtro & Mitchell,

2010). The leader typically does not complete the work but seeks input from his or her
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subordinates prior to the division of labor or work assignments (Lussier & Achua, 2012).
Subordinates are not directed to complete work assignments but are given choices on
work they desire to perform (Yukl, 2012).

The laissez-faire style of leadership, described by Lewin, has stayed fairly
consistent across leadership theory over the past 70 years. This style describes an
inactive and uninvolved leader (Brendtro & Mitchell, 2010). The leader delegates all
work assignments to the subordinates and does not follow up on completion (Sosik &
Jung, 2010). A laissez-faire leader avoids making decisions and does not provide praise
performance, recognize achievements, or attempt to motivate subordinates (Kanste,
Kadridinen, & Kyngis, 2009). This leadership style can be described as completely
disengaged (Avolio, 2011). These leadership styles were determined categorized, based
on the overall personality and/or character attributes of the leader and were not styles
which were flexible based on shifting requirements (Smothers, 2011).

Likert’s leadership styles.

In the 1960°s Rensis Likert examined organizations of various types and
leadership styles but primarily focused his theory on industrial organizational leadership.
Likert expanded upon Lewin’s categorizations and outlined four systems of management
to describe managerial roles, involvement, and relationships. The four management
systems are exploitative-authoritative, benevolent-authoritative, consultative, and
participative-group systems (Pihlak & Alas, 2012). Like Lewin, Likert proposed these
leadership styles were hardwired to the leader’s personality and character and not subject

to change with the situation (Burnes & Cooke, 2012).
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The exploitative-authoritative system is similar to authoritarian style of leadership
in that it is very directive in nature. Decisions are imposed upon the subordinate who has
no collaborative role. Likert also identifies a responsibility dichotomy between the leader
and the led. Leaders possess a very high level of responsibility and the subordinate has
almost none. In addition, motivation is primarily negative reinforcement where Raguz,
2010). Inthis environment, the actions of the leader create a distinct barrier, which
discourages vertical, or two-way, communication between the leader and subordinate and
discourages interdepartmental teamwork (Raguz, 2010).

The benevolent-authoritative system centers on the trust the subordinate holds in
the leader to deliver on incentives promised in exchange for performance. This system is
similar to exploitative-authoritative in that leaders still maintain higher levels of
responsibility than the workers however, the leader, utilizes positive reinforcement and
incentives, to motivate subordinates to perform (Raguz, 2010).

In Likert’s consultative system, the leader demonstrates a measured level of trust
in their subordinates and shares certain aspects of responsibility. The leader utilizes
positive reinforcement through a system of rewards and involvement (Yukl, 2012). The
majority of subordinates, especially, those in the higher levels of the echelon feel a
degree of ownership in the achievement of organizational goals. The environment is
favorable for a moderate amount of communication and teamwork (Yukl, 2012).

Lastly, the participative - group system is considered the optimal leadership style
for communication and teamwork though effective sharing of responsibility and
subordinate involvement (Madoff, 2008). The leader demonstrates complete confidence

in their employees and provides positive rewards for meeting objectives (Fernandez,
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2008). By effectively involving the subordinate in decision-making the ownership, the
leader provides an environment where the subordinate is engaged and impacted by their
performance, which impacts their performance (Madoff, 2008). The participative - group
system creates an organizational climate which is conducive to active flow of information
cooperation which encourages increased levels of communication and teamwork
throughout the organization (Raguz, 2010).

While Lewin and Likert provided the bedrock of modern leadership theories and
contributed to the advancement of leadership theory, the next generation of leadership
theories looked beyond the innate style of the leader (DeRue, et al., 2011). The new
theories would attempt to demonstrate the leader can adjust their styles and behaviors to
best suit external influences such as operating environment and other situational variables
to be effective (Da Cruz, Nunes & Pinheiro, 2011). Contingency leadership theories
attempt to provide a formulaic approach to leadership by identifying the external
environment and selecting the most effective style or behavior for the situation (Sims,
Faraj & Yun, 2009).

Contingency leadership theories.

Contingency leadership theories incorporate the operating environment, follower
characteristics, and/ or the situation with leadership style (Yukl, 2012). This category of
theories goes beyond the innate qualities and approaches of the leaders as identified in
earlier theories. Leaders adjust their leadership style to generate the most effective

results based upon the unique circumstances of the situation (Lussier & Achua, 2012).



40

Situational Leadership.

Situational Leadership theory suggests an application-based approach to leading.
The theory provides four different leadership styles and matches their characteristics with
four developmental stages of followers. The leadership style provides four distinct styles
of leadership, expanding on the Ohio State and Michigan State University leadership
studies and applying varying amounts of applied relationship behaviors and the task
behaviors to match developmental stages of followers (Papworth, Milne & Boak, 2009).

The leadership styles identified are telling, selling, participating, and delegating.
Telling is an extremely directive and task-focused approach where the leader provides
explicit direction through one-way communication (Gilstrap, 2009). The selling style is
still predominantly task-oriented but allows for a limited amount of subordinate feedback
where the leader begins utilizing socio-emotive techniques to gain subordinate buy-in to
tasks (Gilstrap, 2009). The participating approach involves higher relationship behaviors
than task-oriented behaviors in leading subordinates. Decision-making about how tasks
are accomplished are shared between the leader and subordinate (Papworth, Milne &
Boak, 2009). Lastly, the delegating approach shifts the act of making task-level decisions
to the subordinate from the leader, who maintains a predominantly relationship-based
leadership style with the subordinate and only monitors progress (Gilstrap, 2009).

Hersey and Blanchard defined a subordinate or group’s development on a bipolar
measurement of their levels of task commitment and competence (Thompson & Vecchio,
2009). They categorize these attributes as R1, being low in both commitment and
competence, through R4 with the group or subordinate being high in both commitment

and competence (Papworth & Milne, 2009). R1, was used to categorize personnel or
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groups new to the organization or task. Personnel in this category very excited and are
extremely committed to the organization or task but have low competence due to
ignorance and require significant direction (Gilstrap, 2009). Additionally, since the
subordinates in this category have not acquired, or are bereft of experience and useful
knowledge, their input is not desired by the leader (Papworth & Milne, 2009). Hersey
and Blanchard connect the telling style of leadership with personnel identified as R1 to be
most effective (Gilstrap, 2009).

Hersey and Blanchard identify the selling style of leadership as being most
effective with personnel or groups in the R2 category (Papworth, Milne & Boak, 2009).
Personnel in R2 still possess low competence but are more familiar with the organization
(Thompson & Vecchio, 2009). Additionally, R2 personnel are moderately
disenfranchised and require increased levels of personal or relationship-based behaviors
in order to effectively lead (Thompson & Vecchio, 2009). Personnel in the R3 category
are highly competent with low to variable levels of commitment (Gilstrap, 2009). Hersey
and Blanchard connect a participating style of leadership with personnel, or groups in the
R3 category as relationship-building behaviors can overcome low and variable
commitment levels (Papworth & Milne, 2009). Lastly, the R4 category describes
subordinates or groups with both high commitment and competence (Thompson &
Vecchio, 2009). Subordinates or groups in the R4 category possess both the skills and
commitment necessary to justify trust in decision-making and the delegating style of
leadership is generally most effective (Thompson & Vecchio, 2009).

Hersey and Blanchard explain in their theory that no one leadership style is ideal

in every situation. Leaders must be remain continually cognizant of their environment
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and the development level of their subordinates in order to be flexible with the
application of leadership styles and effectively lead (Gilstrap, 2009). This theory has
received a great deal of scrutiny based on the scientific merit of the hypotheses, however
it has been recognized as a solid attempt in providing an application-based basic level
theory to provide a foundation for further research (Papworth, Milne & Boak, 2009).

Vroom and Yetton’s normative model.

The Normative Decision Model conceived by Vroom and Yetton (1973) provides
a structured approach to decision-making which factors in the situational contexts of
decision quality and subordinate involvement (Yukl, 2012). The model accounts for
several situational contexts: amount of information the leader and subordinates possess
relevant to the decision, subordinates acceptance of autocratic decisions, subordinate
cooperation level if included in decision-making, level of non-constructive disagreement
and ownership of ideas, and the structural characteristics of the problem in regard to the
level of creativity necessary (Jepson, 2009). The model also accounts for two additional
situational variables; the importance or significance of the decision and acceptance of the
decisions by other subordinates not included in the decision-making process (Jepson,
2009). The leader determines the level of influence these variables have on the basis of
the decision by structuring the decision-making process beginning with the quality
requirement (QR), and moving on through the eight levels of the model considering the
commitment requirement (CR), leader’s available information (LI), the structure of the
problem (ST), commitment probability (CP), goal congruence between the subordinates
and the overall organization (GC), subordinate conflict (CO), and amount of information

the subordinates possess (SI) (see Figure 1). By stepping through the model and
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considering the influence of the applicable variables, the leader reaches one of five
decision-making procedures relevant to the situation (Long & Spurlock, 2009).

Figure 1. Normative Decision Model
1 2
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Figure 1, Vroom & Yetton's Normative Decision Model. This figure graphically
illustrates the decision process to determine the variables influencing a decision in order
for the leader to make the best decision. Figure was adapted from Lussier & Achua, p.
175, (2008).

Vroom and Yetton explained there is not a universal decision-making procedure
effective in all situations and developed the model to provide a range of leadership styles,
or procedures, based on the amount of subordinate involvement (Lussier & Achua, 2012).
First, is the Autocratic I (Al) decision-making style, in this approach the leader makes
decisions on their own based on information they have at his or her disposal. There is
absolutely no involvement from subordinates in any capacity (Long & Spurlock, 2009).
Second, is the Autocratic II (All) style where the leader relies on subordinates for
information but does not include them in making decisions (Long & Spurlock, 2009).
Next, in the Consultative I (Cl) approach, the leader involves subordinates individually

for information and evaluation. The leader does not bring subordinates together
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collectively and still makes the decision on his or her own (Long & Spurlock, 2009). In
the Consultative 11 (CII) style, the leader brings together subordinates collectively for
their insight but the leader ultimately still makes the decision (Johnson, 2009). Finally, in
the Group Il (GII) style the leader convenes a group meeting, providing guidance and
intent but allows the group to make the decision (Johnson, 2009).

The model faced some scrutiny for not capturing several important situational
aspects of decision-making such as geographic separation of subordinates, time
constraints, and more precise level of information possessed by subordinates ( Yukl,
2012). Vroom and Yetton, along with Arthur Jago, refined the model to address these
important aspects. In addition, Vroom, Yetton and Jago expanded available responses
from the simplified “yes” or “no” at each stage of the model and included scalar levels of
response: no, probably no, maybe, probably yes, and yes (Jepson, 2009).

Path-goal theory of leadership.

The basic premise of the Path-Goal theory centers on aligning subordinate goals
with organizational objectives to positively influence employee motivation (Dixon &
Kozloski, 2010). As a basis for employee motivation, House (1971) proposes the leader
consider the characteristics of their subordinates as well as the task and altering their
leadership style to best influence subordinate effort and satisfaction. This theory is
steeped heavily in the Expectancy Theory of motivation where a leader can influence
subordinate effort, motivation, and corresponding performance, by providing desirable
incentives for fulfilling agreed upon objectives (Yukl, 2012). Inthe Path-Goal Theory,
the leader provides a path, or a situationally appropriate leadership style, to meet, not

only the followers’ desired outcomes, but organizational objectives as well (Dixon &
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Kozloski, 2010). The leader will make effort to align subordinate goals with
organizational objectives and exhibit the behaviors to positively influence subordinate
performance (Yukl, 2012).

House identifies four unique leadership styles appropriate in various situations;
directive, supportive, participative, and achievement-oriented (Saccomano & Pinto-Zipp,
2011). Unlike Likert’s and Lewin’s leadership theories discussed earlier, the Path-Goal
theory posits the leader can change their leadership style based on the situation, as
defined by the task and the characteristics of the subordinates. Leaders should adjust
their leadership style, or behavior, to best fit the situation in order to increase subordinate
satisfaction and motivation, which has been linked to subordinate performance (Lussier
& Achua, 2012).

The directive approach should be used when the subordinates roles and task
demands are ambiguous. In this approach, the leader assigns tasks and provides explicit
instructions on what needs to be accomplished as well as how it should be accomplished
(Dixon & Kozloski, 2010). This approach provides clarity, which has been shown to
alleviate stress during uncertain circumstances, and increases subordinate satisfaction and
motivation (Saccomano & Pinto-Zipp, 2011).

Supportive leadership behavior describes actions taken by the leader to address
the needs and welfare of their subordinate. This leadership behavior is most effective in
situations where the tasks and/or the operating environment are physically and/or
psychologically distressful (Dixon & Kozloski, 2010). The leader’s actions and

perceived genuine concern for subordinate welfare encourages loyalty and exacerbates
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subordinate motivation to increase performance to satisfy the leader (Saccomano &
Pinto-Zipp, 2011).

Participative leadership behavior involves the leader including and seeking the
consult of their subordinates in the decision-making process (Saccomano & Pinto-Zipp,
2011). The leader demonstrates a certain level of trust and mutual respect with their
subordinates knowledge and judgment in certain situations. The follower has proven
themselves as having a degree of credibility in certain situations (Dixon & Kozloski,
2010).

Achievement-oriented leadership behaviors involve the leader establishing
demanding goals and challenging objectives in effort to have his or her subordinates
operate at peak levels of performance. The leader demonstrates confidence in the
followers, and their ability to rise to the challenge (Dixon & Kozloski, 2010). The leader
must be able to accurately capture performance and establish quantifiable objectives in
order to properly execute this behavior This behavior is effective in situations where
success can be adequately captured, measured, and evaluated and is not well suited for
situations with ambiguous objectives (Saccomano & Pinto-Zipp, 2011).

Contingency theories strive to explain how to adjust and apply leadership styles
depending upon the environment- they are reactive (Sosik & Jung, 2010). Contingency
theories place the leader in a position to assess the variables and then alter their style of
leadership in order to best influence subordinates. Leadership theory has continued to be
analyzed from several different perspectives. The following nexus of leadership theorem,
the Full-Range Leadership Model (FRLM) defines innate or applied characteristics to

incorporate the myriad of perspectives and integrate them (Avolio, 2011).
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Full-range leadership model.

The foundation for the Full-Range Leadership Model began with Dr. James
MacGregor Burns’s Transformational Leadership theory. Dr. Burns’s theory
incorporates most leadership theory to date and delineates them between management
behaviors and leadership behaviors (Sosik & Jung, 2010). Burns was the first to
categorize management behaviors as transactional and leadership behaviors as
transformational (Avolio, 2011). Burns also worked with Dr. Bernard Bass who carried
the concept further with the cooperation of Dr. Bruce Avolio, to evolve the theory to an
all-inclusive Full-Range Leadership Model (FRLM), which provides a spectrum of
behaviors and attributes to integrate both management and leadership (Sosik & Jung,
2010).

Currently, FRLM is the most widely studied leadership theory in use (Hargis,
Watt & Piotrowski, 2011). The FRLM consists of laissez-faire, transactional, and
transformational leadership behaviors (Sosik & Jung, 2010). Through continued study
and analysis, leadership behaviors, as defined by the FRLM, have been shown to have a
direct impact on the motivation and performance of subordinates (Hoffman, Bynum,
Piccolo & Sutton, 2011). In addition, studies have empirically correlated the positive
impact of the effective application of FRLM leadership behaviors, which occur through
indirect colligation, on the general self-efficacy of subordinates (Walumbwa, et al., 2008;
Rafferty & Griffin, 2006).

The transformational leadership aspect of FRLM, has shown to have a positive
impact on individual and organizational performance (Hoffman, Bynum, Piccolo &

Sutton, 2011). It is comprised of four elements; intellectual stimulation, idealized
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influence, inspirational motivation, and individual consideration (Hoffman, et al., 2011).
Despite making a strong argument for correlation between transformational leadership
and team performance, questions remain regarding universality and reliability of the
model and transformational leadership.

Walumbwa & Hartnell (2011) conducted research to examine relationships
between transformational leadership styles and employee self-efficacy, along with the
mediating effect of relational identification. They sampled 426 employees and 75
immediate supervisors from an automobile dealership. Utilizing hierarchal linear
modeling, Walumbwa and Hartnell concluded there to be associations between
transformational leadership and employee self-efficacy (2011). However, they caveat
their study by recognizing the relationship between transformational leadership and
employee self-efficacy requires further research in order to more-definitively explore
associations (Walumbwa & Hartnell, 2011). Nevertheless, Walumbwa and Hartnell’s
(2011) study builds upon other research regarding transformational leadership and
provides a foundation for additional research to determine overall effectiveness and
universality, and an opportunity to look into the effects of the other leadership behaviors
identified in the FRLM. The proposed study will explore these concepts further to
analyze the effect of transformational, as well as the other leadership behaviors identified
on the FRLM, as they impact the USAF CGO subordinates’ general self-efficacy. These
studies further the linkage between leadership behaviors and performance through self-

efficacy.
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Self-Efficacy

According to Dr. Albert Bandura, self-efficacy is the confidence a person has in
themselves to reach goals by positively or negatively impacting an individual’s cognitive,
motivational, affective, and selection processes (Bandura, 1989). It is not merely a
measure of one’s confidence in themselves, it also is their confidence and belief they can
achieve greater things if they just try harder (Ng, Ang & Chan, 2008). This concept is
one of the most researched in recent history. Inthe past 25 years, over 10,000 studies
have been conducted to explore the concept (Judge, Shaw, Jackson, Scott & Rich, 2007).

Background and overview.

The concept of self-efficacy originated with Bandura’s (1977) social learning
theory, which evolved into social cognitive theory. Self-efficacy was a critical
component of his theories in that it accounts for the variations in individual (Nurittamont,
2012). High levels of self-efficacy influences confident cognitive processes and critical
thinking resulting in improved decision-making (Bandura, 1995). Individuals with lower
self-efficacy were shown to be more likely to suffer from depression, anxiety, and stress
resulting from low self-esteem, and pessimistic attitudes (Bandura, 1995). These
negative feelings impact motivation as people with low self-efficacy will avoid difficult
challenges and will not exert additional effort to perform beyond explicit expectations.
Conversely, individuals with high self-efficacy demonstrate greater levels of motivation
to perform beyond expectations and are able to persevere for greater lengths of time when

faced with challenges (Nurittamont, 2012).
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Types of self-efficacy.

The original concept of self-efficacy has evolved since the original concept
resulting in identifying and assessing self-efficacy from different perspectives and
specifying their application (Dierdorff, Surface & Brown, 2010). The concept of self-
efficacy has been classified into several different categories to include; task, learning,
role-breadth, medical and psychological, and general (Bandura & Locke, 2003). These
different categories all share the same premise regarding an individual’s belief in their
ability to be successful; whether it be a specific task (Hepler & Chase, 2008), ability to
learn at a certain level or a subject, (Schaffer, Xiaojun Chen, Xiumei Zhu, & Oakes,
2012) or the capability to execute a span of forward-thinking amalgamation of activities
beyond defined explicit expectations (Dierdorff, Surface & Brown, 2010). Medical and
psychological self-efficacy explores the patient’s belief they will become well and is used
as a variable to assess the patient’s desire, will, and attitude in overcoming a range of
maladies; from cancer to drug dependence (Test & Cease-Cook, 2012). Finally, general
self-efficacy (GSE) is an overall trait-based perspective of an individual’s belief in their
ability to be successful across a spectrum of challenges (Nurittamont, 2012) and is the
dependent variable measured in the proposed study.

General self-efficacy.

As stated earlier, GSE refers to an individual’'s overall belief in their ability to
achieve success, regardless of the situation (Mayfield & Mayfield, 2012). GSE is at the
pervasive core of Bandura’s original concept of his Social Cognitive Theory (1977). It
has been thoroughly researched over the past 25 years and continues to remain relevant in

the 21st Century (Judge, et al., 2007).
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An individual’s GSE has been empirically correlated to their level of work
performance (Walumbwa, et al., 2008). Increased GSE resuits in the individual’s ability
to cope with potentially challenging situations through increased self-esteem translating
into greater effort to meet objectives and goals (Walumbwa, et al., 2008). A higher level
self-efficacy also has been correlated with increased confidence whereas he or she can
achieve more difficult tasks and higher-level goals increasing overall effectiveness
(Walumbwa, et al., 2008).

GSE is at the core of employee productivity and effectiveness and should be one
of an organizational leader’s primary objectives to develop self-efficacy of subordinates
(Avolio & Hannah, 2008). Increases in self-efficacy have been shown to correlate
directly with overall individual effectiveness and ultimately the performance of the
organization (Nurittamont, 2012).

Leadership impact on self-efficacy.

There are several factors which can impact the development of an individual’s
GSE; learning from their own successes and failures and witnessing those of others, and
messages received from others reinforcing an individual’s efforts and behavior (Bandura,
1977). A leader can influence the way a subordinate views success and failure through
motivation and discipline and generally provide direct feedback regarding effort and
behavior (Yukl, 2012 & Mahsud, 2010). Several studies have been conducted analyzing
the effects of leadership on the self-efficacy of subordinates from different perspectives
interrelated with other stimuli and variables (Moen & Allgood, 2009; Walumbwa, et al.,
2008). In a study by Moen & Allgood (2009), they analyzed the impact of coaching, a

form of leadership strongly correlated with the individual consideration behavior defined
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in the FRLM (Sosik & Jung, 2010), to examine the effect of a one-year executive
coaching program on self-efficacy. The experiment involved 127 executives and middle
managers from a Norwegian Fortune 500 company. The data was derived from an
internally-constructed 32-item Likert-type scale focusing on requirements viewed by the
participants as being essential in order for them to succeed in their specific and
achievement-oriented environment and their capability to fulfill them. The results of the
test reflected a significant correlation with the coaching program and an increase in self-
perceived self-efficacy. This data, while questionable in the validity and reliability of the
instrument, reinforces the hypothesis that leadership and coaching impact self-efficacy of
employees and provides additional support for continued research.

In another study, the impact of transformational leadership on self-efficacy
amalgamating the effects of role identification was explored. Walumbwa, Avolio, and
Zhu (2008) examined 437 participants employed by 6 U.S. banking organizations in the
Midwest to explore how transformational leadership directly and indirectly related to
supervisory-rated performance. An average of six employees rated each supervisor’s
transformational leadership behaviors, consolidating idealized influence, intellectual
stimulation, individual consideration, and inspirational motivation using the MLQ 5x .
This information was correlated with the subordinate’s self-assessment of their
identification with the work unit, self-efficacy, and mean’s efficacy. After the employees
provided their ratings, the supervisors then rated their employees on their job
performance. Data was collected at two different times to reduce self-report bias. The
study contained nine hypotheses, two of which directly correlate with this author’s

research. First, transformational leadership positively related to self-efficacy. Second,
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self-efficacy positively related to individual performance. While this study also
introduced additional variables, both hypotheses were identified to have significant
positive relations providing further support and validation of leadership’s impact on self-
efficacy.

Moen & Allgood (2009) and Walumbwa, Avolio, & Zhu (2008) show how
transformational leadership has an effect on the self-efficacy of several different
populations with additional added variables. The proposed study will analyze the affect
of leadership behaviors on general self-efficacy to build additional knowledge and
generalization.

General self-efficacy impact on effectiveness.

It has been empirically proven that individuals with higher general self-efficacy
perform at a higher level than those with lower self-efficacy (Walumbwa, et al., 2008).
Jawahar, Meurs, Ferris, & Hochwarter (2008) conducted a meta-analysis of 114 studies
conducted correlating self-efficacy with work-related performance. They concluded the
large body of research clearly indicates that individual self-efficacy beliefs are directly
related to performance. However, the authors realized almost all of the studies measured
only task performance and not other work-related performance measures. To expand
their research Jawahar et al. (2008) conducted two studies analyzing the social cognitive
behaviors of self-efficacy and political skill, and how they correlate with task-
performance, and contextual performance of individuals. Jawahar et al. (2008)
determined that analyzing political skill provided another skill-set or behavior in addition
to self-efficacy and clarified that contextual performance consisted of less-mechanistic

abilities such as interpersonal facilitation and job dedication rather than output measures.



54

The two studies were conducted with the following hypotheses: 1). Self-efficacy
will be more strongly related to task performance than to contextual performance. 2).
Political skill will be more strongly related to contextual performance than to task
performance, and 3). Self-efficacy will be a better predictor of task performance than
political skill, whereas political skill will be a better predictor of contextual performance
than self-efficacy.

In the first study, they surveyed 223 MBA graduates, across a wide range of
demographics, from a large southeastern university. In the second study, they surveyed
26 managers from a corporate office for a retail chain. Each manager answered
responses on four to nine subordinates. The results of both studies concluded that self-
efficacy is more effectively linked to task performance than contextual performance and
political skill is correlated with contextual performance than self-efficacy.

These studies are important to clarifying the expected benefits of increasing
employees’ self-efficacy. There have been several studies linking positive self-efficacy
with increased job performance but the studies often did not provide an unequivocal
definition of the performance aspect of the job. These studies potentially could provide
necessary linkage to the benefit of the proposed study topic.

High general self-efficacy mitigates the level of impact caused by negative
external influences (Nurittamont, 2012). Specifically, self-efficacy provides the
individual with the capability to endure through the, often tumultuous, negative effects
generated by change (Vardaman, Amis, Dyson, Wright, & Van de Graaff, 2012). Self-
efficacy allows individuals to persist through difficult situations and fosters risk-taking

(Bandura, 1995). Individuals with high self-efficacy are also more confident in
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themselves and their abilities (Bandura, 1995). The capability of an employee to adapt to
new situations is firmly tied to their level of self-efficacy (Griffin, Parker, & Mason,
2010). Overall employee effectiveness has been correlated with the motivation levels
and performance of the individual (Moen & Allgood, 2009).

In addition to performance, motivation has been shown to be proportional with
self-efficacy by Bandura (1995), and impacted, either positively or negatively, by applied
leadership behaviors. According to Bandura (1989), individual motivation level and self-
efficacy level are interrelated and proportional. Additionally, Moen & Allgood’s study
supports for the effects of leadership behavior on employee performance, whether it be
solely motivation or self-efficacy, effectively employing the appropriate leadership
behavior impacts subordinates’ performance level (2009).

The leadership application of a supervisor has been show to affect the general
self-efficacy of a subordinate (Moen & Allgood, 2009; Walumbwa, et al., 2008). Several
studies have been accomplished to empirically link the connection between an
individual’s general-self-efficacy and their overall effectiveness (Walumbwa, et al., 2008;
Judeh, 2012). The proposed research will explore which specific leadership behaviors, as
defined by the Full-Range Leadership Model, most effectively positively impact the
general self-efficacy of subordinates.

Impact of Age

There are 36,000 active duty company grade officers serving in the Air Force.
Their ages range from 22 years old to 45+ years old (Air Force Personnel Center, 2012).
Depending on the individual, they may have been commissioned through the Reserve

Officer Training Coops (ROTC), attended a service academy, such as the United States
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Air Force Academy, or commissioned through Officer Training School. Some CGOs
have completed school and are commissioned as 2d Lts at the age of 22 and others may
have enlisted in the military first and then pursued a commission after a number of years.
The vast array of opportunities afforded personnel to pursue a commission account for
the large age range associated with the CGO corps.

The age of an individual is an extremely important demographic to consider
(Zikmund, Babin, Carr & Griftin, 2009). The age of the participant can account for
several factors that could influence the outcomes of a study. Age has been associated
with experience, maturity and other tacit characteristics (Zikmund, et al., 2009). These
qualities lack effective measurement and operational conceptualization required to be
effectively calculated with scientific certainty (Chong & Wolf, 2010). Age is a nominal
variable, which can be analyzed and left to others to ascertain possible implications and
encourage further study.

Age influence on leadership impact.

The concept of leadership influence and effectiveness has been studied since 1849
with Carlylse’s “Great Man Theory. In these studies, the researcher would generally
account for age as a population demographic. A limited number of studies have
surrounded the age of the follower as a variable to study leadership effectiveness or
influence (Chong & Wolf, 2010). Ojode, Walumbwa, and Kuchinke (1999) and Vecchio
and Boatright (2002) conducted studies regarding the effectiveness of leadership on the
age of the follower. Both studies deduced older followers actually appreciate a more
directive approach from their leaders than freedom, which was the opposite of the

anticipated result indicating effective leadership behavior is moderated by the age of the
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followers. In addition, Miller, Butler, and Cosentino, (2004) conducted a study which
explored the effectiveness of a follower. In this study Miller, et al., deduced older
followers are negatively impacted by organizational change. This is important as
transformational leadership is steeped in improving the organization and may have a
negative impact on workers providing support for assessing the moderating effect of age
on the relationship between leadership behavior and general self-efficacy.

Age influence on general self-efficacy.

As discussed earlier, GSE is the level of a person’s belief in their ability to
succeed despite a wide array of stressors (Bandura, 1997). There is not a set baseline and
the level is dynamic across a host of demographic variables. One of these variables is
age. One could argue for GSE to be higher in older, more experienced individuals while
on the other hand it could be lower as they realize the limitations of their abilities as they
age (Rabl, 2010). For example, in a study in Buenos Aires, 292 participants completed
the NGSES and based on their age group, their GSE ratings were significantly different;
with the older participants having a consistently higher mean score than the younger
groups (Brenlla, Aranguren, Rossaro & Vazquez, 2010). This study also supports age
could be a moderating or mediating variable in the relationship between specific
leadership behavior and general self-efficacy of USAF CGOs.

Summary

It would be difficult to dispute the importance of solid leadership within an
organization. The development of a leader is extremely important, especially in the Air
Force who recruits potential cadets for commissioned service. These cadets become

company grade officers in the junior commissioned ranks and must be developed as they
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are progressively promoted to senior leadership positions. The Air Force does not recruit
senior leaders from other branches of service or from civilian organizations, they must
grow them from the time of recruitment and develop them throughout their career.

There is a significant amount of literary support regarding the premise of the
proposed study. The FRLM provides a solid foundation in which to assess leadership
behavior (Sosik & Jung, 2010). Self-efficacy, despite being a potentially diverse concept
in definition and analysis, has some static attributes, which are common to all
interpretations of subordinate effectiveness (Nurittamont, 2012). There is solid support
providing promise of a correlation regarding the effect of leadership behaviors and
attributes on self-efficacy (Walumbwa, et al., 2008).

This literature review provided a semi-chronological overview of leadership
theories, which helped shape the creation of the Full-Range Leadership Model (FRLM).
Beginning with the Great Man Theory and then the evolution of leadership theories
categorized by the traits, styles, and behaviors of the leader and moving on to
Contingency Leadership Theories culminates to the FRLM which has been the pinnacle
of validity and reliability among leadership theories for the last 20 years (Sosik & Jung,
2010).

In addition to leadership theories, a review of literature analyzing Bandura’s
concept of self-efficacy (1995) was explored as well as the effects of leadership on self-
efficacy. There is a significant amount of research and corresponding data to support a
connection between the impact of leadership behavior on self-efficacy which is important
as it is tied directly to the effectiveness of subordinates (Walumbwa, et al., 2008; Moen &

Allgood, 2009). While these areas have been studied in great detail there remains a gap
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in research identifying which specific leadership behavior has the greatest relationship
with a subordinates positive general self-efficacy and the potential moderating factor of
subordinate age providing an opportunity to explore the concept in greater detail,

specifically as it applies to developing future Air Force senior leaders.
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Chapter 3: Research Method

Developing subordinates is a requirement for being competitive in today’s rapidly
changing world (Avolio & Bass, 2004). While much research on leadership development
has been conducted in the commercial business sector, it also applies to the United States
military. The 2011 United States National Military Strategy (NMS) addresses the need to
develop future military leaders to meet the challenges of a world exponentially growing
in complexity (United States Government, 2011). One way to develop future leaders is
through effective leadership. Superior officers are charged with the development of their
subordinates who are the future leaders of the military (United States Air Force, 2011).

The focus of leadership studies over the last 20 years has been on the Full-Range
Leadership Model (FRLM) (Mannheim & Halamish, 2008). The FRLM was originally
developed by Avolio, Bass, and Jung (1999) and provides a well-defined set of nine
leadership behaviors that fall into three leadership styles; laissez-faire, transactional, and
transformational (Sosik & Jung, 2010). The FRLM is a useful tool and provides a
structure to assess leadership behaviors.

Development of subordinates can be approached from several different
perspectives: providing job knowledge, counseling, coaching, and mentoring (Yukl,
2012, United States Air.Force, 2011). Regardless of the approach utilized by the
manager to develop the subordinate, one critical component for successful development
lays in increasing the subordinate’s self-efficacy (Moen & Allgood, 2009). Self-efficacy
has been shown to directly correlate with an individual’s effectiveness; it has been
empirically proven that subordinates with higher levels of self-efficacy are better at

completing both simple, well-defined tasks and broad, complex duties than subordinates
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with lower levels of self-efficacy (Zulkosky, 2009; Walumbea, et al., 2008; Yeo & Neal,
2006; Chen, Casper & Cortina, 2001).

Despite numerous studies conducted exploring independent effects of leadership
and self-efficacy, practically no research has been conducted regarding the interactive
effects of specific leadership behaviors on subordinate general self-efficacy (Walumbwa,
Lawler, Avolio, Wang & Shi, 2005). There have been several studies correlating various
aspects of with subordinate self-efficacy, however, they have not identified which
specific leadership behaviors or traits have the most impact on the general self-efficacy of
a subordinate (Walumbwa, et al., 2008). Also, a significant portion of related research
involved the analysis of self-efficacy in various and specific forms, to include task or job-
specific, clinical, learning, health, familial roles, and voting (Judge, et al., 2007) but do
not focus on the overall general self-efficacy of the subordinate (Judge, et al., 2007). In
the context of addressing the problem statement, general self-efficacy is the ideal variable
as it is a predictably stable and measurable trait to effectively predict behavior across all
situations, not merely stove-piped competencies (Chen, Gully & Eden, 2001; Chen,
Gully, Whiteman, & Kilcullen, 2000; Scholz, Dona, Sud & Schwarzer, 2002;
Schwarzer, 1992; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995).

In this quantitative study, correlations were explored between specific leadership
behaviors and self-efficacy in United States Air Force (USAF) company grade officers
(CGO) utilizing statistical correlations, step-wise multiple linear regression, and
moderation analysis. Higher levels of self-efficacy of the USAF CGOs served as the
primary indicator for ascertaining the desired impact of leadership behavior on

subordinate general self-efficacy. The results of this study will provide statistical data to
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support predictions regarding which leadership behaviors correlate into higher levels of
self-efficacy in USAF CGOs and identify moderating or mediating effects of age of the
age of the subordinate.

This chapter contains information on the research methods and design used to
explore the research questions. It will also contain information regarding the materials
and instruments used, to include population and sampling method. In addition,
operational definitions of the variables used in the study, data collection, processing, and
analysis, methodological assumptions, limitations, and delimitations, and ethical
assurances will be provided.

Research Methods and Design

This quantitative study was conducted utilizing statistical analysis to investigate
the correlation between the leadership behavior, as defined by the FRLM, of a superior
officer and the self-perceived general self-efficacy of a USAF CGO, or subordinate. The
independent variables of the study are the leadership behaviors, as perceived by the
subordinate, defined by the FRLM as laissez-faire, management-by-exception (passive),
management-by-exception (active), contingent reward, idealized influence (behavior),
idealized influence (attribute), intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation, and
individual consideration, and assessed through the MLQ 5x. Another independent
variable is the age grouping of the subordinates to help explore the potential moderating
factor of subordinate age on the relationship between the specific leadership behavior and
the subordinate GSE. The CGO’s level of general self-efficacy is the dependent variable.
The independent variables are situational and are used to draw correlations regarding

their effect on the responsive dependent variables. The levels of leadership behavior and
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general self-efficacy are quantified utilizing surveys to organize and measure responses,
which are translated into quantifiable data. The participants of the study were given two
surveys, the MLQ 5x and the NGSES, and their responses were analyzed to determine if
there is a relationship between each of the independent variables and the dependent
variable.

The primary reason facilitating the decision to utilize a quantitative model to
assess the correlation between FRLM and general self-efficacy versus a qualitative or
mixed methods design to answer the research questions was the availability of valid and
reliable instruments. The existing instruments used to assess leadership behaviors and
general self-efficacy are comprised of Likert-type questions and are a quantifiable
measurement. The MLQ 5x and NGSES have been proven to be valid and reliable and
facilitate the use of quantifiable analysis.

The selection of the MLQ 5x and NGSES used to measure leadership behavior
and general self-efficacy was taken after extensive review of other studies regarding
similar subject material and evaluation for suitability to measure the variables within the
definitions and parameters of the proposed study. Additionally, both the MLQ 5x and
NGSES have a significant amount of data supporting their validity and reliability.

The NGSES was developed by Chen, Gully, & Eden (2001). To determine the
validity and reliability of the survey, they conducted three independent studies to gauge
the validity of the NGSE against other GSE instruments. In these studies, they examined
content and predictive validity and reliability of the instrument (Chen, et al, 2001). The
NGSES was statistically proven to be valid and reliable consistently yielding

significantly higher content and predictive validity than other scales measuring general
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self-efficacy. In addition to being proven valid and reliable, the NGSES most closely
aligns with both the independent variables and the subject of the study without sacrificing
internal consistency.

The MLQ 5x was developed by Bass & Avolio and to validate the instrument they
conducted a series of tests (n=2,154). The reliability scores calculated for the total items,
and for each leadership behavior, were acceptable and ranged between .74 and .94. This
instrument has undergone rigorous testing and evaluation and has been shown to be valid
and reliable by several organizations and researchers (Avolio, Bass & Jung, 1999;
Xirasagar, 2008).

A quantitative correlation research methodology was selected for this research
due to the advantage of ascertaining the attributes of a large population sample over other
methodologies (Borrego, Douglas, & Amelink, 2009). Quantitative research is more
objective than qualitative, or mixed methods research methodologies as it separates a
researcher’s involvement from the study and utilizes statistical analysis to support
hypotheses (Borrego et al., 2009).

Quantitative correlational studies are typically used to examine the relationship
between variables where a change in one variable results in a change to another variable
(Fisher & Stenner, 2011). In the case of the proposed study, this methodology is best
suited to ascertain whether a relationship between specific leadership behaviors and
subordinate general self-efficacy exists. In addition, the moderating and/or mediating
effect of the subordinate’s age will also be analyzed through quantitative means to

determine if there is statistical significance to support the hypotheses.
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This study, utilizing correlational and regression analysis, did not prove causality,
only supported conclusions that show there is an association, which may support
hypotheses (Fisher & Stenner, 2011). While these relationships did not prove cause and
effect, data gleaned from this methodology may support additional research toward
proving causality.

Participants

The participants of this study were active duty CGOs in the USAF. To preserve
the confidentiality of the participants, demographic data was limited to age, career-
specific information, and did not include personal information. Additionally, access to
the data is limited solely to the researcher and was captured, analyzed, and reported as
aggregate data used to ascertain correlations. Each participant was provided a statement
of written assurance his or her information is protected and will not be released to other
parties.

This study was conducted utilizing simple self-selection with participation from
random volunteers consisting of active duty CGOs from across the USAF. The age of
participants is between 22 and 49 years old, all with at least a bachelor’s degree from an
accredited university. The population is comprised of both male and female
commissioned officers from a cross-section of specialties, military bases, and other duty
locations from across the USAF and around the world.

Participants are volunteers who were invited to participate via Facebook through
the Company Grade Officer Council, a volunteer association at each USAF installation.
Participants are volunteers who willfully completed the surveys for the study. Company

grade officers are currently junior leaders but many will rise to future senior leadership
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positions within the Air Force. This group provides an appropriate target for identifying
development opportunities.

Prior to conducting research, a power analysis was conducted utilizing three
different a-priori tests to determine the minimum required sample size; chi-square test, T-
test for correlations, and T-test for means. For all three tests, a power level of .80 and an
alpha level of .05 were used, which are acceptable levels utilized in behavioral research
(Cozby, 2009). The T-test for correlations resulted in a minimum sample size of 64, chi-
square test was 88, and the T-test for means required a sample size of 128. This study
has a population of n=339.

Materials/Instruments

The research was accomplished using correlation and regression analysis to
investigate the association between the leadership behavior of a superior and the self-
perceived general self-efficacy of a subordinate. The independent variables of the study
are the leadership behaviors, as perceived by the subordinate, defined by the FRLM, and
assessed through the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ 5x) and the age of the
participant. The subordinate’s level of general self-efficacy is the dependent variable.
The participants of the study were given two surveys, and the answers were analyzed to
determine if there is a correlation between the two variables.

The participants were given the MLQ 5x to measure the leadership behaviors of
their superior officers and the New General Self-Efficacy Survey (NGSES) to measure
their self-perceived general self-efficacy. The study included the New General Self-
Efficacy Scale (NGSES) developed by Sherer, et al. (Sherer, Maddux, Mercandante,

Prentice-Dunn & Rogers, 1982) and validated by Chen, Gully, & Eden (2001) as a
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measure of individual self-perceived general efficacy. The instrument consists of eight
questions scored on 1-4 Likert type scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (4)
to gauge an individual’s estimate of their ability and/or confidence to be able perform
successfully under various situations (Chen, et al., 2001).

The MLQ 5x was used to calculate the effectiveness of supervisor application of
FRLM. This model and instrument have undergone rigorous testing and evaluation and
have been shown to be valid and reliable by several organizations and researchers (Bass
& Avolio, 2004; Xirasagar, 2008). The MLQ 5x has a copyright and the researcher
secured the rights to utilize this instrument.

The instrumentation and definitions used in this study have been determined to be
reliable. This study is focused on full-range leadership behaviors measured by the MLQ
5x and general self-efficacy measured by the NGSES. The MLQ 5x survey has been
shown to be valid and reliable in measuring the leadership behaviors as defined in the
FRLM (Xirasagar, 2008). The leadership definitions have been shown to effectively
measure and differentiate between similar leadership behaviors.

The questions contained in the NGSES are focused on responses used to measure
general self-efficacy. One could argue the characteristics of general self-efficacy could
be used to describe other traits such as confidence or self-esteem. However, the NGSES
has been shown to be both reliable and valid in measuring the self-perceived general self-
efficacy of individuals (Chen, Gully & Eden , 2001) negating this claim.

Operational Definition of Variables
| The laissez-faire, transactional, and transformational leadership constructs were

measured using the MLQ 5x survey which measures the nine sub-categories of leadership
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behaviors of laissez-faire, management-by-exception (passive), management-by-
exception (active), contingent reward, idealized influence (behavior), idealized influence
(attribute), intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation, and individual consideration.
These nine sub-categories are the independent variables. The general self-efficacy
construct is the dependent variable and will be assessed utilizing the New General Self-
Efficacy Scale (NGSES).

Both the MLQ 5x and NGSES instrument utilize a 5-point Likert-type scale.
Results will be undergoing statistical analysis to ascertain correlation. Table 1 contains a
list of operational variables, which is followed by a list of the operational definitions to
be used in the proposed study.

General Self-Efficacy (GSE). GSE is an individual’s belief in their capability to
meet the demands of a myriad of tasks across a wide array of different situations (Yeo &
Neal, 2006). This dependent variable will be measured utilizing the NGSES survey. The
scoring process for each variable is provided in Table 2 (see Table 2).

Laissez-Faire (LF) leadership. Complete lack of leadership. People in
leadership positions who demonstrate laissez-faire behavior shirk responsibility avoid
making decisions and exert no effort towards the development of their subordinates
(Avolio, 2011). This independent variable will be measured utilizing the MLQ 5x
survey. The scoring process for each variable is provided in Table 2 (see Table 2).

Transactional Leadership. This type of leadership is more associated with
management. A leadership style in which the leader sets standards, and either diligently

monitors performance for deviations, or reactively responds to negative effects of poor



69

performance. A leader offers a form of feedback as a subordinate may be rewarded or

disciplined for meeting or failing to meet standards (Dvir, Eden, Avolio, Shamir, 2002).

Table 1

Operational Variables

Construct Variable Abbreviations
Laissez-Faire Laissez-Faire * LF
Transactional Management by Exception MBE-P
Transactional (Passive)® MBE-A
Transactional Management by Exception CR
Transformational (Active)™ I1A
Transformational Contingent Reward® 1B
Transformational Idealized Influence (Attributes)™ IM
Transformational Idealized Influence (Behaviors)® IS
Transformational Inspirational Motivation™ IC
Self-Efficacy Intellectual Stimulation™ GSE
Age Individual Consideration™ AGE

General Self-Efficacy”

Age”

X identifies independent variable
Y identifies dependent variable
Z identifies moderating independent variable

Transactional leadership is comprised of Management by Exception- Active (MBE-A),
Management by Exception- Passive (MBE-P), and Contingent Reward leadership
behaviors (Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003; Sosik & Jung, 2010). Transactional
leadership will be measured by combining the aggregate scores for each of the associated
leadership behaviors to determine the average overall score (see Table 2).

Management by Exception- Active (MBE-A) leadership. The leader
establishes standards and policy and actively monitors performance for deviations. The

leader promptly corrects noncompliance (Sosik & Jung, 2010). This independent
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variable will be measured utilizing the MLQ 5x survey. The scoring process for each
variable is provided in Table 2 (see Table 2).

Management by Exception- Passive (MBE-P) Leadership. The leader is
extremely reactive and only intervenes when absolutely necessary after problems grow in
significance enough to demand his or her attention. Maintains the status quo (Sosik &
Jung, 2010). This independent variable will be measured utilizing the MLQ 5x survey.
The scoring process for each variable is provided in Table 2 (see Table 2).

Contingent Reward (CR) Leadership. The leader provides the follower with
clear objectives, goals, and/or standards and rewards him or her for meeting them
(Avolio, 2011). This independent variable will be measured utilizing the MLQ 5x
survey. The scoring process for each variable is provided in Table 2 (see Table 2).

Transformational Leadership. Transformational Leadership is a style of
leadership that generates change in individuals, processes, and/or an organization. This
style of leadership, in its ideal form, supports, inspires, motivates, and encourages
individuals, and teams to increase performance to meet individual and organizational
objectives. It consists of Individual Consideration (IC), Idealized Influence (Attributes),
Idealized Influence (Behaviors), Inspirational Motivation, and Intellectual Stimulation
(Avolio, 2011). Transformational leadership will be measured by combining the
aggregate scores for each of the associated leadership behaviors to determine the average

overall score (see Table 2).
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MLQ S5x

Variable Questions Scoring

Laissez-Faire™ 5,7, 28, 33 Total of LF questions/4
Management by Exception (Passive)® |3, 12, 17,20  [Total of MBE-P questions/4
Management by Exception (Active)® 4,22, 24,27  |Total of MBE-A questions/4
Contingent Reward (CR)X 1, 11, 16, 35 Total of CR questions/4
Idealized Influence (Attributes)” 10, 18, 21, 25 |Total of IIA questions/4
Idealized Influence (Behaviors)” 6, 14, 23, 34 Total of IIB questions/4
Inspirational Motivation® 9, 13,26,36  [Total of IM questions/4
Intellectual Stimulation® 2, 8, 30, 32 Total of IS questions/4
Individual Consideration® 15,19, 29, 31 [Total of IC questions/4
NGSES

Variable |Questions Scoring

General Self-Efficacy 1-8 Sum of questions/8

" identifies Laissez-Faire leadership behavior
X identifies Transactional leadership behavior

F identifies Transformational leadership behavior

(Questions 37-45 measure other data not associated with the variables of this study).

Individualized Consideration (IC) Leadership. The leader personalizes

mentoring, coaching, and leadership approaches to meet the developmental requirements

of the individual subordinate. The leader makes an effort to become familiar with the

subordinate’s background and development needs and tailors his or her leadership style to
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the individual to create a supportive environment and trusting relationship (Sosik & Jung,
2010). This independent variable will be measured utilizing the MLQ 5x survey. The
scoring process for each variable is provided in Table 2 (see Table 2).

Inspirational Motivation (IM) Leadership. The leader provides an attractive
vision and challenges subordinates to strive for and meet goals. The leader conveys
enthusiasm, confidence, and optimism in the future of the organization, for the team, and
each individual (Avolio & Bass, 2004). This independent variable will be measured
utilizing the MLQ 5x survey. The scoring process for each variable is provided in Table
2 (see Table 2).

Idealized Influence (Attributes) (I1A) Leadership. Idealized influence
(attributes) (I1A) leadership is defined as the perception by subordinates of their superior
officer’s leadership qualities. Some of these qualities include their ability to instill pride,
their willingness to self-sacrifice, their respect for others, and their level of confidence
and power (Sosik & Jung, 2010). The scoring process for each variable is provided in
Table 2 (see Table 2).

Idealized Influence (Behaviors) (IIB) Leadership. The leader’s conduct
provides a positive example for others to emulate or follow. His or her actions
demonstrate superior adherence to a strong personal value system, commitment to the
organization, and ethics (Sosik & Jung, 2010). This independent variable will be
measured utilizing the MLQ 5x survey. The scoring process for each variable is provided
in Table 2 (see Table 2).

Intellectual Stimulation (IS) Leadership. Leaders encourage critical, creative,

and innovative thought. They challenge paradigms and allow subordinates the freedom
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to think and make mistakes. They force subordinates to exert cognitive energy in
problem-solving to develop ideas (Avolio, 2011). This independent variable will be
measured utilizing the MLQ 5x survey. The scoring process for each variable is provided
in Table 2 (see Table 2).

Age. The age of the participants. Respondents will be asked to provide their age
as part of demographical date collection and will be categorized as an independent
variable. This variable will not be scored but utilized to categorize the potential
moderating effect of respondent’s age on the relationship between specific leadership
behaviors and CGO GSE.

Data Collect.ion, Processing, and Analysis

Data was collected utilizing two surveys, the MLQ 5x to measure the independent
variables of leadership behaviors, as defined by the FRLM, and the NGSES to measure
the dependent variable of general self-efficacy. The respondents took the NGSES to
assess their general self-efficacy on a 5-point Likert-type scale with a range of 0-4
measuring from strongly disagree (0) to strongly agree (4) (Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001).
The overall measurement for this independent variable is assessed by averaging the sum
for all questions in the NGSES.

The independent variables of laissez-faire, management-by-exception-passive,
management-by-exception-active, contingent reward, idealized influence-both behavioral
and attribute-based, inspirational motivation, individual consideration, and intellectual
stimulation were assessed utilizing the MLQ 5x. The respondent assessed their superior
officer’s leadership behaviors on a 5-point Likert-type scale with a range of 0-4: 0 = not

at all, 1 = once in a while, 2 = sometimes, 3 = fairly often, and 4 = frequently, if not
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always (Avolio & Bass, 2004). The overall measurement for this independent variable is
assessed by averaging the sum for all questions related to this construct in the MLQ 5x.
Since there are not established criterion for what constitutes a high or low score, the mean
scores for each variable will calculated to define what constitutes a high or low score.
These scores will be used as the basis to ascertain the degree of correlation between each
independent variable and the dependent variable.

The results of the MLQ 5x and NGSES surveys were analyzed through statistical
correlation. All statistical analyses were performed using SPSS for Windows Version 20.
All of the analyses was assessed with a 5% alpha level. Descriptive statistics of the study
sample are described using the mean, standard deviation, and range of responses for each
variable. Cronbach’s alpha is used to assess the internal consistency reliability of the
leadership behaviors and styles and general self-efficacy of the company grade officers.

Hypothesis 1 was tested using Pearson’s correlation coefficient to determine
whether there is a correlation between specific leadership behaviors and an USAF CGO’s
self-perceived general self-efficacy by assessing each of the specific leadership behaviors
of laissez-faire, Management by Exception (Passive), Management by Exception
(Active), Contingent Reward, Idealized Influence, Intellectual Stimulation, Inspirational
Motivation, and Individual consideration were assessed using the MLQ 5x against the
general self-efficacy scores gathered on the NGSES. Scores above zero are used to reject
the null hypothesis.

To examine research question 2, a step-wise multiple linear regression was
conducted. The multiple linear regression is the appropriate analysis to conduct when the

goal is to assess if a set of continuous predictor variables relate to a continuous dependent
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variable. In this case, the leadership behaviors are the continuous predictor variables.
The general self-efficacy is the dependent variable of the analysis. A step-wise method
was used, which entered only variables that significantly improve the model into the
regression. It entered these variables into the model until no other predictor variables are
related to the dependent variable.

To examine research question 3, a Baron and Kenny (1986) moderation analysis
was conducted to assess if age moderated the relationship between leadership behaviors
and general self-efficacy. A moderation analysis is the appropriate analysis to conduct
when the goal is to assess if the relationship between two continuous variables is
moderated by another variable. In this case, age is the moderator, the leadership
behaviors are the independent predictor variables, and the general self-efficacy is the
dependent variable. Only those variables left in the model from Research Question 2
were assessed for moderation.

Methodological Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations

Extreme care was taken to consider validity and reliability in building the research
plan. Some areas of concern are aspects of internal, external, and convergent validity and
reliability of instrumentation. Each has been addressed to either reduce or eliminate the
potential negative impact on the research.

The population sample is a potential threat to both internal and external validity.
The selection of participants are all commissioned CGOs in the USAF. This could
impact the generalization of the research findings as they share very similar experiences

which could predispose their responses while completing the surveys (Trochim &
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Donnelly, 2008). In addition, all participants are volunteers which could also skew
results (Trochim & Donnelly, 2008).

The population is also a threat to external validity. One could argue the research
may or may not be sufficiently generalized to apply to the civilian sector or other
occupations. However, the research data should be applicable to the other estimated
36,000 company grade officers on active duty in the USAF (Air Force Personnel Center,
2012) as the participants were from across the service and a cross-section of specialties.
The threat to internal and external validity were mitigated by ensuring the applicability of
the study is sufficiently explained, and results are not generalized beyond the scope of
validity.

Convergent validity identifies similarities with other studies where results of the
proposed study could be similar with comparable studies (Cozby, 2009). This is a
concern, as there are several studies in measuring leadership impact on various aspects of
subordinate performance. The construct of this study is similar to other studies
measuring the impact of FRLM on subordinate general self-efficacy, the main difference
will be the population. There has not been a similar study utilizing Air Force Lieutenants
and Captains concerning leadership influence on self-efficacy, reducing or eliminating
threats to the convergent validity of the proposed study.

The instrumentation and definitions used in the research have been shown to be
reliable. This study is focused on full-range leadership behaviors measured by the MLQ
5x and general self-efficacy measured by the NGSES. The MLQ 5x survey has been

shown to be valid and reliable in measuring the leadership behaviors as defined in the
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FRLM (Xirasagar, 2008). The leadership definitions have been shown to effectively
measure and differentiate between similar leadership behaviors.

The questions contained in the NGSES are focused on responses used to measure
general self-efficacy. One could argue the characteristics of general self-efficacy could
be used to describe other traits such as confidence or self-esteem. However, the NGSES
has been shown to be both reliable and valid in measuring the self-perceived general self-
efficacy of individuals (Chen, Gully & Eden, 2001) negating this claim.

Ethical Assurances

Participants in this study are protected under the policies and guidelines of the
Northcentral University Institutional Review Board (IRB). Approval was secured from
the IRB prior to administering any surveys or attempting to collect data. The survey was
limited to gathering demographical data and did collect personal identifiable information.
Participants were informed of the use of the survey data to support independent research,
and it is not associated with the United States Air Force, and did not link responses to the
individual, nor provided to the United States Air Force. No questions were asked which
could be used to identify a specific individual participant.

Survey data is stored on a password protected computer until after completion of
the dissertation defense. After which the data will be stored on a removable external
storage device, password protected, and secured in the researcher’s safe for seven years
after the date the dissertation is approved, defended and published, whichever is later.
After seven years, the data will be erased.

The surveys were conducted in a forthright manner providing transparency on the

use of the data to ensure full-disclosure. No monetary incentives were offered or
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provided, and participation was voluntary. There is a minimal risk to the participant in
regard to harm, informed consent, right to privacy, and honesty as required by the
Northcentral University IRB.

Summary

This chapter discussed the research methods and designs used to research the
effect of specific leadership behaviors on USAF CGOs’ general self-efficacy to foster
effectiveness. In addition, this chapter provided information regarding the population
sample and participants of the study in order to gather data to quantitatively support
acceptance or rejection of the hypotheses posed to answer the research questions. This
chapter also provided information on the MLQ 5x and NGSES surveys, the rationale for
their use and their reliability and validity. Also provided were the operational definitions
of the variables, data collection, procedures and analysis as well as the methodological
assumptions, limitations and delimitations associated with the construct of the research.
Lastly, ethical assurances to ensure the privacy of the participants and the methods used
to secure their responses was provided.

The results of this study could be generalized across an estimated 36,000
company grade officers on active duty in the USAF (Air Force Personnel Center, 2012)
as the participants would be from across the service and a cross-section of specialties.
Additionally, the findings may also be applicable to other branches of the military in the
United States as well as other military services worldwide. Potentially, although not
military, these findings could be useful to the civilian sector for businesses with similar

demographics but comparisons may risk validity.
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Chapter 4: Findings

The 2011 United States National Military Strategy (NMS) addresses the need to
develop future military leaders to meet the challenges of a world exponentially growing
in complexity (United States Government, 2011). One way to develop future leaders is
through effective leadership. Superior officers are charged with the development of their
subordinates who are the future leaders of the military (United States Air Force, 2011).

Development of subordinates can be approached from several different
perspectives: providing job knowledge, counseling, coaching, and mentoring (Yukl,
2006, United States Air Force, 2011). Regardless of the approach utilized by the
manager to develop the subordinate, one critical component for successful development
lays in increasing the subordinate’s self-efficacy (Moen & Allgood, 2009). Self-efficacy
has been shown to be directly correlated with an individual’s effectiveness; it has been
empirically proven that subordinates with higher levels of self-efficacy are better at
completing both simple, well-defined tasks and broad, complex duties than subordinates
with lower levels of self-efficacy (Zulkosky, 2009; Walumba, Avolio & Zhu, 2008; Yeo
& Neal, 2006; Chen, Casper & Cortina, 2001).

Despite numerous studies conducted exploring independent effects of leadership
and self-efficacy, practically no research has been conducted regarding the interactive
effects of specific leadership behaviors on subordinate general self-efficacy (Walumbwa,
Lawler, Avolio, Wang & Shi, 2005). There have been several studies correlating various
aspects of with subordinate self-efficacy, however, they have not identified which
specific leadership behaviors or traits have the most impact on the general self-efficacy of

a subordinate (Walumbwa, et al., 2008). Also, a significant portion of related research
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involved the analysis of self-efficacy in various and specific forms, to include task or job-
specific, clinical, learning, health, familial roles, and voting (Judge, Shaw, Jackson, Scott,
& Rich, 2007) but do not focus on the overall general self-efficacy of the subordinate
(Judge, et al., 2007). The purpose of this quantitative study is to analyze, through
correlational and regression analysis, if specific leadership behaviors can predict
increased levels of general self-efficacy (GSE) in United States Air Force (USAF)
Company Grade Officers (CGO).

This chapter begins with a brief synopsis of the purpose of this research study.
Next, the results of the study are provided to include demographic data and descriptive
statistics of the data. In addition, an evaluation of the findings for each research question
and corresponding hypotheses is provided. This chapter will conclude with a summary of
the key points applicable to this chapter.
Results

Active duty United States Air Force Company Grade Officers were recruited via
the Air Force Company Grade Officer Council Facebook page to participate in this
research. Each participant completed the informed consent disclaimer and provided
demographic data prior to completing a combined survey of the Multifactor Leadership
questionnaire (MLQ 5x) and the New General Self-Efficacy Survey (NGSES). The first
45 questions were from the MLQ 5X and the remaining eight were from the NGSES.
525 CGOs participated in the survey with 339 providing complete information for a 65%
usable response rate. Incomplete data invalidated the responses as each variable was
measured as a mean of the applicable questions. The total sample size (N=339) exceeded

the required amount to attain a power level of .80 and an alpha level of .05.
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Demographic Data

The mean age of all respondents was 31 years old (SD = 5.64). The majority of
participants were male (n=235, 69%) falling in line with Air Force demographics.
Approximately three-fourths of the participants identified themselves as Captains (n=
237, 70%), with almost one quarter being First Lieutenants (n=80, 24%), and the
remainder Second Lieutenants (n= 22, 6%). In addition, about three quarters of the
participants were line officers (n= 267, 79%) and the remainder were non-line officers
Table 3

Demographic Frequency and Percentage of Participants

Demographics n %
Female 104 31%
Male 235 69%
Second Lieutenant 22 6%
First Lieutenant 80 24%

_ Ceptain 23 0%
Line 267 79%
Non-Line 7 72 21%
Rated 53 16%
Non-Rated 286 84%
Prior Enlisted 87 26%
Non-Prior Enlisted 252 74%

(n=72, 21%). Line officers make up the majority of the officers in the military. Non-line
officers are considered professional officers like medical doctors, nurses, lawyers, and
chaplains. Of the participants, the majority were non-rated, in other words did not
possess an aeronautical rating (n=286, 84%), with the remainder being rated officers
(n=53, 16%). The final demographic was whether the participant served in an enlisted

capacity prior to their commissioning: 87 (26%) had served prior with 252 (74%) being
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direct accessions. Table 3 contains a summary of the demographic information of the
participants.
Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics were calculated for all of the independent and dependent
variables in the study. General self-efficacy ranged from a score 0f 2.30 to 5.00
(M=4.41, SD=0.53). All other variables of interest were rated on a scale of zero to four,
with the highest means being held by survey responses pertaining to idealized influence
(attributes; 2.60) and followed closely by inspirational motivation (2.53) and idealized
influence (behaviors; 2.50). Responses to individual consideration (1.06) and idealized
influence (attributes; 1.05) had the highest standard deviations.
Table 4

Means and Standard Deviations for Variables of Interest

Variable M SD Skewness Kurtosis
Age 3143 5.64 0.88 0.18
General self-efficacy 4.41 0.53 -0.77 0.73
Laissez-Faire 0.86 0.77 0.81 0.11
Management by exception (passive) 1.50 0.88 0.44 -0.07
Management by exception (active) 1.74 0.91 0.28 -0.61
Contingent reward 2.45 0.85 -0.61 0.07
Idealized influence (behaviors) 2.50 0.97 -0.46 -0.47
Idealized influence (attributes) 2.60 1.05 -0.54 -0.67
Individual consideration 2.33 1.06 -0.55 -0.54
Inspirational motivation 2.53 1.00 -0.37 -0.79
Intellectual stimulation 2.32 0.95 -0.53 -0.52

The following questions and associated hypotheses were created to help frame
this quantitative correlational design study:
Research Question One. The following is a restatement of Research Question

One and the corresponding null and alternative hypotheses.
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Q1. What, if any, correlation exists between specific leadership behaviors and an
USAF CGO’s self-perceived general self-efficacy?

H1o: There is no correlation between specific leadership behaviors and an USAF
CGO’s self-perceived general self-efficacy?

H1,: A statistically significant correlation exists specific leadership behaviors
and an USAF CGO’s self-perceived general self-efficacy?

To assess this research question, a Pearson correlation was conducted between the
nine listed leadership behaviors and general self-efficacy scores. Three behaviors
showed a statistically significant relationship with general self-efficacy. These behaviors
included idealized influence (behaviors; » = .140, p = .010), inspirational motivation (» =
.134, p = .014), and individual consideration (» = .110, p = .044). As indicated by the
positive Pearson correlation coefficients, as these particular leadership behaviors increase
so too do the self-perceived general self-efficacy scores. Results of the Pearson
correlation are presented in Table 5.

Table 5

Pearson Correlations between Leadership Behaviors and General Self-Efficacy

Leadership Behaviors General Self-Efficacy
Laissez-Faire -.04
Management by exception (passive) -.01
Management by exception (active) -.01
Contingent reward .06
Idealized influence (behaviors) 4
Idealized influence (attributes) .09
Individual consideration d1*
Inspirational motivation 13*
Intellectual stimulation .05

Note: * p<.05.** p < .0].
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Research Question Two. The following is a restatement of Research Question
Two and the corresponding null and alternative hypotheses.

Q2. Which specific leadership behaviors predict USAF CGO’s self-perceived
general self-efficacy?

H2y: There are no specific leadership behaviors that can predict USAF CGO’s
self-perceived general self-efficacy.

H2,: There are specific leadership behaviors that can predict USAF CGO’s self-
perceived general self-efficacy.

In order to assess the question, a step-wise multiple linear regression was
conducted. General Self-efficacy was entered as the dependent variable, with all nine
leadership behaviors entered as potential independent variables. Only idealized influence
(behaviors) was related enough to be entered into the model, and thus multicollinearity
was not considered. The assumption of normality was assessed using a P-P plot and the
plot did not deviate strongly from normality. This indicated that the assumption was met.
The assumption of homoscedasticity was assessed using a residuals scatterplot. The
scatterplot followed a rectangular distribution, which implies that the assumption was
met. The results of the linear regression suggest that idealized influence (behaviors)
alone was a statistically significant predictor (p = .010) of self-efficacy scores. For every
one unit increase in idealized influence (behavior), general self-efficacy scores increased
by (B) 0.08 units. Results of the step-wise multiple linear regression are presented in
Table 6.

Research Question Three. The following is a restatement of Research Question Three

and the corresponding null and alternative hypotheses.
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Q3. What influence does the age of the CGO have on the relationship between specific

leadership behaviors and an USAF CGO’s self-perceived general self-efficacy?
H3¢: The relationship between specific leadership behaviors and USAF CGO’s
self-perceived general self-efficacy is not moderated by the age of the CGO.
H3,: The relationship between specific leadership behaviors and USAF CGO’s
self-perceived general self-efficacy is moderated by the age of the CGO.

Table 6

Linear Regression of Self-Efficacy Predicted by Idealized Influence (Behaviors)

Source B SE B t p

Idealized influence (behaviors) 0.08 0.03 0.14 2.60 .010

Note. F(1,337)=6.76, p=.010, R* = 0.02

To assess this question, a moderation analysis was conducted using only
independent variables from the step-wise regression as potential independent variables to
determine what effect age has upon the relationship. Because only idealized influence
(behaviors) was used in the step-wise regression, only the relationship between it and
self-efficacy scores was evaluated using age as a moderator. In this regression, idealized
influence (behavior), age, and the interaction of the two was examined as predictors of
general self-efficacy scores. The interaction term is created by taking the product of
idealized influence (behaviors) and age, after they have been centered to have a mean of
zero. The results of the regression were significant F(3, 335) = 6.31, p < .001, R* = 0.05.
The interaction was examined for significance and was found to be statistically
significant (B = 0.02, p = .001) suggesting moderation can be supported. Results of the

regression can be found in Table 7.
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To assess further for moderation, participants were split at the mean (M=31.43)
into two categories of age: 30 and younger, and 31 and older. Correlations were
conducted between idealized influence (behaviors) and general self-efficacy separately
for both age groups to assess whether the relationship changed. Results of the correlation
were significant only for the group including the 31 year and older CGOs (r = .33, p <
.001) suggesting that the older age group had a significant relationship between idealized
influence (behaviors) and self-efficacy scores while the younger group did not. Results
from the correlations are presented in Table 8.

Table 7
Results for Multiple Linear Regression with the Interaction between Age and ldealized

Influence (Behaviors) Predicting Self-Efficacy Scores

Source B SE B t p

Idealized influence (behaviors) 0.07 0.03 A2 2.21 .028
Age 0.00 0.01 .04 0.73 466
Interaction of 1IB and age 0.02 0.01 18 3.39 .001

Note. F(3,335)=6.31, p <.001, R° = 0.05

Table 8

Pearson Correlation between Idealized Influence (Behaviors) and Self-Efficacy for Two

Age Groups

Age group General self-efficacy with idealized influence (behaviors)
30 or less -.08

31 or more 33**

Note: * p <.05. ** p<.0l.
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Evaluation of the Findings

The purpose of this quantitative study was to explore whether there was a
relationship between specific leadership behaviors, as defined by the FRLM (independent
variables) and general self-efficacy of USAF company grade officers (dependent
variable) and, whether those relationships are moderated by the age of the subordinate
(moderating variable). While there is a significant amount of research on the effects of
leadership on the general self-efficacy of subordinates, it has primarily focused on the
transformational leadership and transactional traits and behaviors. Subsequently, the
research has looked at those relationships from the lens of transformational and
transactional leadership as a whole, not identifying the impact of specific leadership traits
and behaviors on the subordinate’s GSE. This study is an attempt to contribute to the
limited research in these specific areas. The following information is an evaluation of
findings organized by each research question used in the current study.

RQ1: The first research question explored what, if any, leadership behaviors
were correlated with an USAF CGO’s self-perceived general self-efficacy. Inresearch
question one, idealized influence (behaviors), inspirational motivation, and individual
consideration leadership behaviors were shown to have a statistically significant
relationship with the level of general self-efficacy of subordinate USAF CGOs. All of
these independent variables fall under the broader classification of transformational
leadership. Idealized influence (attributes) and intellectual stimulation also fall under the
transformational leadership classification but were not statistically correlated. Laissez-
faire nor any of the transactional leadership behaviors (CR, MBEA, and MBEP) were

shown to have a significant correlation on the dependent variable. This finding is
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consistent with past research. Transformational leadership has been correlated with GSE
levels in several studies (Yukl & Mahsud, 2010, Moen & Allgood, 2009; Walumbwa, et
al., 2008).

Studies by Walumbwa, et al. (2008) and Liu, Siu, & Shi (2010) each revealed an
extremely strong correlation between Transformational Leadership behaviors and GSE,
Walumbwa, et al. (2008) results indicated a correlation of (#=.23, p<.010) and Liu, et al,
(2010) research indicated a correlation of (»=.20, p<.010). While this study did not
measure Transformational leadership levels as a whole, the correlations in the subsets of
idealized influence (behaviors), inspirational motivation, and individual consideration
leadership behaviors showed similar correlations, especially in idealized influence
(behaviors) (r=.14, p<.010). Inspirational motivation, and individual consideration
leadership behaviors had a correlation but were not as strong (R=.11, p<.05) and (r=.13,
p<.05) respectively.

Additionally, in Walumbwa, et al’s study (2008), they link the correlation of
leadership behaviors with GSE and identify the actions of the leader have a significant
impact on subordinate GSE. While the variable measured in the study was
transformational leadership, the study indicated that, specifically, the ethical and sound
judgment of the leader impacts the GSE of the subordinate. This conclusion directly
relates to the idealized influence (behavior) variable. This study helps to quantify
Walumbwa et al.’s conclusion about the relationship between leadership behaviors
impact on subordinate GSE. The paper elaborates the leadership behaviors provide an

example for the subordinate to emulate which fosters confidence and GSE (2008).
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RQ2: The second research question examined which specific leadership
behaviors predicted USAF CGO'’s self-perceived general self-efficacy. For research
question two, only the idealized influence (behaviors) variable was significantly
correlated enough to be factored into the model (» = .140, p = .010). The data potentially
adds a deeper level of understanding to the influence of specific transformational
leadership behaviors have on general self-efficacy.

Previous studies have shown that transformational leadership behaviors have a
positive impact on the GSE of subordinates (Moen & Allgood, 2009; Walumbwa,
Avolio, & Zhu, 2008; and Sosik & Jung, 2010). The finding that idealized influence
(behaviors) have a correlation of (» = .140, p = .010), while the other subsets are
significantly lower, these results provide a different perspective on how much influence
each subset has as it relates to transformational leadership. One could question whether
idealized influence (behavior) is the only effective behavior necessary to be a
transformational leader and the other facets of transformational leadership may not have
any significance to the effect of leadership truly being transformational. In this study,
Idealized influence (attributes) and intellectual stimulation were not significantly
correlated, further research could help determine the overall significance of these
attributes in the FRLM.

Also, in light of what we already know about transformational leadership,
specifically idealized influence (behavior), the results of this study support the ethical
behavior of leaders and is consistent with the results of other similar studies.
Subordinates emulate the positive actions of their leaders (Walumbwa, et al, 2008). The

ethical behavior of the leader builds confidence in the subordinate and reinforces positive
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and moral decision-making of the subordinate when it is their time to lead (Yukl, 2012 &
Mahsud, 2010). The positive actions of the leaders impact the self-perceived GSE of the
subordinate (2010). Based on the data from this study and supporting literature, whether
the leader is a role model, guide, mentor, or supervisor, their positive actions help the
subordinate develop positive GSE .

There have been many studies regarding the effect of transactional or
transformational leadership behaviors on various dependent variables, but very few, if
any, studies have been performed identifying the effects of the specific leadership
behaviors impact on a dependent variable. The fact that there is a statistically predictable
relationship between idealized influence (behaviors) and GSE in this study is
unprecedented and could be a starting point for significant further research.

RQ3: The third research question investigated what influence the age of the
CGO has on the relationship between specific leadership behaviors and an USAF CGO’s
self-perceived general self-efficacy. The results reflected a major significance, which is
consistent with research. In addition, after splitting the population into two groups at the
mean age, it indicated age was a significant moderator of the relationship between
idealized influence (behaviors) and GSE, specifically in the older mean age group. The
result of older participants having higher GSE than younger participants in the same
study is consistent with previous research (Brenlla, Aranguren, Rossaro & Véazquez,
2010).

However, the results of this study are somewhat counter to the studies conducted
by Ojode, Walumbwa, and Kuchinke (1999) and Vecchio and Boatright (2002) which

deduced older followers actually appreciate a more directive approach from their leaders.
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While idealized influence (behavior) does not specify whether a directive or non-
directive style of leadership, it falls under transformational leadership whereas
directiveness is measured through questions on the MLQ x5 associated with transactional
leadership behaviors. None of the variables identified as transactional leadership
indicated a significant correlation with GSE.

Moving forward, the age of the CGO is shown to have a significant moderating
effect on the relationship with idealized influence (behavior) and self-perceived GSE.
Whether it be with younger CGOs or older CGOs, understanding this relationship could
help senior leaders align their leadership style to capitalize on the effect of age on the
GSE and idealized influence (behavior) relationship.

The moderating effect of age on the relationship between idealized influence
(behaviors) and GSE is more specific than has been explored in the past. Anecdotally, a
supervisor’s actions have much greater impact on dlder employees, this could be due to
age or experience of the employee. The results of this study provide an interesting
starting point for further research into the effect of supervisor’s behavior and the impacts
on their subordinates.

Summary

Historically, studies using the FRLM to assess the leadership impact on
subordinate general self-efficacy have focused on the broader classifications of
transactional and transformational leadership, and did not explore the impact of specific
leadership behaviors. This study utilized each of the nine specific leadership behaviors as
independent variables in order to adequately explore each of the research questions. The

null hypotheses for all three research questions were rejected. The analyses conducted to
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answer the three research questions indicated there are significant statistical correlations
between specific leadership behaviors and general self-efficacy. Furthermore, step-wise
multi-linear regression was used to analyze the predictability of all nine FRLM leadership
behaviors on GSE. Only idealized influence (behavior) was shown to be a statistically
significant predictor. Lastly, age does have a moderating effect on the relationship of the
idealized influence (behaviors) independent variable and GSE for populations 31 years
old and older.

Overall, the results of this study have been consistent with previous research on
the effect of leadership on the overall GSE of subordinates. Transformational leadership
has been positively correlated with the GSE level of subordinates in previous research
(Yukl & Mahsud, 2010, Moen & Allgood, 2009; Walumbwa, et al., 2008). The results of
this study provide additional support for this relationship, but also narrow down the
relationship to a specific leadership behavior, idealized influence (behaviors), as it relates
to GSE of USAF CGOs. In addition, the correlation between age and subordinate GSE
were also consistent with current research as older participants tended to score higher
than younger participants, specifically in the relationship between idealized influence
(behaviors) and GSE of USAF CGOs. These data from the research are not only

consistent with current research it also provides a new perspective for further research.



Chapter 5: Implications, Recommendations, and Conclusions

The world has become increasingly dynamic place since the ushering in of the
new century (Yukl & Mahsud, 2010). The military, to include the United States Air
Force (USAF) is not immune to these changes and the National Military Strategy
addresses the need for its leasers to be able to effectively execute their duties across a
turbulent spectrum of operations (United States Government, 2011). Leaders with high
levels of self-efficacy have been shown to be more effective across a myriad of
challenges (Griffin, Parker & Mason, 2010). One way to develop general self-efficacy
through leadership. The effect leaders have on their subordinates impacts the
subordinate’s self-efficacy levels (Walumbwa, et al., 2008). The question remains of
which leadership principle impacts the self-efficacy of the subordinate.

While there are numerous theories to explain, define, and quantify leadership
traits, characteristics, and actions, the Full-Range Leadership Model (FRLM) has been
tested and statistically proven to be both valid and reliable (Sosik & Jung, 2010). The
FRLM provides a well-defined set of nine specific leadership behaviors that fall into
three leadership styles; laissez-faire, transactional and transformational (Sosik & Jung,
2010). The transactional level consists of management-by-exception-passive (MBEP),
management-by-exception-active (MBEA), and contingent reward (CR).
Transformational leadership consists of idealized influence-both behavioral (IIB) and
attribute-based (I1A), inspirational motivation (IM), individual consideration (I1C), and
intellectual stimulation (IS). Laissez-faire leadership is the absence of any leadership

characteristics or associated behavior, non-action.
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The problem addressed is identifying which specific leadership behaviors have
the greatest impact on the GSE of USAF CGOs. If a significant statistical correlation
could be made between specific leadership behaviors, and the GSE of a CGO, then
superiors would know which specific behaviors to develop and utilize when leading. As
a result, this could help develop AF CGOs to more effectively lead through the
tumultuous environment ushered in with the 21st century.

To gather data, 339 active duty USAF CGOs completed two surveys; the
Mutltifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ 5x) and the New General Self-Efficacy
Survey (NGSES). Participants were solicited through the Air Force Company Grade
Officer Council’s Facebook website. Participants were self-selected volunteers. They
clicked on a link to the Transform database on the Mindgarden, Inc website. The
participants were provided consent information, verified they agreed to participate, and
were also informed they could opt out at any time in the process. They were asked to
provide some demographic information and then took the two surveys consisting of 45
questions. Surveying took place between May-Aug 2013.

The instruments used to gather the data in this research have both been shown to
be valid and reliable. The participants in this study were from across the service and a
cross-section of specialties and represent the 36,000 active duty CGOs currently in the
Air Force. This could impact the generalization of the research findings as they share
very similar experiences which could predispose their responses while completing the
surveys (Trochim & Donnelly, 2008). In addition, all participants are volunteers which

could also skew results (Trochim & Donnelly, 2008).
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The MLQ 5x assessed how the participants rated their supervisor specific
leadership behaviors on a Likert -type scale. Liassez-faire, management-by-exception
(passive), management-by-exception (active), contingent reward, idealized influence
(attribute), idealized influence (behavior), inspirational motivation, intellectual
stimulation, and individual consideration are the independent variables used in the study.
The NGSES assessed the participants self-efficacy by asked them to answer eight
questions about how they feel they would react in certain situations and scored on a
Likert-type scale. The GSE level was calculated and used as the dependent variable.
Each participant was asked their age when providing demographic data before beginning
the survey, this data was used as a moderating variable.

The results of the surveys was used to quantifiably answer the research questions
and support corresponding hypotheses. This was achieved by identifying statistically
significant correlations between GSE and the independent variables. Furthermore, step-
wise multiple linear regression methods were used to statistically predict effects on the
GSE by the independent variables. Multiple regression was used again to explore to
calculate the moderating impact of age on the correlation between GSE and statistically
significant independent variable(s).

This study was limited by the small sample size (N= 339) of a large population of
over 30, 000 active duty USAF CGOs. While the power analysis indicated this study was
robust enough to be indicative of the population, it still leaves a question as to whether
these results were tfuly representative of the population. Also, the data was obtained
through online surveys and not through observations of actual behaviors and results. The

MLQ x5 and the NGSES have both been statistically proven to be both valid and reliable,
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but these are tools used to assess self-perceived and observed behavior of others and are
limited to the translation of the instruments by the participant. Caution should be
exercised in the generalization of the findings in a larger population or demographic.

This chapter provides information regarding implications of the findings. Each
research question and corresponding hypotheses are addressed. In addition, possible
practical application of the research and opportunities for further research are provided.
Implications

The foundation of this study was to explore the influence of specific leadership on
the subordinate’s development, specifically, the development of general self-efficacy of
USAF CGOs. This study diverges from, and extends, prior research by exploring the
effect of specific leadership behaviors, not the overall classification of leadership, on
GSE. This was explored by asking three research questions, and corresponding
hypotheses.

Research Question 1. What if any, correlation exists between specific leadership
behaviors and an USAF CGO’s self-perceived general self-efficacy? Pearson’s
correlation was used to assess whether there was a statistically significant correlation
between the supervisor’s leadership behaviors, as defined by the FRLM, and the
subordinate’s self-perceived general self-efficacy. The results indicated idealized
influence (behaviors; » = .140, p = .010), inspirational motivation (» = .134, p = .014),
and individual consideration (» = .110, p = .044), listed in order of descending
significance, all had a statistically significant correlation at p < .05 which indicates a
statistically significant correlation exists between specific leadership behaviors and an

USAF CGO’s self-perceived general self-efficacy rejecting a null hypothesis. This is
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interesting for two reasons. First, these specific leadership behaviors are all classified as
Transformational leadership behaviors. Second, there is a positive correlation versus a
negative correlation between these independent variables and GSE. Of additional note,
none of the independent variable classified as Transactional or Laissez-Faire had a
positive correlation with the exception of contingent reward (r=.06) however, p> .05 and
was not of great enough significance to pursue further correlation.

This data provides additional support to the study conducted by Walumbwa, et al.
which found Transformational leadership to have an extremely strong and significant
relationship with the self-efficacy of subordinates (2008). The data from this study
indicated which specific Transformational leadership behaviors have a statistically
significant correlation and the strength of their relationship.

These findings are not only significant because they corroborate with previous
research, they also support the relationship consistently translates to the sample
population, USAF CGOs. These data are important to help support the claims of
previous research and literature that the application of Transformational leadership by
USAF superiors may indeed positively impact the GSE of their subordinates. In addition,
this data identified which specific leadership behaviors had the most significant
correlation with GSE. This information could be useful in leadership development to
help refine the behaviors that have the highest significance as it relates to GSE. While
correlation is not causation, the data suggests Transformational leadership, specifically
I1IB, IM, and IC behaviors, may have an impact on USAF CGO’s GSE, which has been

empirically demonstrated to positively influence an individual’s ability to effectively
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operate in dynamic situations (Zulkosky, 2009; Walumba, Avolio & Zhu, 2008; Yeo &
Neal, 2006; Chen, Casper & Cortina, 2001).

Research Question 2. Which specific leadership behaviors predict USAF CGO’s
self-perceived general self-efficacy? A step-wise multiple linear regression was
conducted to assess this question. While all of the independent variables were used in the
regression analysis, the results indicate that idealized influence (behaviors) is a
statistically significant predictor (p = .010) of GSE. For every one unit increase in
idealized influence (behavior), GSE increased by (B) 0.08 units indicating there are
specific leadership behaviors that can predict USAF CGO’s self-perceived general self-
efficacy, rejecting the null hypothesis. Idealized influence, behavior was defined as the
leader’s conduct providing a positive example for others to emulate or follow. His or her
actions demonstrate superior adherence to a strong personal value system, commitment to
the organization, and ethics.

Based off the data, this could suggest there is a possible linkage in the positive
example exhibited by the superior on the GSE of the AF CGO subordinate. This data
supports Bandura’s Social Learning Theory which purports subordinates are influenced
by ethical leadership through modeling where the subordinate vicariously learns and
exhibits ethical behavior, which, in turn, builds confidence promoting positive self-
efficacy (1977). In addition, ethical leaders generally provide a psychologically safe
work environment and promote mutual trust which makes subordinates more confident in
their abilities increasing self-efficacy (Walumbwa, Mayer, Wang, Wang, Workman, &

Christensen, 2011).
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Idealized influence (behaviors) possible predictive linkage with subordinate GSE
impacts the subordinates ability to think strategically and become more effective in
meeting unit goals (De Hoog & Den Hartog, 2008). The ability to think on a larger
strategic scale and bolstering effectiveness could be critical components to addressing the
requirements of future leaders to perform in a rapidly changing and turbulent operating
environment outlined in the NMS. With this knowledge regarding the predictive nature
of the relationship with a supervisors idealized influence (behaviors) level with the GSE
level of USAF CGOs, the Air Force may want to consider stressing the importance of this
interaction to current field grade and senior officers in their leadership development
programs.

Lastly, there have been several studies conducted regarding the effect of
transactional and transformational leadership behaviors on assorted dependent variables.
Both transactional and transformational leadership behaviors are categorical and
comprised of specific behaviors. This study explored the impact of specific leadership
behaviors, namely idealized influence (behavior), which has not been researched before.
The data from this study provides a deeper level of knowledge about the interaction
between specific leadership behaviors on subordinate GSE. While this study gathered
data by surveying active duty USAF company grade officers, it could prove beneficial
toward research involving other populations.

Research Question 3. What influence does the age of the CGO have on the
relationship between specific leadership behaviors and an USAF CGO’s self-perceived
general self-efficacy? To examine this research question, a moderation analysis was

conducted to assess if age moderated the relationship between leadership behaviors and
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general self-efficacy. Idealized influence (behaviors) was the only leadership behavior
independent variable used in the moderation analysis due to its significance level with the
dependent variable. Between all nine leadership independent variables, only idealized
influence (behaviors) scored a significance rating of = .05. This also means the
relationship between specific leadership behaviors and USAF CGO’s self-perceived
general self-efficacy is moderated by the age of the CGO, at least for idealized influence
(behaviors). The null hypothesis was rejected. To assess the moderation of age on the
relationship between idealized influence (behavior) and GSE; the age demographic of the
population was divided into two categories at the mean (31.4 years); = 31 and < 31. The
data for > 31 (r = .33, p <.001) showed a significant statistical relationship between 1B
and GSE whereas data from > 30 did not (see Table 8).

The data from this research question supports current literature about the impact
of age on self-efficacy (Rabl, 2010; Brenlla,et al., 2010). These results could be caused
by several different reasons to include; maturity, experience level, or other generational
characteristics or influences (Brenlla, Aranguren, Rossaro & Véazquez, 2010). Additional
research would be required to find out the reasons for the disparity in the significance
level between both categories.

In addition to supporting existing research, the findings have greater implication
toward the application of effective leadership as it applies to the vast age range of the
population. The age of the active duty USAF CGO population extends from 22 to 49
years old. While this data was only calculated as a moderator variable on the relationship
between IIB and GSE, the data indicates there is a possible relationship in the application

of IIB to GSE. The effective application of idealized influence (behaviors) is even more



101

important when leading older CGOs as the impact of this leadership behavior may have
much more impact on the CGO’s GSE.

This information provides justification to focus on current senior leaders’ positive
and ethical leadership behavior as these actions reflect a rather significant impact on the
GSE development of future USAF senior leaders. Their actions today will most likely
impact the GSE of the senior leaders of tomorrow. However, further research would
need to be conducted to unequivocally determine any potential correlation or prediction.
Recommendations

The results of this study could be useful to the supervisors of an estimated 36,000
company grade officers on active duty in the USAF (Air Force Personnel Center, 2012).
This data could be beneficial to the curriculum developers in charge of developing lesson
material for leadership development programs in the Air Force, specifically Air
University’s Air War College, Air Command and Staff College, and Squadron Officer
College.

The data from research question 1 indicated significant correlations (p < .05)
between idealized influence (behaviors) (r = .140, p = .010), inspirational motivation (r =
.134, p = .014), and individual consideration (» = .110, p = .044) and general self-
efficacy. These independent variables are all categorized as transformational leadership
behaviors. Intellectual stimulation and individual consideration are the other two
variables defined as transformational but did not score a significant statistical relationship
with general self-efficacy, nor did laissez-faire or transactional independent variables.
This would indicate transformational leadership has a stronger positive relationship than

transactional, or laissez-faire leadership behaviors.
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Also, the findings may apply to the other branches of the armed forces, or military
services worldwide depending on cultural and other similarities. In addition, while they
are not military, the results from this research could also apply to various sections of the
civilian business sector. However, like foreign military applications, care would need to
be taken to ensure a similar demographic fit or results may risk validity.

Further research could be conducted to focus more on the moderating effect of
age on the relationship between idealized influence (behavior) and GSE to determine the
reason for the disparity between the > 31 and < 31 age groups. In addition, future
research could concentrate on the specific behaviors associated with the idealized
influence (behavior) to determine which specific behaviors have the most impact of the
relationship with GSE. Lastly, this study could be conducted in the different branches of
the United States military, foreign military, and civilian sectors to determine the
generalization of the findings.

Conclusions

An overview of the research was provided as an introduction to the chapter. This
overview provided information on the unique challenges facing the U.S. military of
operating in a dynamic leadership environment ushered in by the 21st century, and the
need for future senior leaders with high levels of general seif-efficacy who can
effectively execute within such an environment. Leadership engagement was discussed
as an option to better prepare today’s junior leaders (CGOs) to become tomorrow’s senior
leaders. Other studies have been conducted exploring the relationship between leadership
behaviors, specifically FRLM categories of laissez-faire, transactional, and

transformational. However, no research has been conducted to explore the relationship of



103

specific leadership behaviors which comprise each category and their relationship with
GSE.

The MLQ 5x and NGSES was given to active duty USAF CGOs to self-select and
volunteer to take the surveys resulting in 339 responses. The MLQ 5x asked the
participant to score their supervisor’s leadership behavior and then score their own
general self-efficacy. The data was used to calculate correlation and regression to assess
the relations. Also, the age of each participant was factored to determine the moderating
effect it has on the relationship between the independent, leadership behavior variables,
and the GSE dependent variable.

Next, the implications for the findings of this research was provided explaining
the results. Research question 1, which, if any, correlation exists between specific
leadership behaviors and an USAF CGO’s self-perceived general self-efficacy. The
results indicated idealized influence (behaviors); (» = .140, p = .010), inspirational
motivation (» = .134, p = .014), and individual consideration (» = .110, p = .044), listed in
order of descending significance, all had a statistically significant correlation at p <.05.

Research question 2; which specific leadership behaviors predict USAF CGO’s
self-perceived general self-efficacy? Idealized influence (behavior) was the only
independent variable which had a high enough statistical significance to predict GSE (p =
.010). For every one unit increase in idealized influence (behavior), GSE increased by
(B) 0.08 units. None of the other independent variables were of enough significance to
be considered an influence.

What influence does the age of the CGO have on the relationship between

specific leadership behaviors and an USAF CGO’s self-perceived general self-efficacy?
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The idealized influence (behaviors) independent variable and the GSE regression was run
again with the age of the participants added as a moderating variable. It was determined
age does have a statistically significant moderating effect on the relationship. However,
when age was split into two groups at the mean (31.4) and delineated into <31 and =31
to assess the moderating effect the moderation the >3 1group had a strong significance (»
= .33, p<.001) and the <31 group did not.

The results gleaned from this study could be useful to any of the supervisors of an
active duty USAF CGO. It could also be useful in leadership development of
supervisors. Additional tests should be conducted in order to further generalize the
findings. Specifically in scope to better define which idealized influence (behaviors)
have the greatest effect. Also, more research could be conducted on the moderating
effect of age and the disparity of results reached between <31 and >31 variables. Finally,
this research could be generalized further with additional research in different branches of
the military, civilian sector, or in other countries to determine any variances in data

caused by different population samples.
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Appendix A
Sample Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ 5x)

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
Rater Form

Name of Leader __ . oo Datee _____
Leader ID# __

Organization 1D #: I -

This questionnaire 1s used to describe the ieadership style of the above-mentioned indvidual as you
percewve it. Answer all tems on this answer sheet. If an item is irrelevant, or if you are unsure or
do not know the answer, leave the answer blank. Please answer this questionnaire anonymously

Important (necessary for processing): Which best describes you?

! am al a higher organizational level than the person | am rating.
_ The person | am rating is at my organizational level

i am at a lower organizational level than the person | am raling.
. Other than the above.

Forty-five descriptive statements are listed on the following pages Judge how frequently each
statemenl fits the person you are describing. Use the following rating scale

Not at all Onceina Sometimes Fairly often Frequently, ‘l
while if not always
g 1 2 3 4

The Person | Am Rating. . .

I Prownides me with assistance in exchange for my efforts .

rs

Re-examines cntical assumptions o question whether they are appropriate ... .

ot

Fans 1o mnterfere until problems become serous

4 Focuses attention on ifrregulanibes. mistakes, exceptions and deviations from Qr¢ly

& Talks about histher most importarit values and behefs

Is absent when needed

)

0

0

o

s, Avouds getting invoived when inportant issues anse. .. . A 0
0

&

N Seeks differmnq perspectives when solviy 0
0

12. Wails for things

2
2
2
2
o 1 2
. 0 2
13 Talks enthusiast ; pelis 1o be accomgplished U L .01 2
0 1t 2
"]

1 2
Conunued

W W W w o L (28

i3, Spends tme teaching and coaching .. .. ..

N A T
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Not at ail Once ina Sometimes Fairly often - Frequently,

while if not always
0 1 2 3 e 4

1+ Makes chear whal onc can oxpect 10 receve when performince goals ae achieved I D
|~ Shows that he/she 1s a firm bubever 1n “If o 2o | broke. dont fixat” . ¢ 1 2 3 4
IN Goes beyond scif-mterest for the good of the group .. .. . . . L0 1 2 3 4
1+ Treats me as an mdwvidual rather than just as a member of a group 0t 2 3 4
>t Demonstrates that problems must become chronic before taking action 0o 1t 2 3 4
21 Acts i ways thal budds my respect .o . . . R ... 1 2 3 4
22 Concentrates hisiher full attention on dealing with mistakes. complaus. and falures ¢ 1 2 3 4
23 Consxters the mora! and ethscal consequences of decisions 1.2 3 4
24 Keeps track of all mistakes 3

25, Dispiays a sense of power and confdence

6 Articulates a compcling vision of the future

27 Lwects my attention toward fallures to meet stindards 3 /4
2In Avords making decisions . : 34
2w Considers me .is having different needs, nbxlilies/av{spua vs frdmiothel t 2 3 4
0 Gets mie to look at prof 0 3+ 2 1 a
i1 Heips me to develdp my str o 1t 2 3 4
i1 Suggests new Wa 0 1+ 2 3 4
33 Detays respo ¢ 1 2 3 4
31, Emphasizes the o 1 2 3 4
S Expressus sal o 1t 2 3 a
e Expresses cotfidence Bt goals will be achweved | o 1t 2 3 4
A7 Is effective in mecting my jobretated needs. . 0o 1 2 3 4
N Uses methods of leadership that are satisfying .01 2 3 4
1 Gets me to ac more than | expected to do c 1 2 3 4
A1 Is effoctive in representing me to twghet authority . L0 1 2 3 4
41 Works with me n o satisfaclory way [¢] 2 3 4
42, Heghtens my deswe lo succeed . D 1 2 3 4
43 s effective it meeting orgamzational requirements a 1t 2 3 4
14 incrcases my wilingness o try harder o 1 2 3 4
4%, Leads A group that 1s cffective L0 1 2 3 4

Copynght +: 1995 by Bernard Bass and Bruce Avohio. All rights reserved.

it is your legal belity 10 the copyright haokser of this work for any rep: ion in any med # you need to

reproduce the MLQ, please Mend Garden www. garden com. Mind Garden is 2 registered trademark of Mind Gardon_ Inc.

MLO Manual, Copynabt 1995 2000 2004 by Bormard Bass and Brore Avoio Al nghits rescreed nr

Pubtistux) by Aod Garcten, bes  weaw 11wsehgaten coen




Appendix B

119

New General Self-Efficacy Scale Questions (NGSES)

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree Agree/Disagree

0 1 2 3 4

1 | I will be able to achieve most of the goals I have set for myself. 01123 |4
2 | When facing difficult tasks, I am sure I will accomplish them. 0/1/2/3 |4
3 | In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are importanttome. | 0{ 1|23 | 4
4 | I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind. 0[112|3 |4
5 | I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges. 0]112|/3 1|4
6 | I am confident I can perform effectively on many different tasks. 0/ 112|314
7 | Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well. 0{12/3 4
8 | Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well. 0[112|3 14
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Appendix C

Permission to Utilize New General Self-Efficacy Survey

Joel,

You have my permission. The attached file may be helpful.
Good luck,

Gilad

Gilad Chen

Ralph J. Tyser Professor of Organizational Behavior
Chair Of Management & Organization Department
Associate Editor, Journal of Applied Psychology
Robert H. Smith School of Business

4530 Van Munching Hall

University of Maryland

College Park, Md 20742-1815

301-405-0923 Tel

giladchen@rhsmith.umd.edu
http://www.rhsmith.umd.edu
http://www.rhsmith.umd.edu/management/faculty/chen.aspx

From: joel scherer [mailto:joel_scherer@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 12:36 Am

To: Giladchen@Rhsmith.Umd.Edu

Cc: Joel A Capt Usaf Pacaf 51 Lrs/ Lgrd Scherer
Subject: Request To Use NGSES In Dissertation

Dr. Chen,

I am a doctoral candidate at Northcentral University and am developing my dissertation
to explore the "Impact Of Specific Leadership Behaviors on the Self-Efficacy of United
States Air Force Company Grade Officers" and was wondering if you would permit me
to use your new general self-efficacy scale to survey the population for my study.

My dissertation will be a correlational assessment between an individual's self-perceived
general self-efficacy and specific leadership behaviors as defined by Bass & Avolio's
Full-Range Leadership Model. [ will attempt to correlate which specific leadership
behavior(s) (i.e. Idealized influence, inspirational motivation, contingent reward) is/are
most strongly correlated with increased levels of self-perceived GSE.

I appreciate your consideration and am more than happy to answer any questions/address
any concerns. V/R, Joel Scherer

P.S. I am in the Air Force and currently stationed in So. Korea, so there may be some lag
time in my responses.
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Invoice for MLQ x5 Licenses

n*nd garden.com
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