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ABSTRACT
As the demand for effective leadership outstrips supply, greater pressure
will be placed on finding practical, cost-effective ways of building sustainable
leadership capacity into organizations. The current study attempted to develop a
behaviourally-based measure to identify early (non-supervisory) leadership talent
and examine ways that organizations can facilitate leadership development and
build internal leadership capacity. Results indicate a four factor model of
individual leadership capacity consisting of work ethic, problem-solving, inspiring
and supporting others, and adaptability. Analyses of supervisor ratings also
indicate that individual

leadership capacity is significantly related to job

performance, leadership ability and formal leadership potential. Those aspects of
the

organizational

learning

system

associated

with

increased

individual

leadership capacity are: a. teamwork, b. cross-functional teams, c. team
psychological safety, d. democratic team leadership, e. involvement in informal
leadership development opportunities, and f. the fairness with which leadership
opportunities are provided to front-line staff. It was also found that perceptions of
fairness significantly predicted normative commitment, general job satisfaction
and individual turnover intentions. Finally, support was also found for the
relationship between organizational intentionality and each of the following
leadership program related outcomes: 1. cynicism, 2. satisfaction, 3. effort, 4.
feelings of personal success in the organization, and 5. perceptions of intrinsic
and extrinsic reward. Recommendations for workplace practices and future
research are also provided.
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Individual Leadership Capacity I
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Although

one

can

identify

many factors

influencing

organizational

effectiveness and performance, the critical importance of leadership to the
survival and effectiveness of the organization cannot be denied (e.g., Day &
Lord, 1989; Smith, Carson, & Alexander, 1985). Indeed, both public and private
organizations appear to have an insatiable appetite for new executives. Even in
periods of recession, most organizations keep looking for "better" leaders;
universities,

corporations,

hospitals,

and

government

agencies

constantly

complain about their lack of effective "leadership" and the difficulty of obtaining
truly effective leaders (Sayles, 1979; Vicere & Fulmer, 1997). In response,
researchers and practitioners have called for a rethinking of the conventional
concepts of leadership, change and organizational culture in their search to
improve competitiveness in the turbulent world market (Chad kowski, 1999).
One product of this rethinking of conventional leadership concepts is the
systemic approach to leadership development. In general, the systemic approach
to leadership development involves taking a systemic perspective when thinking
about how to enhance individual leadership within an organization. A systemic
approach

essentially provides

a lens that

helps to

guide the

creation,

enhancement, and maintenance of sustainable leadership in organizations by
identifying and removing restraining forces that impede leadership development
(Center for Creative Leadership, 1999).
From this perspective, the organization is viewed as a system and one of
the properties that can emerge from such a system is leadership. This means
that instead of trying to infuse the system with leadership, as is often done in the

Individual Leadership Capacity 2
case in selecting leaders, the goal of the systemic approach is to design the
system so that leadership emerges or is yielded by the organization itself.
Central to the idea of the systemic approach to leadership development is
the

use

of specific

organizational

systems

as

"leverage

points"

in

the

development of effective leadership from within the organization. In brief, major
organizational systems (e.g., production (i.e., core work), controls, rewards,
communication, and learning) can serve as forces for the development of both
individual

and

organizational

leadership

capacity

(Center

for

Creative

Leadership, 1999). Each of these systems, alone or in combination can serve as
a driving force for the development of sustainable

leadership within

an

organization. In this way, such an approach forms the foundation for on-going
processes that help to integrate leadership development efforts within an
organization and facilitate leadership at all levels of the organization.

Some Key Principles and Concepts
A central component of the current approach is the notion of leadership
development itself. In general, leadership development refers to the expansion of
an individual's capacity to be effective in leadership roles and processes
(McCauley Moxley & Van Velsor, 1998). Leadership roles and processes, in turn,
are broadly defined as those that "enable groups of people to work together in
productive and meaningful ways" (p. 4). From an organizational perspective,
leadership

development

can

be

defined

as

the

enhancement

of

the

organization's capacity to carry out the tasks of leadership in increasingly
complex situations (McCauley, 2000). Thus, the goal of any workplace leadership
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development effort is to increase both the individual's and organization's capacity
for leadership.
As McCauley (2000) indicates, these two 'levels' of leadership capacity
(i.e., the individual and organizational) are closely interrelated in that in order for
an organization to increase its leadership capacity, two main 'ingredients' are
required: (a) guiding principles of leadership or theories about what leadership is
and how it should be carried out (e.g., What makes a good leader in the
organization? How should the tasks of leadership be carried out effectively?),
and (b) people with certain interpersonal, intrapersonal, and cognitive skills or
capabilities who are able and

motivated to apply these competences to

leadership tasks. That is, to increase its leadership capacity, one approach is for
an organization to work towards increasing the individual leadership capacity of
its employees using leadership theories as a guide in identifying effective skills,
attitudes, or behaviours.
Another key principle in the current approach is that certain organizational
characteristics and/or work contexts can serve as forces or "leverage points" for
the development of an individual's leadership capacity. Specifically, "leverage
points" refers to organizational characteristics or systemic practices that can be
controlled or changed and, thus, used as a point of intervention by the
organization to facilitate the development of individual leadership capacity.
This is an approach outlined by the Center for Creative Leadership (1999),
and supported by others (e.g., Abramson, 1990; Hunt & Osborn, 1982; Kahn,
Wolfe, Quinn, & Snoelk, 1964; Kerr & Jermier, 1978; Podsakoff, MacKenzie &
Fetter, 1993; Podsakoff & Mackenzie, 1995; Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992) who posit
that the situation can serve as a powerful influence in facilitating and/or
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determining leadership behaviour.

In the current study, the organizational

characteristics or "leverage points" include teamwork, team psychological safety,
team

leadership,

developmental

opportunities,

integrated

leadership

development opportunities, organizational intentionality, and organizational goal
orientation.
The current approach is also closely tied to the premise that leadership
and leadership behaviours are no longer exclusively the purview of formal
organizational leaders. Such a perspective is founded in the early writings of
researchers such as Bogardus (1931) and Pigors (1936) who, for example,
viewed leadership not as acause or control of group action but as an effect of it.
This group of theorists was important in calling attention to the fact that
leadership can grow out of the interaction process itself.
Recent researchers such as McCauley (2000) and others (e.g., McDonald,
1998; McAuley, 2000; Northouse, 1997; Whalen, 1996) echo this perspective in
noting that any member of a group can exhibit some amount of leadership or
engage in leadership behaviours. In short, leadership is a "phenomenon that
resides in the context and (therefore) makes leadership available to everyone. As
a process, leadership can be observed in leader behaviours (Jago, 1982) and it
is something that can

be learned" (Northouse,

1997 p.5).

Organizational

members will only vary in the extent that they do so. Indeed, as McCauley et al.
(1998) highlight, leadership roles may be formal positions infused with authority
(as with a manager), or they may be informal roles with little formal authority (as
with a team member who helps a work group develop a better sense of its
capabilities).
With this in mind, rather than formally classifying people as "leaders" and
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"non-leaders" the current approach assumes that everyone can learn and grow in
ways that make them more effective in the various leadership roles and
processes they take on. Obviously, such a perspective also assumes that
individuals can expand their leadership capacity. This does not imply that
leadership, at least in part, does not have some foundation in heredity, or early
childhood development. Rather, the current systemic approach simply focuses
on the notion that adults can learn and develop important capacities that facilitate
their leadership effectiveness.
The question remains, however, of how to go about facilitating the
development of such leadership capacities. Questions to be answered in this
regard include: What are the specific behaviours or "markers" indicative of
individual leadership capacity? How do employees acquire this leadership
capacity? How can organizations (in particular the human resource professionals
responsible for individual development) help facilitate this process of leadership
development in order to increase the level of organizational leadership capacity?

Study Goals
Using a systems approach, Ibegin to address the above questions
directly. Specifically, the objectives of this study are threefold. The first objective
is to help develop and expand the systemic approach to leadership development
into a more clearly measurable process and strategy by clearly defining and
operationalizing individual leadership capacity in behavioural terms. Central to
this goal is the development of a behaviourally-based measure of individual
leadership capacity based on current leadership theory and research. The
second

objective

is

to

more

closely examine

the

relationship

between
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components of the organization's learning system and specific employee
attitudes and behavioural aspects of individual leadership capacity. Last, I
attempt to answer the question of whether or not differences in individual
leadership capacity matter. That is, what is the relationship between individual
leadership capacity and supervisor ratings of job performance?
In the following section, Ibriefly outline the current approach and its utility
as an intervention tool in the development of effective, sustainable leadership in
organizations. The second section examines the meaning of effective leadership
from

a number of theoretical

perspectives.

This

is done to

provide

a

comprehensive theoretical foundation and operational definition for leadership
capacity

-

the focal criterion measure in the current study. Following this is a

detailed discussion of the organizational learning system, a component of the
larger systemic approach (Center for Creative Leadership, 1999) and the focus of
the present research. Included in this final section of the Introduction are the
hypotheses or expected relationships between components of the organizational
learning system and measures of leadership capacity, employee attitudes, and
ratings of job performance.

Individual Leadership Capacity: A Theoretical Perspective
One central goal of this study is to help develop the systemic approach to
leadership capacity into ameasurable process. This involves the development of
a behaviourally-based individual leadership capacity measure. In the past,
individual leadership capacity has been articulated only in terms of either
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individual cognitive complexity or, more recently, conceptual capacity (e.g., Lewis
& Jacobs, 1992). Cognitive complexity is based on Kelly's (1955) theory of
personality which posits that individuals differ in how they cognitively structure
their

social

environment.

Conceptually,

cognitive

complexity

reflects

an

individual's ability to perceive social behaviour in a multidimensional manner
(Bieri,

1955). A cognitively complex individual has the ability to perceive

constructs in a more differentiated fashion than does a cognitively simple
individual. Similarly, conceptual capacity describes the breadth and complexity
with which an individual organizes his or her experience. As such, both cognitive
complexity and conceptual capacity are not dispositions to act. Rather, they
depict the level of sophistication of an individual's organizing processes and are
antecedent to action (e.g., Lewis & Jacobs, 1992).
Implicit in these views of leadership capacity is the notion that cognitively
or conceptually complex individuals have the cognitive features of leadership
(i.e., they possess the cognitive potential to be leaders)

-

features which may or

may not necessarily manifest in actual leadership behaviours. As Sashkin (1992)
notes, even if individuals with the "right" level of cognitive complexity (or
potential) could be identified, this would not guarantee the success of such
individuals. "If the behavioural skill competencies are absent, the individuals
selected into leadership positions will fail no matter what their level of cognitive
complexity" (Phillips & Hunt, 1992

p.

157).

This deficiency in the definition of individual leadership capacity has been
addressed, in part, by the inclusion of behavioural complexity measures in recent
leadership studies looking at cognitive or conceptual capacity (e.g., Hooijberg,
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Hunt & Dodge, 1997). The concept of behavioural complexity acknowledges and
emphasizes the idea that managers have to manage a network of relationships
rather than just subordinates. Hooijberg, Bullis and Hunt (1999), for example,
define behavioural complexity in terms of behavioural repertoire (i.e., the portfolio
of leadership roles a person can perform), and behavioural differentiation (i.e.,
the extent to which a person varies the performance of their leadership roles
depending on the demands of the organizational situation). In short, behavioural
complexity suggests that effective leaders are not only cognitively complex but
also able to perform a diverse set of roles and skills in the explicit, behavioural
realm (Hooijberg & Quinn, 1992).
The development of the Leaderplex Model (Hooijberg et al.,

1997)

provides a useful framework that integrates components of both cognitive and
behavioural complexity as well as social complexity (i.e., a leader's capacity to
differentiate the personal and relational aspects of asocial situation and integrate
them in a manner that results in increased understanding or changed actionintention valences) in understanding leader effectiveness. In brief, the approach
takes a more holistic perspective than has previously been provided in the
leadership literature. Moreover, the approach recognizes the need for leadership,
theory to concern itself with the extensive range of leadership roles.
There are a number of limitations, however, in using such measures as
indicators of leadership capacity. As Sashkin (1992) points out, possession of a
high degree of cognitive complexity or conceptual capacity alone is a deficient
measure of individual leadership capacity. The Leaderplex Model addresses this
shortcoming, in part, by including the behavioural role component of leadership.
The emphasis of the model, however, is on various leadership roles rather than
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specific leadership behaviours. Hooijberg et al. (1997) indicate that simply having
a large repertoire of leadership roles does not mean that a leader will use all or
even asubstantial subset of these.
The inclusion of abehavioural differentiation component begins to address
this important need to focus on how leaders change their roles, if at all, across
situations. However, the concept of behavioural differentiation still suggests that
managerial leaders vary the performance of their leadership roles depending on
the relationship they have with the people with whom they interact. In this way,
leadership roles are used as an approximation of their actual behaviours
(Hooijberg, et al.

1997). This has led some researchers to criticize such

measures because they do not necessarily assess a person's actual behaviours,
which is especially important when assessing conceptually contradictory roles
and individual development (Paulhus & Martin, 1988). Hooijberg et al. (1997)
support this perspective when they write, "the emphasis on capabilities... is
important and should be incorporated into future research on behavioural
complexity" (p. 392).
In line with this reasoning, Itake an approach focusing on the behavioural
outcomes of organizational systemic practices. This does not imply that the
cognitive and

motivational components of leadership behaviours (such as

cognitive complexity, self-efficacy, or the need for power, for example) are
unimportant. Rather, the present study simply takes a more direct approach to
assessing individual leadership capacity by directly measuring specific effective
leadership behaviours (and capabilities) rather than relying on the proposition
that the more leadership roles a leader can perform or the more cognitively
complex an individual, the more likely it is that they will function effectively. In
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short, the current study emphasizes individual leadership behaviours rather than
cognitive complexity, but recognizes that both are important.
This approach has a number of advantages. First, by defining individual
leadership capacity in specific behavioural terms, it is possible to provide more
specific feedback for individual development rather than the more generalized
attempts at increasing cognitive complexity or increasing behavioural roles or
role differentiation.
Second, once the relationship between certain systemic practices and
specific leadership behaviours is established, it will be possible to have a more
precise point for future developmental interventions.

That is, we will have a

greater understanding of what systemic practices might be used in future to
develop which specific leadership skills or types of skills. Moreover, such an
approach makes it possible for the organization to establish links between
specific leadership behaviours, systemic practices, and aspects of individual job
performance.
In sum, Iextend the Leaderplex Model in this study by examining specific
leadership behaviours directly, rather than assuming a more cognitive and roleoriented emphasis on leadership as a measure of individual effectiveness. In this
way, the current approach provides a more straightforward and utilitarian
measure of individual leadership capacity

-

behavioural complexity can be

difficult and cumbersome to measure, score, and interpret as it often makes use
of confirmatory multidimensional scaling (see Quinn, Spreitzer, & Hart, 1991 for a
detailed discussion). As such, the current systemic approach serves as a more
suitable framework for exploring the relationship between various organizational
systems

and

specific

leadership

behaviours.

This,

in

turn,

provides

the
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foundation for more targeted intervention and developmental tools or designs.

Individual Leadership Capacity: A Perspective on Practice
To date, there has been agreat deal of disagreement regarding how best
to measure the construct of individual leadership capacity (alternatively called
leadership potential).

Indeed, there are dozens of paper and pencil measures

used assess it (Lashway, 1997). Common among these scales is the focus on
selection into formal management or leadership positions (e.g., managers,
supervisors, executives).

For example, the Management Readiness Profile

(MRP) is focused on assessing supervisory and entry-level manager candidates
(Pearson Reid London House, 2001) and the Leadership Potential Inventory
(Development Dimensions International Inc., 2003) is used in the identification of
manager or executive strategic leader "high potentials".
Indeed, the measure of leadership capacity developed for this study is
reflective of some of these more popular measures. For example, the MRP
includes assessing candidates on how well they motivate others to perform at
their best and how well they get along with co-workers (Pearson Reid London
House, 2001); two aspects of the individual leadership capacity measure
developed for this study. The current measure,

however, takes a more

theoretically integrated approach and is focused solely on front-line (nonsupervisory) leadership behavior; that is, non-role prescribed leadership. As
such, the present measure could be described as a complementary rather than
competing measure to what is already commercially available in some cases.

Individual Leadership Capacity 12
In other cases, however, available inventories of leadership potential can
be too vague or ambiguous as with Spreitzer et al.'s (1997) inventory of learningoriented behaviours and competencies important for international leadership
roles (e.g., "Takes risks"; "Is cross-culturally adventurous") or too narrow as with
Kent and Moss' (1990) three item measure of leader emergence: "Please rate
the extent to which you and each member of your group (a) assumed a
leadership role, (b) led the conversation, and (c) influenced group goals and
decisions" (1

=

never, 7= always).

Leadership capacity can also be assessed using personality measures or
assessment center simulations. For example, a core set of items from the
California Psychological Inventory (CPI) has been validated as a predictor of
leadership potential and behaviour (Gough, 1987). The Leadership Potential
Index (LPI) can be used to predict leader emergence and effectiveness (e.g.,
Gough, 1990). Such measures can be expensive and somewhat difficult to
interpret relative to more specific behaviour-based assessment tools (see also
Lail, Holmes, Brinkmeyer, Johnson, & Yatko, 1999), however. Moreover, these
measures are often used to predict leadership potential in military rather than
business-oriented settings (e.g., Atwater, Dionne, Avolio, Camobreco, & Lau,
1999; Lail, Holmes,

Brinkmeyer,

Johnson, & Yatko, 1999).

In terms of

assessment centers, such assessments typically involve simulations. Such an
approach, however, is often long, involved and especially cost-prohibitive when
trying to identify leadership potential across multiple candidates for front-line
positions.
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Finally, in line with personality-based measures of leadership potential are
comments by McCauley, Moxley and Van Velsor (1998) who note that leadership
capacity is founded on self-awareness, self-confidence, the ability to view life
from a broader, systemic point of view, the ability to work in social systems, the
ability to think creatively, and the ability to learn. Unfortunately, assessing
potential in this way can be quite cumbersome (involving long or multiple
measures) and, hence, expensive. Thus, the current approach simply takes a
more practical, behaviourally-based approach to this perspective assessing
individual behaviours rather than relatively broad personality constructs. It is
critical to note, however, that such constructs as creativity and the ability to work
in social systems are clearly reflected in the current measure as behavioural
items.
An advantage of the

measure developed in this study over these more

generalized construct or competency-based approaches is that it provides clear
information on the kinds of behaviours associated with each factor or broader
construct. Such an approach can be extremely useful information in terms of
front-line training

and

development versus the

notion

of changing

self-

confidence, IQ, or other broad aspects of an individual's personality, for example
(McCauley, Moxley & Van Velsor, 1998). This is the same approach used in the
expensive, executive or supervisory-focused measures such as those used by
Pearson Reid House and Development Dimensions International Inc.
Using a behaviourally-based measure like the one developed in the
current

study

is

much

more

amenable

to

understanding

how

various
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organizational "leverage points" might be associated with specific individual
changes. Personality differences in this context, for example, may be more
difficult to detect and would provide a more tenuous theoretical link back to the
leverage points being discussed here. That is, it would be relatively more difficult
to support the notion that small differences in the work environment such as team
functionality lead to consistent changes in personality. However, as discussed
below, there is evidence to suggest that the situation or environmental conditions
at work may precipitate changes in leadership behaviour (see hypothesis Ic
below).
Finally and most importantly, one of the underlying goals of this study is to
purposefully integrate a number of leadership theories and perspectives into my
measure of individual leadership capacity. This approach is in response to Yukl
and Van Fleet (1992) and others (Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970;
Kuhnert & Russell, 1990; Yukl, 1981) who have called for a more integrated
approach to the study of leadership.
Thus, one of the primary purposes of this study was to build on our current
understanding of leadership and leadership capacity in developing atheoretically
based, practical and behaviourally oriented paper and pencil measure of
individual leadership capacity. To do this, Ispanned a number of leadership
theories and perspectives to design ameasure with well-defined items that would
be generalizable across avariety of professions and industries. More importantly,
the goal was to develop a measure that, too, could easily be used to assess
individual leadership potential at the front-line or individual contributor (i.e., nonsupervisory) level. In this sense, the measure takes an integrated approach at
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assessing

non-role

prescribed

leadership.

The further advantage

of this

approach is that such an instrument allows for a longer range perspective in
identifying internal leadership potential because of the focus on measuring
leadership capacity at the front line (non-supervisory) level.
This is an approach sparked by findings such as those from the Corporate
Leadership Council (2000) which found that approximately three-fourths of
companies worldwide are not confident in their ability to effectively staff
leadership positions over the next five years.

Moreover, a Conference Board

report (2000) shows that only 34 percent of surveyed companies are effective at
identifying capable leaders early in their career. Combine these findings with the
fact that Zaccaro and Klimoski (2001) found, for example, that companies fill
most leadership vacancies with internal candidates. More to the point, according
to Bernthal, Rioux, and Wellins (1999), companies more often look internally for
front-line management (78 percent) than for mid- and upper-level management.
Thus, the demand for effective leaders is outstripping the supply. This
means that organizations must learn to better identify and invest in people with
the greatest potential to grow into leadership roles and who can (concurrently)
add to effective front-line performance. This means that apractical, behaviourally
based, cost-effective tool that could be used to identify and develop front-line
(non-supervisory) leadership would be of great value. If that same tool could also
be shown to correlate with effective front-line job performance, this would make
the tool invaluable.
Indeed, as Zaccaro and Klimoski (2001) highlight, companies fill most
leadership vacancies with internal candidates. More to the point, according to
Bernthal, Rioux, and Wellins (1999), companies more often look internally for
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front-line management (78 percent) than for mid- and upper-level management.
This means that a tool that could be used to assess leadership for front-line,
"non-leadership" positions would be of great value.

As Zacarro and Kilmoski

(2001) point out, looking internally for leadership successors has a number of
advantages. Organizations that promote from within generate loyalty and boost
morale. They ensure continuity and capitalize on insiders' knowledge of the firm
and established social networks. They also save money; starting compensation
is typically less for an insider than an outsider, and pursuing outside candidates
takes time, effort and money.
In this study, Iassess individual leadership capacity through measurement
of effective leadership behaviours. Examples of effective leadership behaviours
are derived from a broad range of leadership theories and research. From this
perspective, organizational leadership capacity can be conceptualized as the
aggregate of individual effective leadership behaviours; an organization with few
or no employees engaging in effective leadership behaviours would be indicative
of an organization with little leadership capacity.
Conceptualizing
organizational
practice

of

leadership

succession

identifying

capacity

in

this

management strategies

and

developing

potential

way
(i.e.,

finds
the

support

in

organizational

replacements

for formal

leadership positions). Such succession management strategies involve the
assessment of individual behaviours and competencies associated with effective
leadership as an indication of individual leadership capacity (e.g., McCall,
Spritzer & Mahoney, 1997). From an organizational perspective, a leadership
position for which there are a number of employees in subordinate positions
exhibiting effective leadership skills and behaviours is considered a(succession)
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pool of employees in which there is agreat deal of leadership capacity. In other
words, human resource professionals assess the leadership capacity of leader
replacement pools by assessing the number and quality of employees in that
pool who exhibit effective leadership behaviours and skills.
One potential shortcoming with some succession management practices,
however, is that they can suffer from criterion deficiency. That is, most
assessments consist of only a handful of behaviours and/or competencies (e.g.,
McCauley et al., 1998). Moreover, such individual measures can be so vague as
to suffer from potential criterion contamination (e.g., the employee "uses
feedback"; "is flexible"; or "takes risks"). Thus, the current study follows this same
practical approach by operationalizing individual leadership capacity in terms of
individual behaviours. The current approach, however, draws specific behaviours
directly from a number of leadership theories. This helps to ensure that the
inferences made using the current measure are construct valid (i.e., does not
suffer from criterion contamination or deficiency). Moreover, because the current
measure is developed from theory-based conceptualizations of leadership (rather
than organization-specific definitions of leadership) it should

prove

more

generalizable across organizations.
It is important to note, however, that as with all behavioural measures the
current operationalization of individual leadership capacity is not a pure abilitybased construct. That is, individual leadership capacity can be affected by
contextual variables outside the control of the employee. Indeed, as Zaccaro and
Klimoski (2001) suggest, "organizational leadership (behaviour) is inherently
bounded by system characteristics and dynamics, that is, leadership (behaviour)
is contextually defined and caused"

(p.

6). For example, an employee may work
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alone with no one else able to view his or her work behaviours, or he or she may
not be afforded the opportunity to engage in leadership behaviours by the nature
or their work assignment or organizational position.

Indeed, the systemic

approach to individual leadership capacity is founded on this very premise

-

organizational contexts or situations can drive individual behaviour. The strength
of the systemic approach rests in the examination and removal of situational
constraints and, moreover, works to introduce situations that drive individual
leadership behaviour. In short, the systemic approach to individual leadership
capacity not only explicitly recognizes the power of the situation in influencing
behaviour but incorporates and capitalizes on this influence to create a powerful
framework for leadership development.
This

approach

to

leadership

development

also

directly

addresses

concerns expressed by Leibman, Bruier, and Maki (1996) who, for example, call
for more active succession management strategies: "To reengineer succession
management for the [modern] organization executives must think differently
about developing their corporation's future leadership.. .to do so, a much more
active orientation is required, one that is better characterized by succession
management and its emphasis on ongoing and integrated processes" (p. 16). As
mentioned above, the current approach does this by forming the foundation for
on-going processes that help to integrate leadership development efforts within
an organization and drive leadership behaviours at all levels.
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Overview of the Current Systems Approach
The framework for the current systemic approach to individual leadership
capacity is founded on the premise that major organizational systems (in
particular, aspects of the organizational learning system) can serve as driving
forces for a number of capacities, including individual leadership capacity. Thus,
the measuring the association between components of an organizational system
and effective leadership behaviours, then, may serve as an initial indicator of the
potential of that system as a "leveraging tool" or driver in developing individual
leadership capacity. For example, if teamwork (a component of the educational
learning system) is associated with greater individual leadership capacity (versus
individual-based work), then teamwork could be used as a "leverage point" in
developing individual leadership capacity within the organization. In other words,
measurement

of the

leadership

behaviours

associated

with

a particular

organizational system is an indicator of the system's potential in developing
sustainable leadership within the organization (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. General Conceptual Relationship Between Systemic
Characteristics and Selected Outcomes.
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Parenthetically, it is important to note that the current study is crosssectional in nature, making conclusions regarding causal relationships (i.e.,
between particular organizational systems and employee behaviours) imprudent.
With this caveat in mind, this study serves as acritical and necessary first step in
understanding if, in fact, any relationship at all exists between particular systemic
practices and individual (leadership) behaviours. The importance of such a(first)
step is noted by Cook and Campbell (1979) in their detailed discussion of
causation and passive observation:

"

..

.if the need for decisions is not pressing, it

might be better to conduct a correlational study to test, in approximate fashion,
which kinds of (services) seem to be related to higher (outcome) levels. Only
after this step would one conduct a randomized experiment in which the next
volunteers are randomly assigned to one of the particular (services) that seemed
from the correlational analysis to be most promising" (p. 345).
As

Cook

and

Campbell

(1979)

suggest,

such

pre-experimental

exploratory research helps to avoid the problem of premature experimentation
which arises when treatments or organizational practices are implemented,
whose operational stability is untested and whose theoretical or practical
significance is under-examined. Thus, the present study serves to lay the
foundation

for

such

future

experimental

(i.e.,

causal-oriented)

research.

Moreover, such an approach allows for a detailed articulation of the kinds of
behaviours associated with specific organizational practices

-

information that is

critical in moving forward our understanding of leadership in organizations.
Armed with such information, future longitudinal studies will be in a much better
position

to

directly

assess

the

(causal)

impact

of

such

systems

(as
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developmental tools) on particular leadership behaviours.
In addition to taking a systemic perspective on leadership behaviour, the
present framework also takes a systemic perspective on a number of important
employee attitudes. Specifically, certain practices involved in the organization's
learning system are expected to be associated with increased employee
commitment, and job satisfaction, as well as reduced turnover intentions. In this
way, the measures of employee attitudes are treated within the same systemic
framework, but are considered distinct outcomes from the potential relationship
with leadership capacity. Such relationships between specific organizational
practices and important employee attitudes are critical in the understanding of
researchers wishing to determine the role of the organizational learning system
as either a driving or restraining force in the development of employee
commitment, satisfaction, and retention (see Figure 1).
In the following section, 1explore conceptualizations of leadership from a
number of theoretical perspectives in an effort to further articulate and refine the
current measure of individual leadership capacity in organizations. This is
followed by a discussion of the expected relationships among the various
components of the organization's educational learning system
present study

-

-

the focus of the

individual leadership capacity, and employee attitudes.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
In this study, individual leadership capacity is defined in terms of specific
behaviours associated with effective leadership in organizations. Thus, to help
operationalize leadership capacity, it is important to first examine the leadership
literature for relevant behaviours. Questions to be answered through such efforts
include: How will leadership and individual leadership capacity be defined? How
should individual leadership capacity be best operationalized? If individual
leadership capacity is operationalized

in specific,

behavioural terms, what

behaviours are appropriate and relevant for such ameasure?
Before defining individual leadership capacity, it is important to first
understand what is meant by the term "leadership". In answering this question,
Stogdill (1974) has concluded, "there are almost as many definitions of
leadership as there are persons who have attempted to define the concept" (p.
259). Indeed, most definitions involve an influence process but appear to have
little else in common. As Yukl and Van Fleet (1992) point out, however, "at this
point in the development in the field, it is not necessary to resolve the
controversy over the appropriate definition of leadership. For the time being, it is
better to use the various conceptions of leadership as a source of different
perspectives on a complex, multifaceted phenomenon" (p. 149). From this
perspective, leadership research should be designed to provide information
relevant to the entire range of definitions. In this way, it will be possible to
compare the utility of different conceptualizations and one day arrive at some
consensus on the matter (Yukl, 1989a).
In line with this perspective, individual leadership capacity is defined here
as an individual's capacity or ability to be effective in leadership roles and
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processes (McCauley et al., 1998). Leadership roles and processes, in turn, can
be broadly defined as those that "enable groups of people to work together in
productive and meaningful ways"

(p.

4).

Such a broad definition, however, may serve to confound leadership
behaviours with many other 'non-leadership' roles and processes. In light of this,
Yukl and Van Fleet (1992) offer amore detailed definition of leadership roles and
processes as those behaviours that influence the task objectives and strategies
of agroup or organization, influence people in the organization to implement the
strategies

and

achieve the objectives,

influence group

maintenance and

identification, and influence the culture of the organization. Such a definition,
while more specific than McCauley et al's (1998), still has the advantage of
permitting anumber of different leadership perspectives to be used in developing
an individual leadership capacity scale. So it is with leaders: there is no single
successful or effective leadership type (e.g., Conger, 1992; Dunnette & Hough,
1992). Moreover, such a conceptualization fits closely with the current systemic
approach to individual leadership capacity which is predicated on the notion that
leadership is an emergent quality, available to all members of the organization
rather than only those appointed as formal leaders. That is, form the current
perspective, anyone can and arguably should engage in leadership behaviours.
With this definition in mind, it is possible to more closely identify the kinds
of specific skills and abilities necessary to engage in such leadership roles and
processes by examining the various theoretical perspectives on effective
leadership. In line with suggestions by Yukl and Van Fleet (1992), the current
approach includes a variety of different leadership behaviours or criteria so that
the influence of the situation on each criterion and the relationships among
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criteria can then be examined. This helps to "avoid excessive bias and to cope
with the problems of partially incompatible (leadership) criteria"
words,

assuming

such

a broad-based

theoretical

(p.

approach

180). In other
provides

a

comprehensive framework for identifying specific behaviours to be included as
indicators of individual leadership capacity in organizations.
Such an approach is also in line with that of Kuhnert and Russell (1990)
who

suggest using

an

integrated framework of leadership theories and

perspectives to help ensure construct-related validity. To this end, Ipresent a
number of relevant theoretical approaches to leadership below along with the
theory-based individual leadership capacity items. It is important to note when
reading through the various perspectives or sections that there is often a great
deal of conceptual overlap between approaches. This, in turn, results in the
development of some scale items that can be subsumed under more than one
leadership approach or section. This is only problematic in afactorial sense (i.e.,
determining which item would load on which leadership factor) rather than a
construct-related validity sense (i.e., all items are adapted from relevant
leadership theories).

The Trait/Skills Approach
Traditionally, the trait approach emphasizes the personal attributes of
leaders. Though an important component of the trait approach is the motivational
aspect of personality as it relates to leadership effectiveness, most recent trait
research has looked for skills that are universally relevant for effective leadership
(Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992).
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Universal Leadership Skills
In general, research supports the conclusion that technical skills (including
job-specific knowledge),

conceptual skills (including

problem

identification,

analysis, and solution), interpersonal skills (including the ability to maintain good
work relations, and communication skills), and administrative skills (including
planning, and organizing) are all necessary for effectiveness in most leadership
roles (Bass, 1990; Hosking & Morley, 1988; Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992).
Below I list the items included in the individual leadership capacity
measure drawn directly from the leadership skills research perspective.

Also

included are items adapted from the Leadership Trait Questionnaire (e.g.,
Northouse, 1997) and the Management Skills Profile (e.g., Van Velsor & Fleenor,
1997) which

reflect specific aspects of the above listed

categories. These include: "In my current job I..

."

leadership skill

(a) "Develop creative, yet

practical solutions to problems", (b) "Maintain warm, cooperative relationships
with others", (c) "Critically evaluate new information", (d) "Analyze problems in a
systematic manner to determine causes or find solutions", (e) "Communicate my
ideas to others effectively", (f) "Demonstrate an expertise in job knowledge", (g)
"Anticipate problems or opportunities in the work environment", (h) "Set priorities
well regarding what needs to be accomplished", (i) "Demonstrate 'political savvy'
or an understanding of the political dynamics of the organization",

(j)

"Admit my

mistakes", (k) "Stay the course' on goals despite distractions or interference", (I)
"Procrastinate (i.e., put off or unnecessarily delay) in implementing solutions or
resolving problems" (reverse scored), (m) "Encourage others to believe in their
own abilities", (n) "Demonstrate a strong understanding of work operations and
procedures", and (o) "Admit when Ido not know something" (see Appendix A).
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The Power and Influence Approach
Two major issues arising in research on power include an understanding of
how different amounts and types of leader power are related to leadership
effectiveness, and an understanding of how influence behaviour is related to
effective leadership. In general, research on the power and influence approach
indicates that effective leaders rely on a combination of power sources to
motivate others. It is important to note, however, that, in essence, power is an
attribute afforded to leaders by followers. That is, some leaders have power
because their subordinates find them to be good role models. Others have power
because they are viewed

as

highly competent or considerate

by their

subordinates. In both cases, leaders' "power is ascribed to them based on how
they are seen in their relationships with others" (Northouse, 1997). As such,
power cannot be reduced to aspecific behaviour or set of behaviours per se, but
instead is achieved through dyadic relationships over time (French & Raven,
1959).
A more recent bridge between the power and behaviour approaches,
however, is research on influence tactics. This body of research has found that
effective leaders use a variety of specific tactics to influence others. In general,
the

most effective tactics for obtaining

others'

commitment are

rational

persuasion (using logical arguments or evidence), consultation (soliciting others'
opinions to gain commitment), and inspirational appeals (appealing to values or
ideals) (Yukl, Falbe, Youn, & Tracey, 1991).
Below Ilist individual leadership capacity scale items drawn from the
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power and influence research approach which reflect specific aspects of the
above listed influence tactics. These include: "In my current job, I..

."

(a) "Use

logical arguments or factual evidence to persuade others", (b) "Use inspirational
appeals (i.e., appealing to others' values, ideas or aspirations) when making a
request or proposal", (c) "Encourage others to share their ideas, concerns, or
relevant information in solving problems or developing plans" (see Appendix A).
As Yukl and Van Fleet (1992) highlight, however, the effectiveness of any
influence attempt also likely depends, in part, on the situation. That is, effective
leaders are often able to use different influence tactics depending on the
situation. Items and discussion reflecting this perspective are included in the
Contingency Items section below.

The Behavioural Approach
The behavioural approach emphasizes what leaders actually do on the job
and the relationship of this behaviour to leader effectiveness. This empirical
research suggests that effectiveness is predicted better by specific behaviours
relevant to the particular leadership situation rather than broad measures such as
initiating structure and consideration.
Behavioural categories associated with effective leadership include, but
are not limited to: (a) Consulting (e.g., checking with others when making
changes), (b) Planning and organizing (e.g., goal setting), (c) Problem solving,
(d) Supporting (e.g., acting friendly and considerate), (e) Motivating (e.g.,
emphasizing the importance of work, role modeling), (f) Networking (e.g.,
developing work-related contacts), (g) Developing and mentoring (e.g., coaching
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others), (h) Managing conflict and teambuilding, (i) Recognizing (e.g., praising
others for their performance), and

(j)

Clarifying (e.g., providing instructions or

directions to others) (Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992).

Below Ilist individual leadership

capacity scale items drawn from the behavioural approach as well as items
adapted from the Managerial Practices Survey (Yukl, Wall, & Lepsinger, 1990)
which

reflect specific aspects of the above listed

categories. These include: "in my current job, I..

."

leadership

behavioural

(a) "Deal easily with unclear or

ambiguous situations", (b) "Disseminate relevant information about decisions,
plans, and activities to people who need the information to do their work", (c) "Set
an example of good work behaviour", (d) "Check with people before making
changes or decisions that affect them",(e) "Incorporate others' ideas and
suggestions when planning or making decisions", (f) "Make suggestions for
improving the efficiency of work operations or processes", (g) "Praise others
when they perform well", (h) "Consider others' perspectives and feelings", (I)
"Manage conflict well", (j) "Develop contacts with people outside my immediate
work unit", and (k) "Encourage cooperation and/or teamwork" (see Appendix A).

Transformational Leadership
The term "transformational leadership" refers to the process of influencing
major changes in the attitudes and assumptions of organization members and
building commitment for major changes in the organization's objectives and
strategies (Downton,

1973). Transformational leaders 'transform' others by

making them more aware of the importance and value of task outcomes by
activating their higher-order needs (e.g., self-actualization), and/or by inducing
them to transcend self-interest for the sake of the organization (Burns, 1978).
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Transformational leaders are more likely to take actions to empower others and
change the organization in ways that help to institutionalize new values.
In general, the behaviours involved in this process include: (a) delegating
significant responsibility and authority, (b), eliminating unnecessary bureaucratic
constraints, (c) providing coaching and training in problems, (d) encouraging
participation in making important decisions, (e) encouraging open sharing of
ideas,

concerns

and

relevant information,

(f)

promoting

cooperation

and

teamwork, and (g) encouraging constructive problem solving to resolve conflicts
(Northouse,

1997; Yukl & Van Fleet,

1992). According to

Burns (1978)

transformational leadership may be exhibited by anyone in the organization in
any type of position.
Below Ilist individual leadership capacity scale items drawn from the
transformational approach as well as items adapted from the Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire Form 6S (Bass & Avolio, 1992) and Transformational
Leadership Questionnaire (Alimo-Metcalfe & Alban-Metcalfe, 2001) which reflect
specific aspects of the transformational perspective and above listed leadership
behavioural categories. These include: "in my current job, I..." (a) "Help others
understand the importance of their work", (b) "Help others think about problems
or issues differently than they might have otherwise", (c) "Help others develop
their talents or skills", (d) "Provide honest and straightforward feedback to
others", (e) "Inspire a shared vision or idea of what can be accomplished", (f)
"Respond well to high pressure situations", (g) "Overcome setbacks quickly", (h)
"Encourage others to re-examine their traditional way of thinking or doing things",
and

(i)

"Encourage

others

to

consider the

decisions/actions" (see Appendix A).

long-term

consequences

of
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Integrated Items
Ialso included anumber of items based on an integrated understanding of
the above leadership perspectives. These items, while not included explicitly in
any of the above leadership perspectives or measures, are central to the
understanding of effective leadership and leadership capacity (e.g., P. O'Connor,
personal communication, October 24, 2001; Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992). Moreover,
it also closely reflects research on emergent leadership, an approach concerned
with how leadership informally evolves out of various situations (Kolb, 1997).

Leadership Item
A single item is included reflecting the notion of engaging in leadership
behaviour

itself:

"in

responsibilities (e.g.,

my

current job,

leading, coaching,

I
... Take

on

mentoring,

leadership

roles

and

instructing, or directing

others)". This item is included to reflect the notion of emergent leadership in
organizations. That is, such an item directly assess whether or not an individual
actually engages in leadership roles and responsibilities at the front-line (non-role
prescribed) level and is consistent with the work of Kolb (1997) and others (e.g.,
Ellis & Cronshaw, 1992; Kickul & Neuman, 2000; Law, 1996; Stewart, 2001) in
their examination of how leadership evolves out of group processes.
It is important to note that this scale item also has an N/A ("Not
Applicable") response option. In this way, this item is used to assess an
individual's propensity to engage in leadership roles and responsibilities in their
current job. Employees who take on leadership roles and responsibilities, if such
opportunities are offered at all, would likely have agreater capacity for leadership
than those who do not. In short, this item assesses the propensity to lead.
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Contingency Items
Three additional items are also included that reflect the contingent nature
of leadership effectiveness. Beginning with the work of Fielder in the 1960s,
researchers in this area subscribe to the idea that different behaviour patterns (or
trait patterns) will be effective in different situations, and that the same behaviour
pattern is not optimal in all situations. Thus, they are called "contingency"
theories because they advance the notion that a leader's effectiveness depends
on how well the leader's style fits the particular context. In short, a number of
researchers (e.g., Hooijberg et al., 1997; Howell, Bowen, Dorfman, Kerr, &
Podsakoff, 1990; Kerr & Jermier, 1978; Podsakoff, Mackenzie, & Bommer, 1996)
support the notion that flexibility and adaptability of individual leadership style or
behaviour is the key to understanding effective leadership and, hence, leadership
capacity (P. O'Connor, personal communication, October 24, 2001). In line with
this perspective, anumber of items are included that assess the degree to which
an individual demonstrates flexibility in his or her approach to different leadership
situations. These items include: "When in aleadership role at my current job, I..."
(a) "Demonstrate flexibility in how Iapproach different situations", (b) "Vary my
strategy depending on the person, group, or situation", and (c) "Experiment to
find the most effective way of working with others" (see Appendix A).

Individual Leadership Capacity and the Systems Approach
Vincere and Fulmer (1996) suggest that leadership development is aselfreinforcing process of information sharing that builds on the experience base of
organization stakeholders to create an ongoing cycle of both individual learning
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and knowledge creation. From this viewpoint, there are a number of key
organizational components falling within the "process of information sharing" to
create learning and knowledge within the organization. One of these systems is
the organization's educational learning system (Center for Creative Leadership,
1999).
The next section below discusses the educational learning system, the
focus of the

present study,

in the

context of sustainable

leadership

in

organizations. Specifically, the educational learning system is discussed in terms
of its potential as a "leverage point" in promoting individual leadership capacity.
Recall that a "leverage point" refers to organizational characteristics or systemic
practices that can be controlled or changed and, thus, used as a point of
intervention by the organization to develop leadership capacity.

Educational Learning System
In many organizations, development of executive leadership skills is
synonymous with formal workshop or classroom teaching and training (Hall,
1986). There is an increasing awareness, however, that leadership development
is much more than classroom training (e.g., Brouseau, 1984; Burke & Day,
1986); a great deal of learning and development occurs informally outside the
classroom (Lindsey, Homes, & McCall, 1987; McCall, Lombardo, & Morrison,
1988; McCauley et al., 1998). In line with this, the current framework included onthe-job leadership experiences in addition to formal teaching and training in an
effort to better understand individual leadership capacity in organizations. This, in
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turn, will aid in better understanding an organization's capacity for developing
effective leaders (Center for Creative Leadership, 1999).
In general, the educational learning system pertains to the evaluation and
distribution of learned resources for the purpose of establishing, challenging, and
supporting leadership development. In examining the approach more closely,
there are seven measurable "leverage points" included in the educational
learning system that can be used to increase an organization's leadership
capacity through the promotion of individual leadership behaviours: 1) teamwork,
2) team leadership (Stewart & Manz, 1995), 3) team psychological safety
(Edmondson, 1999), 4) developmental opportunities, 5) integrated leadership
development opportunities, 6) intentionality, and 7) the organization's goal
orientation (Center for Creative Leadership, 1999).
In the following sub-sections, Iexamine each of these components in the
context of their hypothesized relationship with individual leadership capacity.
Recall that one way of conceptualizing the leadership capacity of an organization
is in terms of the amount of individual leadership capacity. In other words, one
indicator of organizational leadership capacity can be assessed in terms of the
effective leadership behaviours of its employees; an organization with few or no
employees engaging in effective leadership behaviours would be indicative of an
organization with little leadership capacity. Recall also that the present systemic
framework also has potential implications for an organization's capacity for
increasing employee commitment, satisfaction and retention (i.e., reducing
turnover intentions). The expected relationships between these organizational
systems and various behavioural and attitudinal outcomes are considered next.
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Teamwork
A growing reliance on teams, in changing and uncertain organizational
environments creates a managerial imperative to understand the factors that
enable learning and development within teams (e.g.,

Edmondson,

1999).

Organizational work teams are groups existing within the context of the larger
organization, have clearly defined membership, and share responsibility for a
team product or service (Alderfer, 1987; Hackman, 1987). Examples of such
groups might include project management teams, task forces, work units,
standing committees, quality teams, and improvement teams (Northouse, 1997).
Teamwork, in turn, can be defined as work by several associates with each doing
a part but all subordinating personal prominence to the efficiency of the whole,
for the purpose of undertaking and/or completing a common goal such as
producing aproduct or providing aservice.
Teamwork, in general, is associated with a number of positive outcomes over
individual-based systems. For example, Bassin (1988) in his case study of
teamwork in a large, multinational organization identifies a number of benefits to
team members from working in teams including: greater sharing and integration
of unique individual skills and resources, more problem solving opportunities,
greater task-related motivation, greater organizational commitment, and greater
opportunity to lead the team. Moreover, as Bertcher (1987) points out, team
members can offer leadership without undercutting the formal team leader.
From a structural perspective, team functionality or composition may further
drive leadership development within the organization. For example, to the degree
that teams are cross-functional (i.e., consisting of personnel from at least three
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functions brought together to achieve acommon goal or work on acommon task;
Monczka & Trent, 1992), employees must share project responsibilities with
individuals from other specialized areas and backgrounds.

As such, teamwork

may promote the practice of effective leadership within the organization, offering
employees the opportunity to learn or further develop: i) negotiation skills, ii)
delegation, iii) tolerance for other's ideas, iv) social skills (e.g., diplomacy, tact,
dealing with inter-professional differences), v) persuasive abilities, and vi) conflict
resolution skills

(e.g., Abramson, 1990; Bazerman, Magliozzi & Neale, 1985;

Center for Creative Leadership, 1999; McDonald, 1998; Whalen, 1996).
Monczka and Trent (1992) support this perspective in their study of crossfunctional work teams.

They found that smaller teams (e.g., 3 to 4 members)

offered greater opportunity for members to share leadership, or rotate leadership
responsibilities. Importantly, team size demonstrated no significant relationship
with any indicator of cross-functional team performance. This implies a greater
opportunity for members of smaller cross-functional teams to

engage

in

leadership activities with no decrement in overall team performance.
Also, teams with greater functional diversity indicated greater formal and
informal frequency of within-team and external-team communication. Such higher
levels of communication frequency are a healthy sign of cross-functional
interaction (Ancona & Caldwell, 1989). "Creating ateam whose members have
heterogeneous

[yet

complementary]

skills,

backgrounds,

and

experiences

increases the probability that each member can contribute and offer unique
insights to team assignments" (Monczka & Trent, 1992

p.

20). Communication

frequency, however, decreased among geographically distant members (see
also Howell et al., 1990).
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In addition, teams whose members had wider spread among their ages
communicated

less often that teams whose members' ages were closer.

Furthermore, as the mean age of team members increased, the frequency of
within-team communication decreased (Monczka & Trent, 1992).
In sum, teams, whether managed or self-directed, can promote leadership
development and the practice of awide range of effective leadership behaviours
for all team members. Research indicates that work teams can accomplish this
through open communication, the sharing of members' unique knowledge and
skills, and the rotation of leadership roles especially if they are: I) relatively small,
ii) functionally diverse (yet complementary), iii) composed of geographically close
members, and iv) composed of younger members who are also close in age to
one another. Because it is expected that as employees gain organizational
experience they may learn and exhibit more leadership behaviours (e.g., Howell
et al., 1990; Kerr & Jermier, 1978) it will be important to control for organizational
tenure in the following team-based hypotheses. Based on this, and controlling for
organizational tenure, Iexpected that:
Hia:

Teamwork will be positively associated with individual leadership
capacity, such that organizational members who engage in teamwork
more often will have greater individual leadership capacity than those
who engage in little to no teamwork.

Hib:

Team size will be negatively associated with individual leadership
capacity, such that members of smaller work teams will have greater
overall individual leadership capacity than members of larger work
teams.

Hic:

Team functionality will be positively associated with individual
leadership capacity, such that members of functionally diverse (e.g.,
highly cross-functional) work teams will have greater individual
leadership capacity than members of functionally similar (e.g., non
cross-functional) work teams.
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Hid:

Team geographical configuration will be negatively associated with
individual leadership capacity, such that members of geographically
proximal work teams (e.g., teams sited in the same geographic location)
will have greater individual leadership capacity than members of
geographically disparate work teams.

Hie:

Team age range will be negatively associated with individual leadership
capacity, such members of work teams that are composed of members
who are similar in age will have greater individual leadership capacity
than members of work teams who are dissimilar in age.

Hif:

Team mean age will be negatively associated with individual leadership
capacity, such that members of younger work teams will have greater
individual leadership capacity than members of older work teams.

Team Psychological Safety
From a psychological perspective, team dynamics may drive or restrain
the

development

of

effective

leadership

through

perceptions

of

team

psychological safety. Team psychological safety is a shared belief held by team
members that the team is safe for interpersonal risk taking (Edmondson, 1999).
Those in a position to initiate learning behaviour may believe they are placing
themselves at risk; for example, by admitting an error or asking for help, an
individual may appear incompetent and thus suffer a blow to his or her image. In
addition, such individuals may incur more tangible costs if their actions create
unfavourable impressions on people who influence decisions about promotions,
raises, or project assignments.
According to Goffman (1955), people value image and tacitly abide by
social expectations to save their own and others' face. Asking for help, admitting
errors, and seeking feedback exemplify the kinds of behaviours that pose a
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threat to face (Brown, 1990), and thus people in organizations are often reluctant
to disclose their errors (Michael, 1976) or are unwilling to ask for help (Lee,
1997), even when doing so would be beneficial to the team or organization.
Similarly, research has shown that the sense of threat evoked in organizations by
discussing problems limits individuals' willingness to engage in problem-solving
activities (Dutton, 1993; MacDuffie, 1997). In short, people tend to act in ways
that inhibit learning when they face the potential for threat or embarrassment
(Argyris, 1982).
In

some

environments,

however,

people

perceive

the

career and

interpersonal threat as sufficiently low that they do ask for help, admit errors, and
discuss problems. In part, this can be explained by research showing that
familiarity among group members can reduce the tendency to conform and
suppress unusual information (Sanna & Shotland, 1990). This does not directly
address, however, the question of when group members will be comfortable with
interpersonally threatening actions. The construct of team psychological safety,
though, may help to more clearly define those times at which group members will
be comfortable with interpersonal risk-taking. The term is meant to suggest a
sense of confidence that the team will not embarrass, reject, or punish someone
for speaking up. This confidence stems from mutual respect and trust among
team members (Edmondson, 1999).
The term, however, goes beyond interpersonal trust; it describes a team
climate characterized by interpersonal trust and mutual respect in which people
are comfortable being themselves. Thus, "team psychological safety should
facilitate learning behaviour in work teams because it alleviates excessive
concerns

about others'

reactions to

actions that

have the

potential

for
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embarrassment or threat, which learning behaviours often have" (Edmondson,
1999 p. 355).
It is important to note that team psychological safety is not the same as
group cohesiveness. In general, the more cohesive a work group, the more
members

conform

to

group

norms.

Indeed,

research

has

shown

that

cohesiveness can reduce willingness to disagree and challenge others' views,
such as in the phenomenon of groupthink (e.g., Janis, 1982). Groupthink
describes a phenomenon in which groups become excessively close-knit (or
cohesive) and develop afeeling a"we-ness" which, in turn, can spawn a marked
decrease in the openness of group members to discrepant information and a
simultaneous unwillingness to examine seriously and to process such information
if it does come to the group's attention (Janis, 1982).

Thus, such groupthink

implies a lack of interpersonal risk taking and conformity to (often implicit) group
norms (Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992).
The construct of psychological safety, has roots in early research on
organizational change. Schein and Bennis (1965) discussed the need to create
"psychological safety" for individuals if they are to feel secure and capable of
change (Edmondson, 1999).

It could be expected, then, that feelings of team

psychological safety would be associated with increased individual team member
leadership capacity by creating an environment in which team members are
comfortable learning or developing (i.e.,

engaging

in) effective

leadership

behaviours. In such an environment, team members should not be afraid to
openly discuss the effectiveness of specific leadership behaviours with other
team

members,

but

also

be

comfortable

in

trying

new

leadership

skills/behaviours or different styles of leadership (e.g., various problem-solving
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approaches, or influence attempts). This conceptual link between effective
leadership behaviours and learning is concordant with the original definition of
leadership as an ongoing developmental or learning process (e.g., Yukl & Van
Fleet, 1992). Based on this, it was expected that:
H2:

Perceptions of team psychological safety will be positively associated with
team member individual leadership capacity.

Team Leadership
In addition to team composition and perceptions of team psychological
safety, team leadership also might play a role in the development of individual
leadership capacity in organizations. That is, the manner in which aformal team
leader exercises his or her authority in a team may have implications for the
leadership behaviours of individual team members. For example, in their
discussion

of team

leadership

power

orientation

typologies

and

leader

involvement in team settings, Stewart and Manz (1995) point out that there are a
number of different approaches to team leadership including overpowering,
powerless, power building, and empowered leadership. Each type of team
leadership has implications for the behaviours of individual team members as
well as overall team effectiveness. Thus, as the authors highlight, when tying to
understand

the

leadership

behaviours

of

individual

team

members,

the

characteristics of the entire team, especially the formal leader, must too be
studied.
Empowered team leadership, for example, asserts that individuals within
work teams are taking on increased leadership activities and roles. That is, this
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passive form

of democratic leadership

is

labelled

empowered

leadership

because it has the effect of truly empowering the team members. These teams
actually design their own work processes, and become self-governing (Hackman,
1986; Walton, 1985). Thus, leadership behaviours may come from any member
of ateam. In fact, many supervisory functions are carried out by the team itself,
and active involvement of the formal leader is no longer required (Lawler, 1986).
Active forms of leadership may inhibit the team from becoming truly autonomous
and practicing advanced forms of self-leadership (Manz, 1992a; Walton, 1985).
Moreover, empowered team leaders influence a team by presenting a
living model of self-regulation (e.g., modeling positive work behaviour). This
passive influence may, in fact, be more powerful than active forms of leadership
because it promotes continued learning and development (Bandura, 1986).
Passive leaders can also facilitate team success by serving as boundary
spanners who link the team with the rest of the organization and reducing
uncertainty for the group by regulating environmental influences and mediating
relationships with other organizational units. From this viewpoint, the team leader
serves as more of a resource and less of an authority figure attempting to
influence behaviour (Hackman, 1986). The result is a self-leading team whose
members engage in self-direction, strategic planning and have ownership of
team tasks and responsibilities (Stewart & Manz, 1995).
Another more active example of democratic leader power orientation is
power building team leadership. This active, democratic style builds team power
by providing guidance and teaching skills (Manz & Sims, 1987, 1990). These
types of team leaders provide the team with external encouragement and
reinforcement for its attempts to achieve group-level control (Manz, Mossholder

Individual Leadership Capacity 43
& Luthans, 1987). Organized delegation helps the team learn how to coordinate
its activities and work cooperatively. An active, democratic leader can also
promote the creation of a culture (Wiener, 1988) that sustains team-level
decision making and behavioural control (Manz & Sims, 1990). Moreover, such
leaders teach group interaction skills, as well as guide team-building efforts
(Walton, 1977). This helps the team members to develop social skills (e.g.,
conflict resolution techniques) and builds a cooperative network that minimizes
group process inefficiencies.
The resulting positive group interactions "foster synergistic collaboration
and allow the team to manage itself by solving its own problems and directing its
own work" (Stewart & Manz, 1995,

p.

754). An active leader, however, retains

significant control over team behaviours and long-term strategic direction even
when the underlying style is democratic.

In short, power building leaders guide

and encourage team members, delegate significant responsibility to team
members, reinforce team member leadership behaviours and create a positive,
developmental culture. The direct result is a self-managing team that controls
how work is carried out. Moreover, such leadership facilitates individual team
member learning, skill development, and team building (Stewart & Manz, 1995).
Overpowering team leadership, however, asserts that formal team leaders
are more autocratic in their leadership style, allowing few, if any, members of the
work team to engage in leadership roles or behaviours. This type of active,
autocratic leadership simply overpowers team members' efforts to engage in selfregulation (Manz, 1992a). In other words, ateam being supervised by an active
and autocratic leader is never given an opportunity to manage itself. The leader
retains power through coercion (Bass, 1960), and initiation of structure (Fiedler,
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1967; Fleishman, 1973). In such team environments, team members acquiesce
to the leader's demands: "Initiative and individual feelings of ownership are
destroyed and organizational performance likely remains unchanged" (Stewart &
Manz, 1995,

p.

752). In short, overpowering leaders engage in coercion,

reinforcement and

punishment,

autocratic decision

making,

and

initiating

structure. The result is a submissive team whose members acquiesce to
supervisor control and individual team members who commonly engage in
compliance, conformance, and scepticism (Stewart & Manz, 1995).
A final example of team leadership is powerless leadership. Powerless
team leaders engage in passive attempts at autocratic leadership, which leave a
team powerless and can be just as harmful as active attempts (Stewart & Manz,
1995). Such an approach to team leadership is evidenced when a supervisor
practices "hands off" management, but continues to exert influence in an
autocratic manner. The leader may initially provide the team with great latitude in
decision making and behavioural choice, only to provide sanctions (Bales, 1958)
and punishment (Bass, 1960) when results are not congruent with the leader's
expectations. Passive leaders of this kind may also distance themselves
psychologically from team members (Blau & Scott, 1962), while retaining subtle
control over team activity (Manz, 1992a).
Powerless leadership can be detrimental to group development and
performance (Lewin, Lippitt & White, 1939). These outcomes are the opposite of
benefits assumed to result from self-managing teams such as those that result
from power building leadership and empowered leadership (e.g., Lawler, 1986;
Stewart & Manz, 1995). Specifically, this team leadership approach fails to
cultivate

skills

required

for self-management

(e.g.,

self-observation,

self-
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evaluation, and self-expectation) (Emery, 1959; Manz & Sims, 1987). In short,
powerless team leaders engage in the enforcement of sanctions against team
members, psychological distancing, and the intermittent initiation of structure
(Stewart & Manz, 1995). The result is an alienated team whose members
struggle for control against the team leader and who end up frustrated and
without clear direction.
In sum, team leadership can play a significant role in the behaviours of
individual team members as well as overall team effectiveness. Research to
date, however, has yet to examine the relationship between team leadership and
individual team member leadership capacity or behaviours. Based on the above
discussion, it could be expected that different team leadership styles (i.e., active
versus passive, autocratic versus democratic) would have asignificant impact on
the types of behaviours in which individual team members engage (as shown
with learning, skill development, self-directing, and team building behaviours).
This perspective is supported by Taggar, Hackett, and Saha (1999) and others
(e.g., Borman, 1990; Cohen, Chang & Ledford, 1997; Kenny & Zaccaro, 1983)
who have demonstrated the link between team leadership style and both
individual performance within a team and overall team performance. As such,
team leadership can be conceptualized as largely a mid-level (rather than wholly
systemic) facilitating process in which formal team leaders either actively or
passively encourage or discourage certain types of individual behaviours as well
as various forms of team member interaction (e.g., Bass, 1949; 1961; Usoff &
Nixon, 1998; Zenger, Musselwhite, Hurson & Penn, 1994).
Based on this, Iexpected that perceptions of team leadership would be
significantly associated with the leadership behaviours of individual team
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members such that:
H3a:

Perceptions of democratic team leadership style will be positively
associated with team member individual leadership capacity.

H3b:

Perceptions of autocratic team leadership style will be negatively
associated with team member individual leadership capacity.

Parenthetically, it is important to highlight that, as Taggar et al. (1999)
note, the importance of individual team member leadership behaviours should
not be underestimated. "Emergent leaders may be just as important to the
facilitation of team task completion as are designated leaders"

(p.

901). In this

case, 'emergent leaders' refers to group members who exert significant influence
over other members of the group although no formal authority has been vested in
them. As Seers (1989) points out, the development process suggests that some
individuals exhibit behaviour that is commonly perceived by other team members
as indicative of leadership

-

a fact that reinforces the perspective that

all

employees can and arguably should engage in leadership behaviours.

Formal Leadership Development Opportunities
The ability to engage in formal developmental opportunities can be
defined as the extent to which an employee is able to obtain or make use of an
organization's

developmental

initiatives.

In

the

context

of

leadership

development, this means having access to formal leadership training and
development classes, for example. Employees with access to such programs can
enrich their leadership

knowledge and skills,

making

access a driver to
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leadership

development (Center for Creative

Leadership,

1999;

see also

Campion et at., 1994; Collins, 2001; McCauley, Moxley and Van Velsor, 1998;
Northcraft et at., 1992; Pernick, 2001; Zenger, Ulrich & Smallwood, 1999). Based
on this, Iexpected that:
H4a:

Organizational members who experience more formal organizational
leadership training and developmental opportunities (e.g. classroom
leadership training, workshops) will indicate greater levels of individual
leadership capacity than those who have experienced fewer such
opportunities.

From

an

organizational

justice

perspective,

however,

access

to

developmental opportunities can also serve to restrain the leadership capacity of
an organization if such specialized access is afforded to only a privileged group.
Indeed, research on distributive justice demonstrates that individuals' perceptions
of the fairness of outcomes,

in this case formal leadership training and

development programs, affect their attitudes and behaviours for a variety of
variables

including

organizational

commitment,

turnover

(e.g.,

Latham

&

Skarlicki, 1996; Mowday, 1983; Oldham, Nottenburg, Kassner, Ferris, Fedor, &
Masters, 1982), as well as intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction (e.g., Hendrix,
Robbins, Miller, & Summers 1998; McFarlin & Sweeny, 1993).
Distributive justice assesses the fairness of outcomes and consequences
of organizational

processes and decisions and the resulting

organizational members (Greeberg,

1987a and

1990a).

response of

Distributive justice

theories maintain that individuals evaluate outcomes based on some distribution
rule. That is, individuals typically evaluate the fairness of outcomes in terms of
the need, equity or equality of that outcome.
The "need distribution rule" dictates that formal training, for example,
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should be distributed on the basis of need; those who need it the most should be
the first to receive such training. The "equity distribution rule" dictates that
employees should receive developmental opportunities that are consistent with
the contributions they make or bring to a situation; employees that work hardest
or are the 'most capable', for example, should be the first to be offered training
and developmental opportunities. The "equality distribution rule" suggests that all
employees should have an equal chance of being trained or enrolled in a
developmental program, regardless of differentiating characteristics such as work
effort or ability (e.g., Kabanoff, 1991).
How an organization implements or offers developmental training, for
example, indicates the distributive rules to which the organization subscribes
(Greenberg, 1988). Employees who feel that developmental opportunities are
offered to only a privileged segment of the organizational population are likely to
believe they are not valued by the organization. Such fairness perceptions, in
turn,

may

result

in

decreased

job

satisfaction,

lowered

organizational

commitment and increased turnover intentions (Kabanoff, 1990).
How perceptions of fairness can

result in such outcomes can

be

explained, in part, by Blau's (1964) definition of the difference between economic
and social exchange. Specifically, fairness perceptions may influence employee
satisfaction, commitment and turnover by prompting an employee to define his or
her relationship with the organization as one of social exchange (e.g., Organ,
1988a).

In this way, fair treatment is perceived as a kind of social reward

resulting in greater employee satisfaction. Moreover, social exchange exists
outside strict contracts prompting employees to reciprocate such perceived
rewards with increased loyalty and commitment. Indeed, being treated fairly at
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work may contribute both to employees' desire to remain in the organization and
to their sense of obligation to remain (Meyer, Irving, & Allen, 1998). Such a
description is concordant with the development of normative commitment in
which positive socialization experiences emphasize the appropriateness of
remaining loyal to one's employer (Wiener, 1982) or create within the employee a
sense of obligation to reciprocate (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993).
Attitudes such as satisfaction, commitment and turnover have also been
linked to the development and practice of effective leadership behaviours within
the organization. Stogdill (1974), for example, found that highly effective leaders
are more satisfied than their less effective peers. Moreover, effective leaders are
loyal to and tend to identify strongly with their organization.
Further evidence that commitment is associated with effective leaders is
provided by research on transformational leadership. According to Bass and
Avolio (1993,

1994) in their Model of Transformational and Transactional

Leadership, effective leaders act as strong role models for followers; followers
identify with transformational leaders and want very much to emulate them. Such
leaders get "followers to transcend their own self-interest for the sake of the team
or organization" (Bass, 1985 p.20). As Northouse (1997) points out, this is
accomplished in part by transformational leaders, themselves, being committed
to the organization's goals. Moreover, effective leadership is often assessed by
the commitment of their team or organizational "followers"; leaders of committed
teams or organizational members are often considered highly effective (e.g., Yukl
& Van Fleet, 1992).
In

the

context

of

leadership

development,

the

relationship

is

straightforward: The (perceived) unfair allocation of developmental opportunities
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within the organization will likely result in decreased normative commitment and
satisfaction among employees. In turn, decreased normative commitment and
satisfaction are closely associated with increased intentions to turnover (e.g.,
Latham & Skarlicki, 1996; Mowday, 1983; Oldham, 1982). Overall, organizational
commitment and job satisfaction have been shown to be associated with
effective leadership. Thus, unfair distribution of developmental opportunities in
the workplace will

likely result in

lower normative commitment and job

satisfaction and increased intent to turnover among organizational members;
attitudes that could undermine the leadership capacity of individual employees
and, in turn, lower the organization's overall leadership capacity.
Although much of the work regarding the relationship between such
attitudes and effective leadership is non-experimental in nature (i.e., the causal
nature of the relationship has not been defined), it is important to measure these
attitudes for the following reasons:

First, it is clear that, both conceptually and

empirically, such attitudes are related to the process of effective leadership.
Second, these attitudes (i.e., satisfaction, commitment,

reduced

intent to

turnover) are important not only in ageneral organizational sense, but are central
to the leadership-focus of this study. This same logic holds for the hypotheses
regarding integrated leadership development opportunities below. Based on this
reasoning, Iexpected that:
H4b:

The perceived fairness of access to formal organizational leadership
classroom
leadership
training,
developmental
programs
(e.g.,
workshops) will be positively associated with both normative
organizational commitment and job satisfaction, and negatively
associated with turnover intentions.
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Integrated Leadership Development Opportunities
Work assignments are aprimary source of career learning for many, if not

most people (Howard & Bray, 1988; McCall, Lombardo, & Morrison, 1988).
Integrated learning is the application of developmental opportunities to an
employee's existing set of work assignments or job function (Center for Creative
Leadership, 1999).

As Campion, Cheraskin, and Stevens (1994) and others

(e.g., McCauley et al.,

1998; Northcraft, Griffith, & Shalley,

1992) have

demonstrated, employee business experience and knowledge can be both
enhanced and diversified through job rotations (i.e.,

lateral transfers of

employees between jobs in an organization; Campion et al., 1994), changes in
job assignments, special projects, task forces, and on-the-job development.
Northcraft et al. (1992), for example, suggest anumber of specific benefits
of job rotation including an increase in an individual's business knowledge base
and skills (including an increase in administrative, technical, and business skills),
the development of innovative and creative approaches to solving novel
problems as well as the opportunity to develop experience in taking calculated
risks, and increase networks of contacts. Moreover, job rotations or significant
changes in job assignments have the added benefit of increasing organizational
commitment, developing individual confidence and adaptability, fostering a
climate of cohesive teamwork and allowing the target of the job rotation to learn
to delegate some of their responsibilities simply because they are not yet aware
of how to fulfill them.
Thus, in terms of leadership development, including integrated leadership
development opportunities may be a proactive way to enhance both individual
and

organizational

leadership capacity (as well

as the

individual

career
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development value of work assignments).

A similar perspective is echoed by

Collins (2001) and others (e.g., Pernick, 2001; Zenger, Ulrich & Smallwood,
1999) who note that workplace leadership development experiences, both formal
and informal, can help to promote leadership effectiveness.

Based on this, I

expected that:
H5a:

Organizational members who experience more integrated (informal)
leadership development opportunities (e.g., job rotations, changes in
job assignments, special projects, task forces, and on-the-job
leadership development) will indicate greater levels of individual
leadership capacity than those who have experienced fewer such
opportunities.

As

with

other developmental

opportunities,

however,

offering

such

opportunities to only a selected few within the organization may lead to
perceptions of unfairness and a number of other negative organizational
outcomes such as decreased job satisfaction and normative commitment, and
increased intent to turnover (e.g., Latham & Skarlicki, 1996; Mowday, 1983;
Oldham, 1982). Recall that such outcomes can be explained in the context of a
social exchange relationship in which being treated fairly can act asocial reward
leading to increased satisfaction and sense of obligation to remain with the
organization. Moreover, as Campion et al. (1994) show, job rotation can diminish
the satisfaction and motivation of non-rotators, "perhaps because it creates more
work for them or even, perhaps, because it generate[s] resentment among
[them]"

(p.

19). Based on this, Iexpected that:
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H5b:

The perceived fairness of access to integrated leadership development
opportunities (e.g., job rotations, changes in job assignments, special
projects, task forces, and on-the-job leadership development) will be
positively associated with both normative commitment, and job
satisfaction, and negatively associated with turnover intentions.

Organizational Intentionality
Organizational intentionality refers to an organization's explicit purpose or
reason for implementing

a developmental

strategy or for choosing their

developmental orientation (Center for Creative Leadership, 1999). "The extent to
which an organization has made its (developmental) strategy explicit, widely
communicated its strategy, and demonstrated acommitment to implementing its
strategy can act as a driver or restrainer to systemic leadership development"
(Center for Creative Leadership,

p.

18). Thus, in the context of leadership

development, if an organization's intention in developing leaders (from within the
organization) is made clear and explicit, and the program(s) of development are
fully supported, employee motivation and satisfaction could be positively affected
because it represents a developmental activity and promotion-from-within policy
that could positively affect them. One caveat, however, is that, as previously
discussed with integrated leadership development opportunities, animosity may
also be created in cases where the opportunities are not fairly distributed (e.g.,
Campion et al., 1994).
In line with this, research on organizational cynicism has demonstrated
that employees will experience asense of betrayal and pessimism as a result of
repeatedly observing failed managerial attempts to initiate change (Wanous,
Reichers, & Austin, 1994) or initiate change unfairly (e.g., Campion et al., 1994;
Greenberg, 1996). Employees who are more cynical toward organizational
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change express less motivation to exert effort, expect less personal success, and
perceive fewer and less valuable intrinsic and extrinsic rewards.

To the extent

that upper management fails to fully endorse and 'drive-through' strategic
initiatives such as leadership development programs, employees are likely to
adopt a cynical attitude (Anderson, & Bateman, 1997) inhibiting the leadership
capacity of individuals and the overall organization. Thus, Ipredicted that:
H6a:

Perceptions of organizational leadership development intentionality will
negatively predict individual ratings of cynicism toward the organization's
development orientation, and positively associated with individual
employee satisfaction with the organization's leadership development
program(s).

H6b:

Perceptions of organizational leadership development intentionality will
positively predict individual ratings of employee leadership development
effort, perceptions of personal success (within the organization), and
perceptions of leadership-related intrinsic and extrinsic reward.

Organizational Goal Orientation
Related to the idea of intentionality is goal orientation climate. "Whereas
intentionality has to do with an organization's intentions for implementing and
supporting training and development initiatives, goal orientation climate has to do
with the type of psychological environment that has been established for
employees participating in those training and development initiatives and support
systems" (Center for Creative Leadership, 1999

p.

18).

Borrowing from the literature on training transfer and learning, goal
orientation approaches can be summarized into two categories:
task)

and

performance

(or

ego/social)

orientation

(Farr,

Mastery (or
Hoffmann,

&

Ringenbach, 1993; Meece, Blumenfeld, & Hoyle, 1988). Mastery orientation is a
dedication to increasing one's competence on a task. These learners seek to
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improve their ability on the task. With a performance orientation, learners focus
on task performance and comparisons with others. These learners seek to prove
their ability on the task to others (Dweck, 1986).
By extension, an organization with a mastery orientation is one in which
organizational members will be encouraged to direct attention to the task, and
learn for the sake of learning, and, thus, devote greater effort to learning (Button,
Mathieu, & Zajac, 1996; Dweck, 1986). Employees in an organization with a high
performance orientation, however, will be encouraged to direct attention toward
performing well on learning indicators and thus devote less effort to the task,
because they also devote considerable resources to ego management (Fisher &
Ford, 1998).
Such divergent organizational goal orientations have implications for an
organization's leadership capacity and the leadership development practices of
its employees.

In

mastery learning organizations, where the organization

stresses the acquisition of learning over performance maximization, employees
will be more likely to devote time and energy to leadership development practices
and be more likely to assume 'risky' leadership roles.

In results-oriented

performance learning organizations, however, where the concern is primarily with
the 'bottom-line' outcomes of a project, employees will be less likely to engage in
any behaviours not directly related to the attainment of project goals. It is in these
organizations that employees are much more (short-term) task oriented than
(long-term) learning oriented and, thus, less likely to engage in the kinds of
learning practices such as seeking feedback, sharing information, asking for
help, talking about errors and experimenting (Edmondson,

1999) that are

associated with effective leadership and leadership development (e.g., Yukl &
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Van Fleet, 1992; Center for Creative Leadership, 1999). Based on this, I
expected that:
H7:

Perceptions of organizational mastery goal orientation will be positively
associated with individual leadership capacity.

Job Performance and Individual Leadership Capacity
Organizational
emphasize

the

systems

importance

approaches,
of

like

leadership

the

one

processes

described

for

here,

organizational

effectiveness (Zaccaro & Klimoski, 2001). Moreover, a central assumption in
organizational leadership research, in general, is that leadership matters

-

that

leaders and leadership processes influence organizational effectiveness. A
question remaining unanswered in the current literature, however, is whether or
not individual leadership capacity in non-supervisory staff matters as well. As
Vicere

and

Fulmer

(1997)

note,

with

current

leadership

development

expenditures in the billions of dollars, it would appear logical for organizations to
take pains to link developmental strategies to the immediate work environment.
Unfortunately, there has not been sufficient attention given to the links among
specific leadership behaviours (especially in the context of non-formal leadership
positions) and measures or indicators of organizational effectiveness (Zaccaro &
Klimoski, 2001). More often than not, it is simply expected that individuals who
are given opportunities for development, whether formally or informally, become
more effective leaders and that enhanced individual leadership skills generate
increased productivity or profitability in the workgroup (McCauley et al., 1998).
In this study, Ibegin to address this shortcoming in the literature by
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including supervisor ratings of individual job performance, leadership ability and
formal leadership potential. Based on the findings of the leadership research in
general

that

leadership

does

matter

in

terms

of job

performance

and

organizational effectiveness (e.g., Barrick, Day, Lord, & Alexander, 1991; Day &
Lord, 1988; Hitt & Tyler, 1991), it was expected that individual leadership
capacity will

be

associated

performance as well.

with

Moreover,

supervisor ratings

and

rankings of job

because individual leadership capacity is

essentially an indicator of leadership potential, it was also expected that
individual leadership capacity will be associated with supervisor perceptions of
formal leadership potential.

Unfortunately, it was not possible to examine the

influence of leadership behaviors on job performance because of the nonexperimental design employed in this study. Specifically, Ihypothesized that:
H8a:

Supervisor ratings and rankings of job performance will be positively
associated with individual leadership capacity.

H8b:

Supervisor ratings and rankings of leadership ability and formal
leadership potential will be positively associated with individual
leadership capacity.

Summary
In his discussion of stratified systems theory (SST) and the development
of competent visionary leaders, Sashkin (1992) suggests it is imperative that
leadership

development

focus

behaviours at all strata and

more

on

specific

leadership

actions

and

particularly on interpersonal behaviours. The

systemic leadership development approach presented here does this by offering
a promising lens through which organizational systems can be examined and, if
necessary, modified to promote on-going leadership development within the
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workplace. As part of the approach, it is hypothesized that there are a number of
key "leverage points" in an organization's educational learning system that can
be used to increase individual leadership capacity as well as organizational
leadership capacity (through the leadership capacity of its employees).
These "leverage points" include having cross-functional and supportive
work teams, encouraging democratic team leadership, providing developmental
opportunities to everyone and linking those on-the-job leadership experiences
with related training and education, following through and fully supporting
leadership development initiatives as well as maintaining a mastery orientation
throughout the organization.
Taken together, these components of an organization's educational
learning system have profound implications for individual leadership capacity and
sustainable leadership within organizations. Individual leadership capacity, in
turn, has potential implications for indicators of organizational effectiveness such
as individual job performance and organizational leadership potential.
As Hooijberg et al. (1997) express, "leadership theory must begin to
incorporate an approach to development that goes well beyond selection and
'guided discovery' (Jacobs & Jaques, 1987) ... approaches must be designed to
develop leaders' specific behavioural skill competencies and to help leaders
develop their personal capabilities" (p. 60). The current systemic approach to
individual leadership capacity does this and, in doing so, potentially places
organizations in a position to better understand and provide for their own
leadership needs and performance demands in a marketplace marked by everincreasing competition and change.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHOD
Idivided the study into two distinct phases, a pilot phase (phase I) and a
study phase (phase II). The first phase was used to determine the psychometric
qualities and factor structure of the individual leadership capacity measure. The
second was used to cross-validate the capacity measure and test the study
hypotheses.
In both phases, only employees in non-supervisory positions working 30
or more hours aweek were used as the primary sample. Supervisory employees
(e.g., managers) were used only to collect concurrent validation information in
phase II. The inclusion of formal leaders (e.g., supervisors, managers) in the
target sample would have resulted in artificial inflation of the individual leadership
capacity means and so were excluded from that aspect of data collection. In
short, because the focus of the present study is on individual leadership capacity
rather than formal leadership effectiveness, the population of interest is those
organizational members without formal leadership responsibilities rather than
formal organizational leaders (i.e., assigned leaders).

Participants
Phase I: Pilot Phase
Phase Iinvolved exploratory factor analysis across various industries to
determine the factor structure and psychometric properties (e.g., reliability) of the
individual leadership capacity scale. Using suggestions outlined by Tabachnick
and Fidell (1996) and Comrey and Lee (1992), a sample size of between 200
and

300

is acceptable,

depending on the

magnitude of the

correlations and expected number of distinct factors.

population
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Using these suggestions as a guideline, the pilot phase included 294
participants in non-supervisory positions. Two-hundred and one (68.4%) of
participants were female and 93 (31.6 %) were men. The mean age for the
sample was 36.8 years old (with an age range of 20 to 62 years). Also,
participant mean tenure in the organization was 6 years with mean position
tenure of 3.5 years. This phase included participants across numerous industries
including

Manufacturing/Production,

Education,

Finance, and

numerous

work

Sales/Service,

Energy/Utilities.

backgrounds

including

Government/Not-for-profit,

I also included
clerical/support,

participants from
professional

(e.g.,

consulting, medicine), technical (e.g., software development and programming),
labour, teaching/instruction, and research.

Phase II: Study Phase
A large (i.e., 23,000 k employees) heath care organization in Western
Canada was used for the study sample. Criteria for selection of the organization
included:

(a)

possession

of

both

individual-based

and

team-based

work

environments, and (b) variation in team compositions (i.e., sizes, average team
member ages, member geographical configuration, and functional composition).
This phase of the study included a confirmatory factor analysis of the
individual leadership capacity scale as well as tests of the individual study
hypotheses via multiple regression analyses. According to Tabachnick and Fidell
(1996), the required sample size for multiple regression depends on a number of
issues including the desired power, alpha level, number of predictors, and
expected

effect sizes. Assuming a medium-size

relationship

between the

predictor and criterion variables, and an alpha =05, however, the simplest rule of
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thumb is N = 50

+

8m (where m is the number of predictor variables) (Tabachnick

& Fidell, 1996). Based upon this formulation, and given that there are ten
predictors in the current study, the required sample size for the multiple
regression analyses is N = 130. The required sample size for the confirmatory
factor analysis, however, depends upon the number of free parameters to be
estimated in the model with asuggested minimum ratio of five or more people to
parameter (e.g., Bentler, 1985; Mount, Judge, Scullen, Sytsma, & Hezlett, 1998).
The total number of parameters to be estimated is based, in part, on the number
of factors in the leadership capacity scale derived from the exploratory factor
analysis in Phase I.
Based on all of these considerations, phase II of the study included 212
non-supervisory

participants

in

the

primary

sample

(i.e.,

not

including

supervisors). The target sample consisted of 25 men (12.6%) and 174 women
(87.4%) with a mean age of 39.5 years (age range

=

21 to 61 years of age).

Also, participant mean tenure in the organization for the target sample was 9.8
years with mean position tenure of 5.5 years.

Moreover, the target sample

included participants from across numerous work backgrounds including clerical
workers,
ambulance

professionals
attendants),

(e.g.,

doctors,

technical

nurses),

workers

(e.g.,

para-professionals
computer

(e.g.,

technicians;

researchers), labourers, and educational workers (e.g., trainers, instructors).
For the validation sample (i.e.,

direct supervisors),

I included

157

supervisors with a mean organizational tenure of 15.6 years and average
position tenure of 5.2 years. The mean number of years that the supervisors had
worked with the target employee (for whom they were making the ratings) was
4.4 years (see Table 1).
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Table I
Selected Demographic Information for Pilot and Study Phases
Pilot Study
(N = 294)
Age
Organizational Tenure
Position Tenure
Gender
Study Phase
Target Sample
(N=212)
Age
Organizational Tenure
Position Tenure
Gender
Study Phase
Supervisors (N=1 57)
Organizational Tenure
Position Tenure
Years supervisor has
worked with target
employee

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

20 years
.02 years
.02 years
93 (male)

62 years
40.0 years
30.0 years
201 (female)

36.8 years
6.1 years
3.5 years
N/A

21 years
0.1 years
0.1 years
25 (male)

61 years
35.0 years
35.0 years
174 (female)

39.6 years
9.8 years
5.5 years
N/A

1.0 years
0.1 years
0.1 years

33.0 years
28.0 years
31.4 years

15.6 years
5.2 years
4.4 years

-

-

Procedure
As ageneral overview, the study was conducted in two phases, apilot and
a study phase. In the pilot phase, Isought to determine the factor structure and
psychometric properties of the individual leadership capacity measure. This initial
phase

was

conducted

both

online

across

a number

of

countries

and

organizations (via online or "virtual" communities) and via paper-and-pencil
questionnaires to anumber of organizations in Western Canada.
The second or study phase was conducted in a single large health care
organization in Western Canada and consisted of two samples: Employees
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(target sample) and their immediate supervisors. Employee participants in this
phase were recruited via email invitation, management and staff meetings, and
personal (in-person) requests. Employees were asked to fill out a number of
demographic,

work

environment,

behavioral

and

attitudinal

measures.

Supervisors participated voluntarily at the request of employees involved in the
target sample. Supervisors were asked to fill out a short form rating the target
employee's job performance, leadership ability and formal leadership potential.
In each phase, all participants were able to enter a draw for a number of
$100 cash prizes. The two phases were conducted back-to-back over atwo year
period beginning in the spring of 2001.

Details of the procedure are outlined

below.

Phase I: Pilot Phase
To aid both generalizability and the larger numbers required for the
exploratory factor analysis of the leadership capacity scale, participants were
recruited in avariety of ways during the pilot phase. As the pilot study was webbased, a number of participants were recruited using a variety of online
discussion

groups

and

Iistservs.

Essentially,

these

are

online

"virtual

communities" that exist under abroad range of subject headings.
To capitalize on this diversity, electronic invitations were sent to over three
dozen groups including those under the headings of nursing, research, (online)
surveys, government agencies, non-for-profit organizations, employee-related
lists (e.g., "state employees", "social work employees", university employees",
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"retails sales employees", "union employees"), marketing/advertising, consulting,
health care, education, business, construction, accounting, finance, hospitality,
human resources, insurance, and utilities/energy.
Once at the survey site, Iprovided participants with all relevant informed
consent (see Appendix B) and study participation criteria (i.e., must be working
30 or more hours a week have no formal supervisory responsibilities). All
participants were asked to fill out the survey only once (in some cases,
participants may have received an invitation more than once if belonging to more
than one of the discussion groups above).

Once completed,

I provided

participants the relevant debriefing information (see Appendix C). At any point in
the survey, participants could contact the researcher with questions or with a
request for acopy of the study findings.
Participants were also actively recruited using local area networking. This
resulted in larger scale participation from three Calgary-area organizations
including a non-for-profit health/athletic facility, a not-for-profit social services
organization, and a large, national retail sales company.

Once organizational

consent had been granted, participants in these organizations were recruited
using word of mouth, personal presentations at staff and management meetings,
and email notices.

Using this approach, participants filled out paper and pencil

versions of the pilot survey, typically in group sessions. As with above, all
participants were provided with all relevant informed consent (see Appendix D),
debriefing and contact information (see Appendix C). Under both approaches
(online and paper & pencil), all participants were informed of the option of
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entering their name and contact information into adraw for one of five chances to
win $100 cash.

Phase II: Study Phase
Phase II was conducted in a single large (23,000+ employees) not-forprofit health care organization in Western Canada. The organization itself is best
described as the kind of bureaucracy originally outlined by Weber (Weber, 1962;
see also Aron, 1970; Coser, 1977).

As Weber describes it, a bureaucracy

involves an elaborate hierarchical division of labor directed by explicit rules of
conduct. In line with these descriptions and those of Mintzberg (1992) the
organization

is

highly complex and

staffed

by mostly full-time,

salaried,

specialized professionals (e.g., doctors, nurses, administrative staff).
In abroad sense, the organization is divided into seven functional areas or
"portfolios", each dedicated to providing service in adifferent area of health care.
For example, one portfolio focuses on community health care services while
another is dedicated to primary health care (e.g., surgery, internal medicine).
Finally, the organization is functionally separated into several geographical areas
within the same provincial region. Overall, geographic locations range from highly
urbanized service delivery to rural.
Once organizational consent was granted,
employees to

participate via email

I invited non-supervisory

invitation, word

of mouth

inside the

organization as well as through general monthly staff meetings. This approach
helped to ensure good representation from across the organization (which exists
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in multiple locations across the city). Individual consent and debriefing forms
were included as part of the questionnaire (see Appendix E and F for study
phase consent and debriefing forms, respectively). Participants responded to a
set of self-report questionnaires on a voluntary basis only. A minimum of
demographic information was also collected.
It is important to note that, in addressing the practice of self versus peer
ratings in a leadership development context, Campbell and Nilsen (1993)
suggest that when it comes to predicting job performance, peer raters are more
accurate than the individual participant's own assessment. Others suggest,
however,

that

although

peer ratings

may be

more valid

under certain

circumstances, they should not be presumed to be more accurate (Dunnette,
1993). Indeed, McCauley et al. (1998) point out, "people need to consider
whether adiscrepancy (between self- and peer-ratings) represents inaccuracy on
their part or merely a difference of opinion" (p. 53). Moreover, as Cascio (1998)
highlights, one of the biggest obstacles to overcome in the process of collecting
accurate and valid peer-ratings is the notion of observability. Unless observation
of ratees is extensive and representative, it is not possible for judgments to
represent a ratee's true performance. In the end, "raters are free to distort their
appraisals to suit their purposes. This can undo all of the painstaking work that
went into scale development and probably explains why no single rating format
has been shown to be superior to others." (Cascio, 1998 p. 73).
Another criticism often levelled against the use of self-reports is the notion
of common method variance. Generally speaking, common method variance
refers to the fact that two or more indicators may share variance because they
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are measured by a common method (e.g., Mabe & West, 1982). In the case of
self-report methodology,

the

result is

potential

(artificial)

inflation

of the

correlation between indicators or measures derived from the same person. This
can be especially problematic in cases where both antecedent and criterion
measures are perceived to be related, and desirable (as in the case of socially
desirable responding, for example). It is useful to note that given the number and
nature of measures in the present study, the relationship between various
indicators was likely not clear to participants. That is, participants weren't likely in
a position to artificially inflate the relationship between individual leadership
capacity and the various antecedents due to demand characteristics. Moreover,
the present self-report methodology should not have led to an inflation of the
correlation between the measure of individual leadership capacity and supervisor
ratings of performance and leadership. In fact, socially desirable responding by
participants on the capacity measure should only serve to attenuate the
correlation between the measure of individual leadership capacity and other
measures in the study (e.g., teamwork; supervisor ratings).
Based upon the above reasoning, Irelied upon self-ratings of individual
leadership

capacity.

Supervisor ratings

and

rankings

of employee job

performance and leadership ability and potential, however, were also obtained in
an effort to collect some concurrent validity evidence for the capacity measure
(see Appendix G and H for supervisor informed consent and debriefing forms,
respectively). All participants, including supervisors, were informed that they
could enter their name into adraw for one of six $100 cash prizes.
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Scale Design
The first objective was to develop the target measure of individual
leadership capacity (entitled the Work Styles Questionnaire or WSQ). The first
step in this process, in turn, was to identify the items to be included in the
measure. To do this, Iderived tentative behavioural items from those leadership
theories and theory-based scales determined to be relevant and appropriate for
the present research (see Chapter Two above). These tentative items were then
presented to a group of four subject matter experts (SMEs) in the leadership
field. Specifically, three of the SMEs were employees of a leading not-for-profit
leadership research institute in the Unites States who specialize in research on
sustainable leadership development in organizations. The fourth SME was a
recent member of this same team, but who is currently working as a leading
researcher in the field of leadership development at a large North-Eastern
university in the United States.
The purpose of the scale and the overall framework and goals of the study
were provided to SME's (electronically) in the form of a SME scale development
package. In it, each SME was asked to review the behavioural items in the
context of the above leadership theories and rate them for appropriateness (i.e.,
construct validity), and clarity as well as generate any additional items they felt
were necessary and relevant in measuring individual leadership capacity (to help
ensure representative sampling of the content domain). Each SME was also
asked

to

comment on the overall

measurement approach,

including the

appropriateness of the proposed rating scales (see Appendix Ifor a copy of the
SME scale development package).
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Results from the SME scale development process included specific
comments and suggestions for the majority of scale items in terms of rewording
for clarity. A total of 14 items were dropped from the original list of proposed
leadership capacity scale items. Five new items were added, however. Additional
specific SME feedback also resulted in the addition of a short supervisor rating
and ranking scale for individual job performance and individual leadership
ability/potential in an effort to better understand the relationship between
individual leadership capacity and indicators of organizational effectiveness (e.g.,
supervisor ratings of performance).
The entire set of scales (including the revised individual leadership
capacity measure) was then piloted to five individuals (two advanced graduate
students familiar with the leadership literature, two "naïve" users and a single
consultant/practitioner). This resulted in the minor rewording of anumber of scale
items and instructions for the purposes of clarity.
Following this review/revision, the WSQ was piloted to a sample of
employees from across a number of organizations, industries and countries (see
Phase I: Pilot Phase below). These responses were then used to conduct
exploratory factor and scale reliability analyses to help determine the factorial
composition of the scale and determine which items, if any, should be eliminated.
The pattern of factor loadings, reliability data (e.g., alpha "if item dropped"
coefficients) as well as the item-total correlations were examined in selecting the
final items to be used in the second research phase.
The second phase of the study (i.e., Phase II: Study Phase) volunteer
members of asingle target organization responding to the various relevant scale
items. Only supervisors filled out the performance and leadership ability/potential
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ratings and rankings for individual employees while non-supervisory employees
filled out the remaining scales. No members involved in the pilot phase of the
study were included in the second, study phase. Confirmatory factor and scale
reliability analyses were conducted in this phase to cross-validate the scale
psychometric properties and factor structure relative to the pilot phase. The
Phase II data were used to test the study hypotheses.

Measures
Criterion Measures
Individual Leadership Capacity (Work Styles Questionnaire). A 19-item
scale (the WSQ) developed specifically for this study formed the measure for
individual leadership capacity (see Appendix J). Respondents rated themselves
on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1= 'Strongly Disagree', to 5 = 'Strongly Agree').
Respondents were also provided an N/A (Does Not Apply) option. Sample items
include, "in my current job,

I develop creative, yet practical solutions to

problems," "in my current job, I'stay the course' on goals despite distractions or
interference," "in my current job, I encourage others to share their ideas,
concerns, or relevant information in solving problems or developing plans," and
"In my current job, Idemonstrate flexibility in how Iapproach different situations."
A minimum of demographic information was also collected from target
employees and their rating supervisors (see Appendix K and L, respectively).
Details of the psychometric properties and factor structure of the scale are
included in the Results section below (see both Pilot and Study Phase).
Normative
measured

Commitment.

Normative (organizational) commitment was

using six items adapted from Myer, Alan, and Smith's (1993)
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normative commitment scale. Respondents rated themselves on a5-point Likerttype scale (1= strongly disagree, to 5 = strongly agree). Respondents were also
provided a 'Don't know' or

?'

option. The psychometric properties of the original

scale items have demonstrated good alpha reliability (coefficient alpha

=

0.83;

Myer, Alan, & Smith, 1993). The scale also demonstrated adequate reliability
levels in this study (coefficient alpha

=

.0.86). Sample items include "I would feel

guilty if Ileft my organization now" and "I would not leave my organization right
now because Ihave a sense of obligation to the people in it" (normative
commitment (NC) items were included as part of the Work Attitudes Inventory;
see Appendix M).
Genera! Job Satisfaction. General job satisfaction was measured using
three items adapted from Weiss, Nicholas, and Daus' (1999) general job
satisfaction scale. Respondents rated themselves on a 5-point Likert-type scale
(1= strongly disagree, to 5 = strongly agree). Respondents were also provided a
'Don't know' or'?' option. The original scale items have demonstrated good alpha
reliability estimates (coefficient alpha

=

0.89; Weiss, Nicholas & Daus, 1999).

Again, the scale demonstrated ahighly acceptable alpha in this study (coefficient
alpha

=

0.91). Sample items include "All in all, Iam satisfied with my job", and "in

general, Ilike working here" (job satisfaction (JS) items were included as part of
the Work Attitudes Inventory; see Appendix M).
Turnover Intentions. Turnover intentions were measured using two items
adapted from the turnover intentions scale described by Cook, Hepworth, Wall,
and Warr (1981). Respondents rate themselves on a5-point Likert-type scale (1=
strongly disagree, to 5 = strongly agree). Respondents were also provided a
'Don't know' or'?' option. An example item includes "I often think about quitting"
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(turnover intention (TI) items were included as part of the Work Attitudes
Inventory; see Appendix M).

The original scale has demonstrated good alpha

reliability (coefficient alpha

0.81; Cook, Hepworth, Wall & Warr, 1981). The

=

scale reliability (coefficient alpha) for the current study was 0.72.
Leadership

Development

Related

Cynicism.

Cynicism

toward

the

organization's leadership development orientation was measured using five items
designed specifically for this study, but based directly on the work of Anderson
and Bateman (1997).

Respondents provided ratings on a 5-point Likert-type

scale (1= strongly disagree, to 5

=

strongly agree). Respondents were also

provided a'Don't know' or'?' option. Examples include "There's no point trying to
develop your leadership skills in this organization because it won't get you very
far anyway", and "This organization often 'says' one thing but does another when
it comes to developing its employees' leadership skills" (leadership development
related cynicism items (C) were included as part of the Work Attitudes Inventory;
see Appendix M). The scale demonstrated a high alpha in this study (coefficient
alpha

=

0.89).

Other Leadership Development Related Measures. Employee satisfaction
with the organization's leadership development programs (LDS) as well as
employee

perceptions

of personal

success

within

the

organization

(PS),

leadership development effort (LDE), and perceptions of leadership-related
intrinsic (lR) and extrinsic reward (ER) were measured using six items developed
specifically for the present study (these leadership development related items
were included as part of the Work Attitudes Inventory; see Appendix M).
Respondents rated themselves on a 5-point Liked-type scale (1= strongly
disagree, to 5 = strongly agree). Respondents were also provided a 'Don't know'
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or'?' option.
Job Performance. Supervisor ratings of employee job performance were
collected using five items adapted from Knowlton and Mitchell (1980). This
measure was chosen because the items represent a generic measure of
performance that can capture performance across a number of different jobs.
Supervisors rated employees on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1= Marginal to 5 =
Excellent). Items assessed employee work quality, quantity, job knowledge,
working relationships, and job attitude (see Appendix N). Knowlton and Mitchell
(1980) found that for a sample of nurses the coefficient alpha for the original
scale ranged from .88 to .94. The reliability for the measure in this study fell only
slightly below this range (coefficient alpha

=

Using a 6-point Likert-type scale (1

0.85).
=

Top 1%, to 6 = 25% or Below),

supervisors were also asked to provide an overall ranking of the employee's job
performance relative to other members of his/her work group (see Appendix N).
Leadership

Ability

and

Potential.

Supervisor

ratings

of

employee

leadership qualities were assessed using five items developed for the purposes
of this study. Dimensions included inspiring others, adaptability, work ethic, and
problem solving. The four item scale demonstrated good reliability (coefficient
alpha

=

0.88). These dimensions were used as they reflected the self-rating

dimensions of the individual leadership capacity measure. Ialso included an
additional

item

assessing

overall

leadership

potential.

Supervisors

rated

employees using a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 =Marginal to 5 = Excellent). Using
a 6-point Likert-type scale (1

=

Top 1%, to 6 = 25% or below), supervisors were

also asked to provide a ranking of current leadership ability and future potential
(if promoted to a position of formal leadership) relative to other members of
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his/her work group. (see Appendix N).

Predictor Measures
Work Environment/Team Characteristics. Team-based predictor items
(including teamwork, team size, composition, proximity, age and age range) were
all measured using eight items developed specifically for the present study (see
Appendix 0; Part I).
Team Psychological Safety. Perceptions of team psychological safety
were measured using seven items adapted from Edmondson (1999). Items
include, "If Imake a mistake on my team, it is often held against me (reverse
scored)", and "it is safe to take a risk on my team" (team psychological safety
items were included as part of the Work Attitudes Inventory; see Appendix M;
Part II). Respondents rated the items on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1= strongly
disagree, to 5 = strongly agree). Respondents were also provided with a "Don't
know" or

"?"

option. The scale has demonstrated strong alpha reliability

(coefficient alpha

=

0.82; Edmondson, 1999).

reflected in the current study (coefficient alpha

=

This level of reliability was

0.84).

Team Leadership. Perceptions of team leadership were measured using
eight items based on the work of Stewart and Manz (1995). Sample items
assessing autocratic leadership include "Our team manager or supervisor
engages in coercion (e.g., intimidation, forcing)", and "Our team manager or
supervisor does not consult with other members of

the

team when making

decisions (i.e., he/she is autocratic)." Sample items measuring democratic team
leadership include "Our team manager or supervisor guides or helps guide team-
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building efforts", "Our team manager or supervisor recognizes or rewards the
efforts made by the team to work independently as a group", and "Our team
manager or supervisor models positive work behaviour that encourages team
learning." The original scales demonstrated good reliability (coefficient alpha

=

0.84 And 0.90, respectively; Stewart & Manz, 1995). Acceptable reliability levels
for the two scales was also demonstrated in this study (coefficient alpha

=

0.78

and 0.94, respectively). Respondents rated each statement on a 5-point Likerttype scale (0= Never, Not at all to 4 = Always). Respondents were also provided
a'Don't know' or'?' response option (see Appendix P).
Leadership Development Involvement. I
ndivid ual involvement (i.e., active
engagement) in both formal and informal (integrated) leadership development
opportunities was assessed using two items developed specifically for the
present study (formal (Fl) and integrated leadership development involvement (II)
items were included as part of the Organizational Systems Inventory; see
Appendix Q). Respondents rated themselves on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1=
strongly disagree, to 5 = strongly agree). Respondents were also provided a
'Don't know' or'?' option.
Other

Predictor

Measures.

Global

perceptions

of

organizational

intentionality, organizational goal orientation, and fairness of access to both
formal and integrated (informal) leadership development opportunities were
measured

using

five

items

designed

specifically

for

the

present

study

(organizational intentionality (INTENT), organizational goal orientation (OGO)
and fairness items (formal (FF) and informal (IF) were included as part of the
Organizational

Systems

Inventory;

see

Appendix

Q).

Respondents

rated
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themselves on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1= strongly disagree, to 5 = strongly
agree). Respondents were also provided a'Don't know' or'?' option.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
Pilot Phase
The purpose of the pilot phase (Phase I) was to determine the factor
structure and internal consistency of the newly developed individual leadership
capacity measure. In line with recommendations and guidelines by Streiner
(1994), an exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted on the
piloted scale. Items that did not load substantially (i.e., loadings

<

.3) on any

factor or that cross loaded substantially on multiple factors were dropped. Based
upon Kaiser's criterion (i.e., eigenvalues> 1) and an inspection of the scree plot,
the final structure revealed a four factor solution with a total of nineteen items
(see Table 2). The overall internal consistency (coefficient alpha) of the piloted
scale was 0.86. Coefficient alphas for each of the four subscales were as follows:
1. Work ethic (0.69), 2. Problem solving (0.71), 3. Inspiring & supporting others
(0.84), and 4. Adaptability (0.88) (see Table 3 for a summary of the scale
reliabilities including item and factor labels). A summary of the eigenvalues and
percentage of variance accounted for by each factor in the pilot phase is shown
in Table 4.
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Table 2
Individual Leadership Capacity Scale Rotated Factor Loadings: Exploratory
Factor Analysis (pilot phase)
• Item

1. Encourage others to believe in their
own abilities
2. Encourage others to share their
ideas, concerns, or relevant
information in solving problems or
developing plans
3. Help others understand the
importance of their work
4. Help others think about problems
or issues differently than they might
have otherwise
5. Help others develop their talents or
skills
6. Inspire ashared vision of what can
be accomplished
7. Demonstrate flexibility in how 1
approach different situations
8. Vary my strategy or approach
depending on the person, group or
situation
9. Experiment to find the most
effective way of working with others
10. Stay the course on goals despite
distractions or interference
II. Disseminate or provide relevant
information about decisions, plans,
and activities to people who need the
information to do their work
12. Set an example of good work
behaviour
13. Check with people before making
changes or decisions that affect them
14. Consider others' perspectives and
feelings
15. Set priorities regarding what
needs to be accomplished
16.Develop creative yet practical
solutions to problems
17. Critically evaluate new information
18. Analyze problems in asystematic
manner to determine causes or find
solutions
19. Anticipate problems or
opportunities in the work environment

Factor 1:
Inspiring &
Supporting
Others
.77

Factor 2:
Problem
Solving

Factor 3:
Adaptability

Factor 4:
Work Ethic

.71

.66
.70

.77
.33
.83
.78

.74
.44
.50

.69
.49
.47
.47
.46
.63
.67

.52
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Table 3
Final Individual Leadership Capacity Scale Factors, Items and Reliabilities *
Factor Labels & Associated Items

Pilot
Study
Ph ase* Ph ase*

Work Ethic
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

Set an example of good work behaviour.
Check with people before making changes or decisions that
affect them.
Set priorities regarding what needs to be accomplished.
Consider others' perspectives and feelings.
Disseminate or provide relevant information about decisions,
plans, and activities to people who need the information to do
their work.
Stay the course on goals despite distractions or interference.

0.69

0.60

0.84

0.78

0.88

0.77

Subscale

0.71

0.70

Overall Scale

0.86

0.86

Subscale
Inspiring and Supporting Others
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Encourage others to believe in their abilities.
Help others develop their talents and skills.
Encourage others to share their ideas, concerns, or relevant
information in solving problems or developing plans.
Help others think about problems or issues differently than
they might have otherwise.
Help others understand the importance of their work.
Inspire ashared vision of what can be accomplished.

Subscale
Adaptability
1.
2.
3.

Demonstrate flexibility in how Iapproach different situations.
Vary my strategy or approach depending on the person, group
or situation.
Experiment to find the most effective way of working with
others.

Subscale
Problem Solving
1.
2.
3.
4.

*

Develop create yet practical solutions to problems.
Critically evaluate new information.
Analyze problems in asystematic manner to determine
causes or find solutions.
Anticipate problems or opportunities in the work environment.

Coefficient alpha.
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Table 4
Elgenvalues and Percentage Accounted for by Each Capacity Scale Factor:
Exploratory Factor Analysis (pilot phase)
Elgenvatue

Factor
Factor 1: Inspiring &
Supporting Others

3.02

Percent
Variance
15.89

Accumulated
Percentage

Factor 2: Problem Solving

2.14

11.28

27.18

Factor 3: Adaptability

1.91

10.03

37.21

Factor 4: Work Ethic

1.66

8.76

45.97

15.89

Study Phase
The purpose of the second phase was twofold: To cross-validate the
factor structure and psychometric properties of the piloted individual leadership
capacity measure, and to test the formal study hypotheses. As described
previously, the study sample was drawn from a single large health care
organization in western Canada. The study sample had two distinct groups: Nonsupervisory

employees

(target sample)

and

their supervisors

(concurrent

validation sample).
Below are provided the means and standard deviations for selected
predictor and criterion measures used in the study phase. Included are the
overall means and standard deviations for each measure as well as the means
and standard deviations divided by both gender and type of work (e.g., clerical,
professional; see Tables 5 through 10). Finally, the zero-order correlations and
significance values are also provided for the same selection of predictor and
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criterion measures as in the means tables (see Tables 11 and 12, respectively);
correlations are listed as interrelationships among the set of predictor measures
as well as among the set of criteria measures.

Table 5
Selected Predictor Measure Means and Standard Deviations

Team Leadership
1. Democratic
2. Autocratic

Fairness of Access
1. Formal
2. Informal (integrated
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Table 6
Selected Criterion Measure Means and Standard Deviations
Measure

Means (standard deviation)

Leadership Capacity

4.14 (.36)

1 lirirg/Stijittng
2. Ada pt
ability
3 Wor kEthic
4. Problem Solving

3.9
4 8)
4.13 (.54)

Commitment

4 .30:(.36)'

4.16 (.57)

2.80 (.61)

urn ov erIntentions
Leadership Development Attitudes
Cynicism

3.00 (.79)

Satisfaction
Effort
litrinsic Reward
Extrinsic Reward
Personal SUccess

3.51 (.92)
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Table 7
Selected Predictor Measure Means and Standard Deviations by Gen der *

Team Psychological Safety
Team Leadership
1. Democratic
2. Autocratic
Leadership Involvement
1. Formal
2. Informal

Fairness of Access
1. Formal
2. Informal (integrated
*

Standard deviations are shown in brackets
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Table 8
Selected Predictor Measure Means and Standard Deviations by Type of W ork*
Measure

Type of Work
Clerical!
Support

Technical

3.59 (.77)

Team Leadership
1. Democratic
2. Autocratic

3.10 (.92)
.91 (.95)

2.67 (.95)
1.21 (.95)

2.24(l.03)
1.19(1.17)

2.36(l.12)
1.27 (1 .32)

2.00 (.93)
3.28(l.14)

2.82(l.22)
3.52(l.16)

2.33 (.99)
2.86 (l.41)

2.50(l.00)
3.00 (l.16)

2.71 (.70)

2.93 (69)

2.71 (.87)

2.60 (.42)

Goal Orientation

3.11(l.04)

3.44 (1 .01)

3.00 (1.17)

3.00 (1.00)

FifAs
1. Formal
2. Informal (integrated)

2.73(1.12)
3.08 (1 .08)

3.17(1.20)
3.27(l.14)

2.47 (1.13)
2.53 (1.23)

2.50 (1.00)
2.50 (2.1 1
2)

Intentionalit Y

Standard deviations are shown in brackets

(.82)

Labor

Psychological Safety

Leadership Involvement
1. Formal
2. Informal

*

Professional

3.-i
1(1.01)
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Table 9
Criterion Measure Means and Standard Deviations by Gen der *
Gender

Measure
Male

Female

Leadership Capacity

4.01 (.36)

4.16 (.36)

1. Inspiring/Supporting
2. Adaptability
3 Work Ethic
4. Problem Solving

3.93 (.43)
4.09 (.59)
4.16j .38) _
4.01 (.71)

4.14 (.53)
32(36)
4.18 (.55)

Job Satisfaction

3:21(:42)

Commitment

2.71 (.76)

Turnover Intentions

2.47 (t12)

2.80 (.59)
.3o(1:11y

Leadership Development
Attitudes
Cynicism

2.93 (.63)

2.74 (.97)

Satisfaction
3.63 (.96)

3.59 (.92)

Intrinsic-- Reward

3.23 (1.09)

3.19 (.86)

Extrinsic Reward

2.63 (.89)

2.70 (.95)

Effort

3.38 (.81)
*

3.01 (.80)

Standard deviations are shown in brackets

340 (1:04)'
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Table 10
Criterion Measure Means and Standard Deviations by Type of Work*
Type of Work

Measure
Clerical!
Support

Professional

Technical

Labor

Leadership Capacity

4.06 (.38)

4.23 (.31)

3.96 (.37)

4.19 (.51)

1. inspiring/Supporting
2. Adaptability
3Work Ethic
4. Problem Solving

3.92
4.00
4.25
4.01

(53)
(.62)
(.36)
(.54)

4.05(45)
4.18 (.48)
4,36 (.34)
4.33 (.40)

3T86(T8)
3.95 (.63)
411(38) "4.30j .P)
3.96'
(.58)
3.60 (1.35)

Job Satisfaction

3.22 (.36)

3:24 (.35)

3:11 (52)

Commitment

2.70 (.65)

2.88 (.57)

2.53 (.60)

2.-4t-(1 71
'
6)

2.19(1:07)

2.65(1.04)

3.08 (.96)

2.94 (.74)

3.08 "
(.76)

3.
37(.65)

2.79 (1.07)

2.75 (.99)

2.50 (.91)

2.67 (.58)

Turnover Intentions

2.93(.49)

Leadership
Development Attitudes
Cynicism
Satisfaction

3.80 (.-84) -

3.38(99)

Intrinsic Reward

3.14 (.71)

3.31 (.87)

2.67 (1.07)

3.00(1.00)

2.77 (.97)

2.71 (.93)

2.53 (1.01)

2:25 (.5o

3.10 (1.19)

3.58 (.89)

3. 17(.99)

3.40 (1.14)

Personal Success
*

3.59 118)

Effort

Standard deviations are shown in brackets
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Table 11
Correlations Between Selected Predictor Variables
Measure
Psychological
Safety
Democratic
Leadership
Autocratic
Leadership
Formal
Involvement
Informal
Involvement
Intentionality
Goal
Orientation
Formal
Access

Psychological
Safety

Democratic
Leadership

Autocratic
Leadership

Formal
Involvement

Informal
Involvement

Intentionalit'

--

.290**
.000
.306**

.729**

.000

.000

.
240**

.146*

.002
.198**

.044
.
215**

.007

.004

.027

.000

.120
.062
.
305**

.259**
.000
.
484**

.201**

.318**

.147*

.005
.362**

.000
.233**

.034
.
271**

.
432**

.000
.219**

.000
.450**

.000
.372**

.003
.515**

.000
347 **

.000
.524**

.005
.246**

.000
.403**

.000
.260**

.000
.325**

.
524**

443 **

.000

.001

.000

.000

.000

Informal
Access
.001
* significant at the .05 alpha level
** significant at the .01 alpha level

--

-.074
.193
.156*

375 **
--

.000

--

.000
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Table 12
Correlations Between Criterion Variables
Measure
Turnover
Intentions
Job
Satisfaction
Job
Commitment
Leadership
Capacity
Satisfaction
Cynicism
Extrinsic
Reward
Intrinsic
Reward
Effort

Turnover
Intentions

Job
Satisfaction

Job
Commitment

Leadership
Capacity

Satisfaction

Cynicism

Extri
Re

--

43 **

.000

--

.
387**

.
261**

.000

.000
.126*

-.104
.083
375 **
.000
.372**

.046

.265 **

.001

--

.137*

.033
.300 **

.000

.
362**

.
405**

.
326**

.000
.297**

375 **

.000
.407**

.000
.388**

.000
.489**

.000

.000

.000

.000

.105
.083
.
466**

.085
.131
.383**

Personal
Success
.000
.000
* significant at the .05 alpha evel
** significant at the .01 alpha level

--

.000

.018

.417
-.089

--

.
581**

.120

.000

.060
.222

.478**

.195*
.015

.000
.
424**

--

.000
.486**

.000

.000

.182**
.008
475 **

343 **

.009

-.051

.000
.186**

.459
.
350**

.252
.463**

.000

.008

.000

.000

.52
.14

.43:
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Control Variable
To examine whether and the extent to which demographic variables would
need to be controlled for purposes of hypothesis testing, I examined the
relationships between the demographic variables and the various criterion
measures. As a result, Ifound that it was necessary to control for organizational
tenure in the following hypothesized relationships: 1. Perceived fairness of
access to formal

leadership training

and

development opportunities

and

intentions to turnover (hypotheses 4b), 2. Perceived fairness of access to
integrated leadership development opportunities and intentions to turnover
(hypothesis 5b), and 3. Perceptions of leadership development intentionality and
satisfaction with the organizations leadership development programs (hypothesis
6a). I also controlled for organizational tenure in the exploratory analysis
involving team leadership style and job performance (in association with
hypothesis 3a and 3b). A summary of the relevant correlations are shown in
Table 13. As a reminder, this (control variable) information is included again
below in association with the relevant analyses.
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Table 13
Selected Demographic and Criterion Variable Correlations
Org. tenure

Satisfaction
with
leadership
develop't
programs

Organization
tenure

Correlation
Sig. (1-tailed)

Satisfaction
with leadership
development
programs

Correlation
Sig. (1-tailed)

General job
satisfaction

Correlation
Sig. (1-tailed)

.142*

.
265**

.029

.001

Turnover
intentions

Correlation
Sig. (1-tailed)

.193**
.005

.000

Job
performance'

Correlation
Sig. (1-tailed)

164*

.111
.112

General job
satisfaction

Turnover
intentions

Job perf.°

I
-

.203
.008

.022

1
--

I
--

-.

434**
000

.119
.072

_.213**
.004

Correlation significant at the .01 level (1-tai ed).
Correlation significant at the .05 level (1-tailed).
a. Used as criterion measure in exploratory analyses and predictor measure in hypothesis 8a.

**
*

In terms of overall response descriptives, in the target sample the mean
number of responses per item (across all items) was 187 (range

=

142 to 201).

The lowest number of responses (n=142) was for the item measuring perceptions
of intrinsic reward for leadership development programs. There were atotal of 31
items on which respondents chose the "N/A" ("Not Applicable") response option.
The mean number of "N/A" responses across all 31 items was 6.90 or 3.19
percent (range

=

I to 35 or 0.5% to 16.5%). The largest number of "N/A"

responses was in answer to perceptions of intrinsic reward for leadership
development programs and effort towards informal leadership development (n

=
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35). There were also 33 items to which respondents chose
The average number of
percent (range

=

"?"

"?"

("Do not know").

responses across these items was 7.36 or 3.47

Ito 31 or 0.5% to 14.6%). The largest number of"?" responses

was in answer to the item assessing perceptions of the fairness of access to
formal leadership development opportunities (n

=

31).

Confirmatory Factor Analysis
In line with suggestions and recommendations made by Joreskog and
Sorbom (1988) and Streiner (1994), Iconducted a confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA; N=201) on the previously piloted capacity measure. To begin Iexamined
the same four-factor solution with the 19 items loading as specified in Figure 2
that was supported in the pilot phase. The exogenous variables (i.e., capacity
dimensions) were constrained to be uncorrelated. The results revealed some
support for the same four-factor solution found in the pilot phase with a chisquare to degrees of freedom ratio of 3.05 (p<.001) and an adjusted goodnessof-fit index (AGFI) of 0.75. Based upon the modification indices, Iran asequence
of additional models, in each case freeing acorrelation between a pair of factors
(i.e., based on the largest modification index for each run).

The final model

allowed all the factors to be intercorrelated and yielded the best fit with a chisquare degrees of freedom ratio of 2.00 (p<.001) and an AGFl of 0.84 (see Table
14 for a summary of selected fit statistics for both initial and final models; also
see Figure 3 for the final four-factor model). Because the above modifications
were made on the same sample, however, any revised models would need to be
cross-validated on anew sample before any firm conclusions can be drawn.
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Problem
Solving

.68

Item I

.57

Item 2

85
.36

.64

Item 3
Item 5

Item 7
Item 8

spiring &
Supporting
Others

.72
.61
.70
.50

Item 13
Item 14
Item 15
Item 16

.58

aptaty

Item 17

.83
.78

Item 18
Item 19
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Table 14
Selected Fit Statistics for Single Factor, Initial and Final Four-Factor Models in
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (study phase)
Model

df

GFI

AGFI

RMSEA

1-factor
model

479.55

152 a

.78

.72

.11

4-factor
model
(initial)

473.76

152b

.80

.75

.10

4-factor
model
(final)

291.28

146C

.88

.84

.06

x2 = minimum fit function chi-square; df = Degrees of freedom; RMSEA = Root mean
square error of approximation; GFI = Goodness of fit index; AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of fit
index, a. chi-square/df = 3.16 (p <.001) b. chi-square/df = 3.05 (p < .001), c. chi-square/df
2.00 (p <.001)

Note:

,
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Problem
Solving

.71

Item I

.58

Item 2

.80

Item 3

.40

Item 5

Inspiring &
Supporting
Others

.60

.511

Item 17

Adaptability

Endogenous Constructs

Manifest Variables

Figure 3. Final Confirmatory Factor Analysis (Study Phase) Structural Equation
Model Showing Significant Factor (Lambda) Loadings and Factor
I
ntercorrelations.
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Based on the overall model fit data, Iadopted the four-factor, nineteenitem model for the remaining analyses (see Figure 3). The internal consistency
(coefficient alpha) of the overall scale was 0.86. Coefficient alphas for each of the
four subscales were as follows: 1. Work ethic (0.60), 2. Problem solving (0.70), 3.
Supporting & inspiring others (0.78), and 4. Adaptability (0.77). A summary of the
pilot and study phase reliabilities (including item and factor labels) is shown in
Table 3. A summary of the CFA factors loadings is shown in Table 15.
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Table 15
Individual Leadership Capacity Scale (final) Factor Loadings: Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (study phase)
Item

Factor 1:
Inspiring &
Supporting.
Others
0.65

Factor 2:
Problem
Solving

Factor 3:
Adaptability,,

Factor 4:
Work Ethic

'

1. Encourage others to believe in their
own abilities
2. Encourage others to share their
ideas, concerns, or relevant
information in solving problems or
developing plans
3. Help others understand the
importance of their work
4. Help others think about problems
or issues differently than they might
have otherwise
5. Help others develop their talents or
skills
6. Inspire ashared vision of what can
be accomplished
7. Demonstrate flexibility in how I
approach different situations
8. Vary my strategy or approach
depending on the person, group or
situation
9. Experiment to find the most
effective way of working with others
10. Stay the course on goals despite
distractions or interference
II. Disseminate or provide relevant
information about decisions, plans,
and activities to people who need the
information to do their work
12. Set an example of good work
behaviour
13. Check with people before making
changes or decisions that affect them
14. Consider others' perspectives and
feelings
15. Set priorities regarding what
needs to be accomplished
16.Develop creative yet practical
solutions to problems
17. Critically evaluate new information
18. Analyze problems in asystematic
manner to determine causes or find
solutions
19. Anticipate problems or
opportunities in the work environment

0.55

0.70
0.57

0.68
0.52
0.60
0.79

0.81
0.35
0.56

0.51
0.46
0.41
0.44
0.71
0.58
0.80

0.40
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Exploratory Analyses. Because the internal consistency for the scale was
high (coefficient alpha

=

0.86), Iconducted an additional CFA in which I

constrained all items to load on a single factor. If such a one-factor model
provided a better fit for the data (over the original four-factor model), this would
suggest that individual responses across the various items are better described
by asingle overall construct (i.e., a unified capacity construct) rather than by the
more articulated four-factor model described above.
The results revealed some support for the single-factor solution with achisquare to degrees of freedom ratio of 3.16 (p<.001) and an adjusted goodnessof-fit index (AGFl) of 0.72 (see Table 6). In comparing the single versus initial
four-factor model, Ifound a chi-square/degrees of freedom ratio difference of
0.11.

Moreover, the AGFI difference was 0.03. Together, these comparisons

provide evidence for the initial four-factor model as a better fit for the data than
the single factor model.
Evidence for using the four-factor model over the single-factor model finds
even more support, of course, when comparing the single-factor model with the
final (fully-intercorrelated) four-factor model in which Ifound achi-square/df ratio
2.00 and an AGFl of 0.84. Thus, individual leadership capacity, as measured
here, is best described by the four intercorrelated factors outlined above. Given
this,

it

is

important

also

to

note that the final

four-factors

were fully

intercorrelated; afact that provides support for the practice of summing across
items for atotal leadership capacity score (as was the case here). In other words,
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if the factors were totally uncorrelated, summing across items to arrive at atotal
capacity score may have been conceptually problematic.

Hypothesis la to If
To determine the relationship between the various team-based measures
and

individual leadership capacity (Hypotheses Hia to

Hif),

I conducted

separate linear regression analyses. Regression of individual leadership capacity
on teamwork (Hypothesis Ia) revealed a significant relationship (t(196)=2.32,
p<.05; r
2=.03). Thus, those non-supervisory employees who engage in teamwork
more often have greater individual leadership capacity than those who engage in
little to no teamwork. This finding supported hypothesis 1 (see Table 16).
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Table 16
Summary of Regression Analyses Involving Self-report Predictor Variables and
Individual Leadership Capacity as Outcome
Variable

B

SE

R

r
2

T

1. Teamwork (1-11 a)

.06

.03

.16

.03

2.32**

'0

.01

.00

.187

5

02

204**

4

.00

2. Team size (Hib)
3. Team functionality (Hic)

02

.01

4. Team geographic
configuration (Hid)
5. Team age range (HIe)

.00

'e

,:

0.60

bo

-ô.i9

08

3.86****

6Teamiàn a(H1f)
7. Team psychological safety
(H2)

15

04

8

C Democratic team
leadership style (H3a)
9. Autocratic team leadership
style (H3b)

03

1d--P6rmi(-16'ad'67r—s6ip training

.63

.03

8

.02

r2.**

01

-t07
.28

and development
11. involvement
Integrated (informal)
NO)

.05

leadership development
involvement (H5a)
-!
'

27 0rdanila
-eO&al (learning)
goal orientation (H7)
*

p< .10;

**

p< .05;

p< .01;

****

.03

5

.03

1.96**
7Q *

p< .001.
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Hypothesis lb predicted a significant negative relationship between team
size and individual leadership capacity.

Regression of individual leadership

capacity on team size revealed a non-significant relationship (t(189)=.187,p>.05)
between the two measures. Thus, hypothesis HIbwas not supported (see Table
16).
Hypothesis

Ic

predicted

a significant

relationship

between

team

functionality and individual leadership capacity. Regression analysis showed a
significant positive relationship between the two measures such that members of
functionally diverse work teams had higher individual leadership capacity than
did

members

of functionally similar or non

(t(186)=2.04, p<.05; r
2=.02).

cross-functional

work teams

This finding supported hypothesis Hic (see Table

16).
For hypothesis Id, Iproposed a significant negative relationship between
team

geographical

configuration

and

individual

leadership

capacity.

After

regressing individual leadership capacity on team geographical configuration, I
found that the latter did not significantly predict individual leadership capacity
(t(191)=0.60, p>.05). That is, hypothesis Id was not supported (see Table 16).
Hypothesis le predicted that team age range would be negatively
associated with individual leadership capacity such that members of work teams
that are composed of members who are similar in age would have greater
individual leadership capacity than members of work teams who were dissimilar
in age. Regression analysis revealed a negative but non-significant relationship
with between team age range and individual leadership capacity (t(189)=-0.I9,
p>.05), thus, Idid not obtain support for hypothesis 1e (see Table 16).
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Finally, hypothesis If predicted that team mean age would be negatively
associated with individual leadership capacity, such that members of younger
work teams would have greater individual leadership capacity than members of
older work teams.

Regression

analysis,

however,

revealed

relationship between the two variables (t(187)=1.79, p>.05; r
2=.02

non-significant

).

This finding,

then, does not support hypothesis If (see Table 16).
To summarize the preceding set of relationships, Ifound support for the
hypotheses that both teamwork and the functional composition of teams
significantly predict individual leadership capacity. Conversely, Idid not support
the hypotheses that team size, geographical configuration, team member age
range or the average age of the team members were significantly associated with
individual leadership capacity.
Exploratory Analyses. In an effort to better understand which dimensions
of individual leadership capacity were most associated with team functionality, I
calculated the correlations between each subscale of the capacity measure and
the measure of team functionality. Ifound that inspiring and supporting others
(r=.16, p<.05) and problem solving (r=.15, p<.05) were the capacity dimensions
most highly correlated with team functionality.

Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis

2 predicted

that the

perceived

psychological

safety of

individual team members would be associated with individual leadership capacity
such that those who perceived greater psychological safety in their team would
exhibit

higher scores

on

the

leadership

capacity

measure.

To test this
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hypothesis, perceptions of team psychological safety was regressed on the
measure of individual leadership capacity. This analysis revealed a significant
relationship between the two variables (t(172)=3.86, p<.001; r
2=.08). Thus, I
found support for hypothesis 2(see Table 16).

Hypothesis 3a and 3b
The following two
relationship

between

the

hypotheses,

3a

and

leadership

style

3b,

predicted

of the formal

a significant

team

leader or

supervisor/manager and individual leadership capacity. Specifically, hypothesis
3a predicted that democratic team leadership would be positively associated with
individual

leadership

relationship
experienced

capacity.

Regression

between the two variables

analysis

such

revealed

that those

a significant

employees who

a more democratic leadership style in their team

leader or

supervisor had greater individual leadership capacity than those team members
whose formal team leader was less democratic (t(171)=2.03, p<.05; r
2=.02). This
finding supports hypothesis 3a (see Table 16).
For hypothesis 3b, it was predicted that perceptions of a different kind of
formal team leadership style, autocratic team leadership, would be negatively
associated with

individual leadership capacity.

Regression analysis of the

relationship revealed anegative, but non-significant relationship between the two
variables (t(172)=-1.07, p>.05). Thus, hypothesis 3b was not supported (see
Table 16).
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Exploratory Analyses.

I conducted additional exploratory analysis to

hopefully better understand the divergent results between democratic and
autocratic team leadership above. Borrowing from the justice literature, Ifound
that the link between leadership style and (team member) perceptions of fairness
are numerous and longstanding (some recent examples include, De Cremer, &
Van Knippenberg, 2002; Phillips, Douthitt, & Hyland, 1999; Pillai, Schriesheim, &
Williams, 1999). Thus, how one is treated, either as an individual or as amember
of team, has implications for individual perceptions of fairness in organizations. In
addition, as Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter and Ng (2001) indicate, there have
been a number of inconsistent findings found in the relationship between
perceptions of fairness (including procedural, distributive, and interactional
justice) and job performance.
For example,

Early and

Lind

(1987) found a relationship between

procedural fairness judgements and performance in alaboratory study, but not in
a field study.
correlation

Kanfer, Sawyer,

between

Earley and

procedural justice and

Lind (1987) found a negative
performance while

Keller and

Dansereau (1995) found a moderately strong positive relationship between
procedural justice and performance.

Indeed, "perhaps the most unclear of all

relationships in the justice literature is the relationship between procedural justice
and performance" (Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter and Ng, 2001,

p.

435).

Thus, to the extent that individual leadership capacity and job performance are
correlated and team leadership style is linked perceptions of fairness, Icould
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expect

unclear/inconsistent

results

form

the

relationship

between

team

leadership and individual team member leadership capacity.
To determine if this was the case, Iconducted separate exploratory
regression analyses to determine if autocratic versus democratic ratings
differentially predicted individual job performance. If the above case were true, I
would

expect

that

democratic team

leadership

style

would

predict job

performance ratings while autocratic would not. This finding would be consistent
with my earlier finding of democratic style predicting individual leadership
capacity while autocratic was unrelated to the behavioural outcome. Such,
indeed, was the case; democratic team leadership style significantly predicted
mean ratings of job performance (t(145)=2.55, p<.05, r
2=.07; controlling for
organizational tenure) but autocratic team leadership did not (t(143)=-1.89,
p>.05;

controlling for organizational tenure). Thus, team

leadership style

differentially predicts performance outcomes such that a democratic style
predicts job performance while an autocratic style does not.
Also, using guidelines outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986), Iconducted a
test for mediation to determine if perceptions of fairness played a role in (i.e.,
mediated) the relationship between perceptions of leadership style and individual
leadership capacity. In looking at the separate exploratory tests for mediation, I
found evidence consistent with the operation of fairness (of access to formal
leadership training and development opportunities) as a full mediator between
democratic team leadership and individual leadership capacity.
Specifically, Ifirst regressed capacity on perceptions of access to formal
leadership training and development opportunities (fairness) and found a
significant relationship t(140)=2.31, p<.05. Ithen regressed capacity on ratings of
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democratic

team

leadership

and

found

a statistically

significant

result,

t(171)=2.03, p<.05; r
2=.02. Next, Iregressed capacity on both perceptions of
democratic team leadership and ratings of fairness of access to formal leadership
training and development opportunities and found that t(135)=0.89, p>.05 for
democratic team leadership (with fairness in the model). Thus, ratings of
democratic team leadership became non-significant with fairness in the model. In
line with descriptions by Baron and Kenny (1986) this evidence is consistent with
the operation of fairness of access to formal leadership training and development
opportunities as a full mediator between democratic team leadership and
individual leadership capacity.
Using the same procedure, Iconducted additional mediation analyses
using perceptions of fairness of access to integrated leadership development
opportunities for democratic team leadership, and found asignificant relationship
between capacity and perceptions of access to such opportunities t(157)
p

=

=

1.97,

.05. Ithen conducted further regressions between team leadership and

capacity and found that democratic team leadership was no longer a statistically
significant predictor of capacity t(151)=1.23, p>.05 (from t(171)=2.03, p<.05 as
above) with fairness in the model (see Table 17 for a complete summary of the
above

mediation

analyses).

This

pattern

of results for democratic team

leadership is consistent with the idea that perceptions of fairness (to both formal
and informal leadership development opportunities) mediate the relationship
between democratic team leadership style and individual leadership capacity.
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Table 17
Summary of Mediation Analyses Involving Democratic Team Leadership,
Fairness, and Individual Leadership Capacity
Variables in Regression

dfe

tb

Change in
t-value

Test of fairness of access to formal
leadership training and development
opportunities as mediator between
democratic team leadership and
individual leadership capacity
1. Fairness (formal) and Capacity

140

2.31*

2. Democratic Leadership and
Capacity

171

2.03*

3. Democratic Leadership, Fairness
and Capacity

135

0.89
1. 14c

Test of fairness of access to
informal
(integrated)
leadership
development
opportunities
as
mediator between democratic team
leadership and individual leadership
capacity
1. Fairness (informal) and Capacity

157

1.97*

2. Democratic Leadership and
Capacity

171

2.03*

3. Democratic Leadership, Fairness
and Capacity

151

1.23
-0.80 c

Significant at the .05 level (1-tailed). a. df = degrees of freedom; b. All t-values given are for
democratic team leadership; c. Negative values (based on difference between steps 2 and 3)
indicative of cynicism as partial mediator (Baron &Kenny, 1986)

*

According to Baron and Kenny (1986) the original relationship between
predictor and criterion must be significant in order to conduct the mediation
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analysis. Because there was no significant relationship between autocratic team
leadership and individual leadership capacity, Icould not conduct the same
analyses for autocratic team leadership.

Hypothesis 4a and 5a
According to hypothesis 4a, Iexpected a significant positive relationship
between

formal

leadership

training

and

development

opportunities

(e.g.,

classroom training, workshops) and individual leadership capacity. Regression
analysis

of

the

opportunities

did

relationship
not

indicated

significantly

that

predict

involvement
individual

in

such

leadership

formal
capacity

(t(140)=1.28, p>.05). Thus, Ifailed to find support for hypothesis 4a (see Table
16).
According to hypothesis 5a, I expected that greater involvement in
integrated (informal) leadership development opportunities such as on-the-job
leadership development opportunities (e.g., special job assignments, job rotation,
and special projects) would be associated with greater individual leadership
capacity. In regressing individual leadership capacity on ratings of integrated
leadership

development

opportunities,

I found

a significant

relationship

(t(156)=1.96, p=.05; r
2=.03). This finding supports hypothesis 5a (see Table 16).

Hypothesis 4b and 5b
Hypothesis 4b, Iproposed that the perceived fairness of access to formal
organizational leadership developmental programs (e.g., classroom training,
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workshops, and seminars) would positively predict both normative organizational
commitment and general job satisfaction and
turnover

intentions.

Separate

regression

negatively predict individual

analyses

examining

the

above

relationships revealed a significant positive relationship between the perceived
fairness of access to formal programs and normative commitment (t(140)=4.24,
p<.001; r
2=.12; see Table 18). A significant positive relationship between fairness
perceptions (regarding formal development opportunities) and

general job

satisfaction was also found (controlling for organizational tenure; t(139)=2.12,
p<.05; r
2=.05; see Table 19). Finally, regression analysis revealed that perceived
fairness (regarding formal development opportunities) significantly and negatively
predicted individual turnover intentions (controlling for organizational tenure;
t(139)=2.67, p<.01; r
2=.05; see Table 20) such that higher perceived fairness
predicted lower turnover intentions. Thus, hypothesis 4b was fully supported.

Table 18
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses Involving Normative Commitment
as Outcome

*

Variable

B

SE

B

r
2

T

Fairness of formal leadership
training and development
opportunities (H4b)

.18

.04

.35

.12

4.24****

Fairness of integrated
(informal) leadership
development opportunities
(H5b)

.15

.04

.29

.09

p< .10;

**

p< .05;

p< .01;

p< .001.

3•73 ****
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Table 19
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses Involving Job Satisfaction as
Outcome and Organizational Tenure as Covariate
Variable
Step I
Organizational Tenure
Step 2
Fairness of formal leadership
training and development
opportunities (H4b)
Step I
Organizational Tenure
Step 2
Fairness of integrated
(informal) leadership
development opportunities
(H5b)
*

p< .10;

**

p< .05;

p< .01;

r2
A

B

SE

a

.01

.00

.14

.02

1.70*

.06

.03

.18

.05

2.12**

.01

.00

.14

.02

1.80*

.10

.03

.29

.11

3.86****

p< .001.

t,
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Table 20
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses Involving Turnover intentions as
Outcome and Organizational Tenure as Covariate
Variable
Step I
Organizational Tenure
Step 2
Fairness of formal leadership
training and development
opportunities (H4b)
Step I
Organizational Tenure
Step 2
Fairness of integrated
(informal) leadership
development opportunities
(H5b)
*

p< .10;

**

p< .05;

As
predicted

with

p< .01;

formal

that the

9

-.02

.01

-.17

.05

2.00**

-.21

.08

-.22

.05

2.67***

-.02

.01

-.12

.02

1.74*

-.35

.07

-.36

.13

4.81****

developmental

perceived

special

SE

t,

p< .001.

development opportunities
assignments,

r2
A

B

fairness

(e.g., job

projects,

task

opportunities
of access to
rotations,
forces,

above,

hypothesis

integrated

leadership

temporary changes
and

on-the-job

5b

in job

leadership

development) would be positively associated with both normative commitment,
and job satisfaction, and negatively associated with turnover intentions. Indeed,
it was found that the perceived fairness of access to such integrated (informal)
leadership

development

opportunities

predicted

ratings

of

normative

job

commitment (t(157)=4.24, p<.001; r
2=.09; see Table 18), and general job
satisfaction (controlling for organizational tenure; t('156)=3.86, p<.001; r
2=.11; see
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Table

19) and

negatively predicted

intentions to

leave the organization

(controlling for organizational tenure; t(156)=-4.81, p<.001; r
2=.13; see Table 20).
Thus, hypothesis 5b was fully supported.
Exploratory Analyses. To examine the question of possible differences
between "high potential" and "low potential" employees, Iconducted a separate
exploratory ANOVA after dividing the groups into "high potential" (M>3.0) and
"low potential" (M<3.0) employees as determined by the supervisor leadership
ability ratings. Ifound asignificant two-way interaction between leadership ability
and the perceived fairness of integrated leadership development opportunities
(controlling for organizational tenure; F(1,130)=12.27,p=.001;

i2 =

.01) such that

for "low potential" employees, turnover intentions remained relatively constant
regardless of the perceived fairness of integrated leadership development
opportunities (M=2.5 versus 2.4 for the "fair" versus "unfair" groups, respectively).
"High potential" employees, however, were much more likely to want to leave the
organization if they perceived that such integrated leadership development
opportunities are not being fairly/inclusively offered (M=1 .5 versus 2.9 for the
"fair" versus "unfair" groups, respectively). Recall that higher ratings in this case
mean that employees have greater intentions to leave.
This same relationship did not hold for more formal leadership training and
development opportunities. That is, there was no significant interaction between
leadership ability ratings and the perceived fairness of formal developmental
opportunities on turnover intentions (F(1,116)=.905, p>.05;
organizational tenure).

controlling for
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Hypothesis 6a and 6b
The following set of hypotheses, 6a and 6b, proposed that perceptions of
organizational leadership development intentionality would predict the following
important leadership development related employee attitudes:

1. Cynicism

toward the organization's development orientation, 2. Satisfaction with the
organization's leadership development programs (controlling for organizational
tenure), 3. Ratings of individual leadership development effort, 4. Perceptions of
personal success in the organization, 5. Ratings of leadership development
related intrinsic reward (i.e., personal value), and 6. Ratings of leadership
development

related

extrinsic

reward

(e.g.,

acknowledgement,

pay-related

rewards, special assignments, and/or promotion).
Separate regression analyses indicated significant relationships between
perceptions of intentionality and each of the above outcomes such that t(169)=3.55, p<.001; r
2=.07 for cynicism (see Table 21); t(137)=5.95, p<.001; r.2O for
satisfaction (controlling for organizational tenure; see Table 22); t(138)=3.93,
p<.00l, r
2=.1O for leadership development effort (see Table 23); t(161)=5.55,
p<.001; r
2=.16 for personal success within the organization (see Table 24);
t(122)=3.87, p<.001; r
2=.11 for leadership development related intrinsic reward
(see Table 25); t(161)=7.43, p<.001; r=26 for leadership development related
extrinsic reward (see Table 26). Assuming a Bonferroni error-rate correction of
.05/6 (i.e., 6 tests involving intentionality as a predictor variable), the pattern of
results still suggests strong support for bOth hypothesis 6a and 6b.
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Table 21
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis Involving Cynicism Toward the
Organization's Leadership Development Orientation as Outcome
Variable
Organizational leadership
development intentionality
(H6a)
*

p< .10;

**

p< .05;

p< .01;

B

SE

9

r
2

T

-.30

.08

-.27

.07

..355****

p< .001.

Table 22
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis Involving Satisfaction with the
Organization's Leadership Development Programs as Outcome and
Organizational Tenure as Covariate
Variable
Step I
Organizational Tenure
Step 2
Organizational leadership
development intentionality
(H6a)
*

p< .10;

**

p< .05;

p< .01;

B

SE

t

.02

.01

.15

.05

.63

.11

.45

.20

1.96**
595 ****

p< .001.

Table 23
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis Involving Leadership Development
Effort as Outcome
Variable
Organizational leadership
development intentionality
(H6b)
*

p<.10;

**

p<.05;

p

<.01;

B

SE

B

r
2

.53

.14

.32

.10

p<.001.

T
393 ****
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Table 24
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis Involving Perceived Personal
(future) Success within the Organization as Outcome
Variable
Organizational leadership
development intentionality
(H6b)
*

p< .10;

**

p< .05;

p< .01;

B

SE

B

r
2

.58

.10

.40

.16

I
555 ****

p< .001.

Table 25
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis Involving Leadership Development
Related Intrinsic Reward as Outcome
Variable
Organizational leadership
development intentionality
(H6b)
*

p< .10;

**

p< .05;

p< .01;

'''

B

SE

a

r
2

I

.41

.11

.33

.11

3.87****

p< .001.

Table 26
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis Involving Leadership Development
Related Extrinsic Reward as Outcome
Variable
Organizational leadership
development intentionality
(H6b)
*

p<.10;

**

p<.05;

p<.01;

more

distal

SE

B

r
2

T

.67

.09

.51

.26

743****

p<.001.

Exploratory Analyses.
somewhat

B

In this study, the hypotheses considered the

relationship

between

perceptions

of organizational

intentionality and individual attitudes rather than between cynicism and the
individual attitudes. To explore whether cynicism mediated the relationship
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between intentionality and the target attitudes (as would be suggested by
Anderson and Bateman's (1997) research) Iconducted separate exploratory
tests for mediation on each of the above relationships using guidelines outlined
by Baron and Kenny (1986).
Examining the separate exploratory tests for mediation, Ifound that my
findings were, indeed, consistent with the operation of cynicism as a partial
mediator between perceptions of organizational intentionality and each of the five
target attitudes. Using ratings of satisfaction with the organizational leadership
development programs as an example, Ifirst regressed satisfaction on cynicism
towards the organization's

leadership development orientation

and found

satisfaction significantly (negatively) predicted cynicism (t(138)=-8.39, p<.001). I
then regressed satisfaction on perceptions of intentionality and found that
t(138)=6.18, p<.05.

Ithen regressed satisfaction on both perceptions of

intentionally and cynicism and found that t(137)=5.03, p<.05 for intentionality
(with cynicism in the model).
In

each

case,

the

predictor-criterion

relationships were

significant.

However, in line with descriptions by Baron and Kenny (1986) Ifound that the
former test involving intentionality was "more significant" (i.e., had a higher tvalue) with respect to intentionality than the latter (i.e., with cynicism in the
model).

This reduction in t-values between the latter two regressions provides

evidence consistent with the operation of cynicism as apartial mediator between
intentionality and satisfaction with the organization's leadership development
programs.
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This same pattern of results held

across the

remaining

attitudinal

outcomes and, overall, provides support for the idea that cynicism may be one of
the

mediating

attitudes

between

not

only

employees'

perceptions

of

organizational intentionality and leadership development related rewards, effort,
and satisfaction but also between intentionality and personal feelings of success
in the organization (see Table 27 for a complete summary of the all cynicism
mediation analyses).
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Table 27
Summary of Mediation Analyses Involving Cynicism and Organizational
Intentionality
Variables in Regression

dfa

tb

Test of cynicism as mediator between
intentionality and satisfaction
1. Cynicism and Satisfaction

138

-8.39

2. Intentionality and Satisfaction

138

6.18

3. Intentionality, Cynicism and Satisfaction

137

5.03

Test of cynicism as mediator between
intentionality and effort
1. Cynicism and Effort

140

-2.91

2. Intentionality and Effort

138

3.93

137

3.30

Test of cynicism as mediator between
intentionality and success
1. Cynicism and Success

168

-6.78

2. Intentionality and Success

161

5.55

3. Intentionality, Cynicism, and Success

160

4.32

Test of cynicism as mediator between
intentionality and intrinsic reward
1. Cynicism and Intrinsic Reward

122

-6.15

2. Intentionality and Intrinsic Reward

122

3.87

3. Intentionality, Cynicism and Intrinsic
Reward

121

2.70

Test of cynicism as mediator between
intentionality and extrinsic reward
1. Cynicism and Extrinsic Reward

163

-9.52

2. Intentionality and Extrinsic Reward

161

7.43

3. Intentionality, Cynicism and Extrinsic
Reward

160

6.32

3. Intentionality, Cynicism and Effort

-'

..

•:-

-

-

-

-

-

..

Change in
t-value

rT.0.63c

i
.
23c

-

Note: AlIt-values significant at at least the .05 level (1-tailed). a. df= degrees of freedom, b. AlItvalues given are for intentionality, c. Negative values (based on difference between steps 2and
3) indicative of cynicism as partial mediator (Baron & Kenny, 1986).
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Hypothesis 7
Hypothesis 7 predicted a significant link between perceptions of the
organization's (learning) goal orientation and individual leadership capacity. I
found a positive yet only marginally significant relationship between the two

variables (t(168)=1.70, p=.09; r
2=.02). Thus, this link was not supported in that
perceptions of the organization's (learning) goal orientation did not significantly
predict ratings of individual leadership capacity. As aresult, hypothesis 7was not
supported (see Table 16).

Hypothesis 8a and 8b
The following hypotheses, 8a and 8b, addressed the concurrent validity of
the individual leadership capacity measure. That is, do such self ratings of
individual

leadership

capacity correlate with

supervisor ratings

of current

leadership ability, future leadership potential (in the organization) and current job
performance?
According to hypothesis 8a, leadership capacity should have a significant
positive relationship with supervisory ratings of job performance. A regression
analysis revealed that individuals' leadership capacity did, indeed, predict mean
ratings of job performance (comprised of performance quality, quantity, job
knowledge, working relationships, and job attitude) such that t(150)=2.75,
p<.001; r
2=.05; see Table 28).
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Table 28
Summary of Regression Analyses Involving Supervisor Ratings as Predictor
Variables and Individual Leadership Capacity as Outcome
Variable
1. Job performance rating
(H8a)

B

SE

B

r
2

T

.12

.05

.22

.05

2.75***

08

.03

21

04

2.60***

2. Leadership ability rating
(H8b)
3. Formal leadership potential
rating (H8b)
*

p<.10;

**

p<.05;

p<.01;

*

p<.001.

Based on suggestions by Johnson and Creech (1983) and others (e.g.,
Bobko, 2001; Cohen & Cohen, 1983) Iexamined the relationship between
individual leadership capacity and supervisor rankings of performance by
correlating the two (unmodified) variables using Spearman's rho procedure.
When there are more than three ordinal categories, this procedure is among the
simplest and most common procedures used (Agresti, 1984; Cliff, 1996). In
calculating Spearman's rho between supervisor performance rankings and
individual leadership capacity (self) ratings, Ifound a non-significant relationship
(r=.09, p>.05; see Table 29). Thus, overall, Ifound mixed support for hypothesis
8a.
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Table 29
Summary of (Spearman's rho) Correlational Analyses Involving Supervisor
Rankings and Individual Leadership Capacity Ratings
Individual
leadership
capacity
ratings
Individual
leadership capacity
ratings

(rho) Correlation
Sig. (1-tailed)

Supervisor job
performance
rankings

(rho) Correlation
Sig. (1-tailed)

.088
.147

Supervisor
leadership ability
rankings

(rho) Correlation
Sig. (1-tailed)

.066
.210

.516**
.000

Supervisor
leadership potential
rankings

(rho) Correlation
Sig. (1-tailed)

.080
.164

.513**
.000

**
*

Supervisor
job
performance
rankings

Supervisor
leadership
ability
rankings

Supervisor
leadership
potential
rankings

1
-

1
-

I
--

.825**
.000

Correlation significant at the .01 level (1-tailed).
Correlation significant at the .05 level (1-tailed).

Hypothesis

8b

proposed

a similar relationship

between

individual

leadership capacity and supervisor ratings and rankings for both leadership
ability, and formal leadership potential. Regression analyses showed asignificant
positive relationship between individual leadership capacity and both mean
ratings of leadership ability (composed of adaptability, work ethic, problem
solving, and inspiring others; (t(150)=3.16, p<.01; r
2=.06) as well as the overall
rating of formal leadership potential (t(150)=2.60, p<.01; r
2=.04; see Table 28).
To determine the relationship between supervisor rankings of leadership
ability and potential and individual leadership capacity,

I used the same

procedure as above. Again, Ifound non-significant correlations between the
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supervisor rankings of ability and potential and (self) ratings of individual
leadership capacity such that r=.07, p>.05 for ability rankings and r=.08, p>.05 for
potential rankings (see Table 29). Thus, Ifound mixed support for hypothesis 8b.
Exploratory Analyses.

Iwanted to explore which specific dimensions of

capacity are predictive of performance and potential ratings. To answer this
question, Icorrelated each of the capacity dimensions with the overall ratings of
job performance and discovered that the strongest predictors of performance
were the dimensions of problem solving (r=.25, p=.001) and work ethic (r=.17,
p<.05).
For supervisor ratings of overall leadership ability, the strongest capacity
predictors were problem solving (r=.31, p<.001), and work ethic (r=.27, p<.001). I
also examined the relationship between individual leadership capacity and
supervisors' ratings of overall leadership potential; again, the two most powerful
predictors were problem solving (r.28, p<.001) and work ethic (r=.22, p<.05). In
sum, then, it appears that across supervisor ratings of job performance,
leadership ability and potential it was the capacity dimensions of problem solving
and work ethic that consistently appeared to be the most powerful predictors.
From the job performance perspective, Ialso examined which dimensions
of performance (i.e., work quality, work quantity, working relationships, job
attitude, and job knowledge) were most strongly correlated with the leadership
capacity dimensions of problem solving and work ethic. In correlating the various
dimensions of performance with the capacity dimensions of work ethic and
problem solving, Ifound the largest correlations were with performance quality
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(r=.22, p<.05 and r=.24, p<.001, respectively) and working relationships (r=.18,
p<.05 and r=.16, p<.05, respectively). Based on this, it appears that the individual
leadership capacity (primarily work ethic and problem solving) are most highly
correlated with supervisor ratings of employee working relationships and quality
of work.

General Exploratory Analyses
Team-Based Predictions and Capacity. Also, in looking at Table 30
on the next page, it is clear that a number of the above predictors of individual
leadership capacity are intercorrelated. Given the current bi-variate analytic
approach, such intercorrelation between predictors can serve to capitalize on the
overlapping variance between the (predictor) variables by including it in a
particular regression with capacity. This, in turn, can create significant predictorcriterion relationships where there otherwise might be none if we only examined
variance associated with aparticular predictor (i.e., unique variance only).
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Table 30
Correlations Between Selected Leadership Capacity Predictor Variables

Measure

Teamwork

Teamwork

Psychological
Safety

--

Team Composition

292**
.
.000

Psychological Safety

.090
.120

Democratic Team
Leadership

.038
.308

Informal Leadership
Development
* significant at the .05 alpha level
** significant at the .01 alpha level

Team Composition

.073
.180

--

.029
.353
.142*
.033
.055
.253

.
290**

.000
.198**
.007

Demo
Le;
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To determine what impact, if any, such predictor intercorrelation would
have for my individual leadership capacity-related regressions, Iconducted an
exploratory analysis by regressing individual leadership capacity on all significant
capacity-related predictors together (in a single step). This meant that I
regressed individual leadership capacity on teamwork, team functionality, team
psychological safety, democratic team

leadership and

informal

leadership

opportunities together in asingle step.
When all the variables were entered together on the same step, only
perceptions of team psychological safety emerged as a significant incremental
predictor of individual leadership capacity t(174)

=

2.91, p <.01, r
2 =.06. Given

this, it is important to view the above team based predictors of capacity with
caution. Specifically, overlapping variance between various predictors should be
taken into account when attempting to properly model or understand the various
antecedents of individual leadership capacity. Future research might use the
various regressions in the current study as aguide, then, in modeling (in a pathanalytic sense) the team-based antecedents of individual leadership capacity in
organizations. For example, using a single model to describe the above teamcapacity relationships rather than separate regressions might yield a somewhat
different picture of the best predictors of such non-supervisory leadership.
Such an approach is in line with various team researchers (e.g., Kline,
2001) who suggest that team processes and outcomes are best understood
when modeled as a whole. The same might then be said for how best to
understand individual behaviours and attitudes in teams, such as perceptions of
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team psychological safety and individual leadership capacity. Again, this is a
potentially fruitful avenue for future research to pursue.
Common Method Variance. Because the above analyses were based
mostly on one person assigning values across multiple measures, common
method variance was of some concern. Common method variance, as outlined
earlier, refers to the fact that two or more indicators may share variance because
they are measured by a common method (e.g., Mabe & West, 1982). The result
can be artificial inflation of the predictor-criterion correlation.
To address this concern, Iconducted two confirmatory factor analyses
using a selection of the more central and significant measures in the study: 1.
Individual

leadership capacity, 2.

Normative commitment,

3.

General job

satisfaction, 4. Turnover intentions, 5. Team psychological safety, and 6.
Democratic team leadership. In the first analysis, Iused a 9-factor model (see
below) while in the second Iused a 1-factor model to fit the data. If the former
model provided a better fit of the data, this would provide evidence against the
existence of common method variance in the current study. In other words, if the
data is better described by the individual measurement factors rather than a
single overall or common factor, the variance on those individual measures is not
likely the result of asingle construct or common method.
To begin, in a process outlined by Hall, Snell and Foust (1999) (see also
Landis, Beal & Tesluk, 2000), Iparcelled the four subscales of the individual
leadership capacity measure into problem solving, adaptability, work ethic, and
inspiring and supporting others. This process allowed me to use the subscale
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means for this measure rather than using the 19-items. In the end, such a
comparative analysis is best when conducted with as many measures from the
study as is practical. For every measure (or parameter) added, however, sample
size can become more of an issue as the degrees of freedom is reduced. Hall,
Snell and Foust (1999) note that the degrees of freedom/parameter trade-off can
be mitigated by parceling or grouping various subscales or items in the study.
This allows for inclusion of the measure or subscale using fewer overall degrees
of freedom. This parcelling process, then, substituted the individual leadership
capacity measure with its four subscales for atotal of nine factors.
In the first solution, Ianalysed the 9-factor model (with uncorrelated
factors) and found a chi-square/df ratio of 3.06 (1020.54/333) with an AGFI of
0.66. Next, Ianalyzed the 1-factor model constraining all items to load on a
single factor and found a chi-square/df ratio of 6.15 (1994.76/324) with an AGFI
of 0.37. For the 9-factor model, this represents achi-square/df difference of 3.09
over the 1-factor solution and an improved AGFI of 0.29. Based on this, the 9factor model represents a much better of the data over the 1-factor solution and,
as such, provides evidence against the existence of common method variance in
the current study.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION
"The most important job for aleader who wants to win in the 21st century is to
create more leaders, at more levels of your company than the competition."
Noel Tichy
Global Leadership Program
University of Michigan

The primary purpose of this study was threefold:

1. To develop a

behaviourally based measure of individual leadership capacity, 2. To determine
the relationship, if any, between individual leadership capacity and supervisor
ratings of job performance, leadership ability and leadership potential, and 3. To
better understand which leverage points in an organization's learning system
were associated with increased individual leadership capacity and a number of
important

leadership-related

employee

attitudes

including

job

satisfaction,

commitment, and intentions to leave.
Overall, Ifound mixed support for the study hypotheses. Among the more
central and important of my findings, however, were that individual leadership
capacity is best defined by four factors including problem solving, inspiring and
supporting others, work ethic, and adaptability.

Moreover,

such

individual

capacity is related to supervisor ratings of job performance, leadership ability and
leadership

potential.

Finally, from the systems perspective

I found that

teamwork, specifically cross-functional teams, were associated with increased
individual leadership capacity.
In addition, results support the hypothesized notion that the fairness and
intentionality with which leadership development programs are delivered in
organizations may have implications for a number of important workplace
attitudes including general job satisfaction, normative commitment, intentions to
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turnover and a host of leadership program related attitudes including cynicism,
satisfaction, perceptions of success in the organization and feelings of intrinsic
and extrinsic reward. Collectively, these findings have potentially important
ramifications for how we organize work and offer leadership development
opportunities to non-supervisory employees.
For purposes of organization, the first two sections below discuss the
measure of individual

leadership capacity followed

by discussion of the

relationship between this measure and supervisor ratings and rankings of job
performance, leadership ability, and leadership potential (the latter constituting
hypotheses 8a and 8b). The subsequent sections then address the remaining
hypotheses (Ia to 7) in order, followed by an overall summary of the findings and
discussion of the study limitations.

Measuring Individual Leadership Capacity
Based in part on work conducted by Lashway (1997) and others, (e.g.,
Atwater, Dionne, Avollo, Camobreco, & Lau, 1999; Bernthal, Rioux, & Wellins,
1999; Corporate Leadership Council membership survey, 2000; Lall, Holmes,
Brinkmeyer,

Johnson, & Yatko, 1999 Zaccaro & Kllmoski (2001), Isought to

build on our current understanding of leadership and leadership capacity in
developing a theoretically based,

behaviourally-oriented

paper and

pencil

measure of individual leadership capacity. To do this, Ispanned a number of
leadership theories and perspectives to design ameasure with well-defined items
that would be generalizable across avariety of professions and industries.
More importantly, the goal was to develop a measure that, too, could
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easily and quickly be used to assess individual leadership capacity at the frontline or individual contributor (i.e., non-supervisory) level. In this sense, the
measure

takes

an

integrated

approach

at

assessing

front-line

(non-role

prescribed) leadership. The further advantage of this approach is that such an
instrument allows for a longer range perspective in identifying internal leadership
talent because of the focus on measuring leadership capacity at the front line
(non-supervisory) level.
The measure was adapted from various leadership perspectives and from
relevant (theoretically based) leadership inventories. In both the pilot phase
exploratory factor analysis and the study phase confirmatory factor analysis, I
found that a four factor (nineteen-item) solution was the best fitting model
consisting of the following dimensions: 1. Problem solving, 2. Supporting and
inspiring others, 3. Work ethic, and 4. Adaptability.
Between the two samples, Iincluded a broad range of job types and
industries. Such a diverse sample and succinct number of items speak well to
both the generalizability and practicality of the final measure. Finally, because the
measure was created from a broad spectrum of leadership theories and
perspectives, it also responds to some earlier calls by Campbell, Dunnette,
Lawler, and Weick (1970), Yukl (1981), Van Fleet and Yukl (1986), and Yukl and
Van Fleet (1992) for a more unified and integrated approach to the study of
leadership and leadership effectiveness.
These findings are in line with others (e.g., Development Dimensions
International, Inc., 2003) who include subscales of adaptability and flexibility and
aspects of interpersonal skills (e.g., Pearson Reid London House, 1996) in their
leadership potential measures. This study, however, offers a unique measure of

Individual Leadership Capacity 130
leadership that goes beyond previous ones to enable assessment of leadership
capacity for those in positions not requiring the performance of leadership
functions. In this way, the current measurb may also serve as a predictor of
emergent leadership. Indeed, Ellis and Cronshaw (1992) found that behavioural
adaptability (one of the four factors found in the current study) was a strong
predictor of actual leader emergence.
But

is

such

self-rated

leadership

capacity

related

to

actual

job

performance? Moreover, are such self-ratings correlated with supervisor reports
of an individual's leadership ability and potential in aformal leadership position?
Iasked these same important questions in the current study. What follows is
discussion of the findings.

Leadership Capacity, Job Performance, and Leadership Ratings
As suggested earlier, one of the central assumptions of organizational
leadership research is that leadership matters

-

that leaders and leadership

processes influence organizational effectiveness. Such a perspective is often
couched in terms of leadership at the management level or above. That is, the
bulk of leadership research to date has focused on leadership in positions where
it is formally prescribed to some degree (i.e., managers, executives). In this
study, however, Iposed the question of whether or not leadership potential was
related to performance on the front-lines where leadership is not necessarily
included in the formal job role. In this way, Itook a more conservative approach
in testing whether or not leadership is associated with job performance and, by
extension, organizational effectiveness.
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I tested

the

relationship

between

performance,

leadership

ability,

leadership potential and individual leadership capacity in hypotheses 8a and 8b. I
examined the links between self-ratings of individual leadership capacity and
supervisor ratings of job performance, leadership ability and formal leadership
potential in the organization. The results indicated a clear association between
each of the supervisor measures and the individual leadership capacity measure
when considered in the context of supervisor ratings. This means that, indeed,
leadership capacity as defined here might make a difference to not only job
performance, but also to supervisors' perceptions of leadership ability and
potential. Such concurrent validity evidence adds some import to the potential
role of leadership capacity in

both job performance and,

by extension,

organizational effectiveness.
The same relationships, however, were not found when analyzed in the
context of supervisor rankings. There are a number of possible reasons, both
statistical and methodological, for this inconsistency in my findings. In terms of
methodological reasons, it could be that when supervisors made their rankings
(which consisted of a single overall score) they used different criteria than that
used in the rating scales. That is, employees were ranked on different cognitive
dimensions than on which they were rated. This would lead to differences in the
ratings versus rankings for a individual employee.

Given that different

supervisors would very likely be using different "cognitive dimensions" from one
another when assigning rankings, this could serve to attenuate the correlation
between the rankings and individual capacity ratings.
Relatedly, another possible methodological reason for the non-significant
findings with ranked data may be that different supervisors had different
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comparison groups when making the overall rankings in each case. This means
that any two employees from different areas receiving similar (absolute)
performance ratings may have received very different overall performance
rankings in the context that each works with a different comparison group of
workers.

In

practical

terms,

one

employee

who

received

low

absolute

performance ratings from her supervisor may have ended up with top ranking
when compared to her lower-performing peers. Similarly, another employee who
received high absolute performance ratings from his supervisor may have ended
up with a very poor ranking when compared with his higher-performing team
members. These scenarios could again serve to attenuate the correlations
between the ratings of individual leadership capacity and the supervisor rankings.
Statistically, it can be somewhat problematic to correlate ratings and
rankings as Idid here (Agresti, 1984; Cliff, 1996). Some suggestions call for
converting the continuous variable to (a reduced number of) ranked categories
before being correlated with the other ordinal variable using Spearman's rho
procedure (Long, 1997). Others call for a categorization of the ranked data into
(often only two) groups and then analyzed using the Kriskal Wallis (H) Statistic
(Hollander & Wolfe, 1973; Lehmann, 1975). Such an approach is similar to
conducting a one-way ANOVA but for non-parametric data. This procedure,
however, can be among the most problematic and difficult to interpret in this
context. Others yet suggest categorizing the ordinal variable (often into only two
groups using a "median split") and then simply correlating the now-categorical
and continuous variables using either the point-biserial or Pearson's rprocedure.
As MacCullum, Zhang,

Preacher and

approach can be especially problematic.

Rucker (2002) note,

however, this
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The simplest approach often involves correlating the continuous (interval)
and categorical variables directly using Kendall's tau (Kendall & Gibbons, 1990),
Spearman's rho or even the Pearson's rprocedure (e.g., Cliff, 1996) provided
there are more than three ordinal categories. The Pearson's r procedure is
typically reserved for correlating continuous (normally distributed) variables only
but in this case (with more than 3 ordinal categories) will yield a result very
similar to that of the non-parametric tests (Kendall's tau and Spearman's rho)
(Johnson & Creech, 1983). Indeed, the only difference between Pearson's rand
Spearman's rho procedure is that interval or continuous data is first ranked
before being correlated.
This final approach was the one used here (using Spearman's rho to
correlate the continuous and ordinal variables) and is among the more common
approached used (e.g., Agresti, 1984; Cliff, 1996). It is clear, however, that there
are a number of statistical approaches available for correlating ordinal and
continuous variables

-

none of which are perfect and all of which will yield slightly

different results depending on the number of categories used and exact statistical
procedure employed (Johnson & Creech, 1983).
It may be interesting to note that for comparison sake only, Iconducted a
number

of

alternative

correlational

analyses

using

different

numbers

of

categories for both the predictor and criterion variables as well as different
statistical procedures (e.g., Spearman's rho versus Pearson's rversus Kendall's
tau). Each of these purely exploratory comparisons, while all yielding slightly
different outcomes, resulted in non-significant correlations between the target
variables.

Such

a finding,

then,

points

more

directly to

the

notion

of

methodological rather than statistical reasons for the difference between my
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rating and ranking analyses.
A primary question for future investigations, then, would be to follow-up on
the rating versus ranking differences found here. If indeed the dissimilarity in
analyses is due to methodological differences, what are some of the primary
cognitive or procedural variables that play arole how different supervisors assign
rankings? How do these variables interact with the relative high or low
performance levels of the work group or team members? Do the cognitive
dimensions used to judge overall rankings change across supervisors? If so, how
do they differ from each other and, moreover, how might they differ from rating
dimensions when they are provided (as was the case here)? Finally, and most
practically, how might researchers mitigate some of the methodological problems
when collecting ranked data?
For the exploratory analyses of hypothesis 8a and 8b Icorrelated the
various dimensions of capacity with the supervisor performance, leadership
ability and potential ratings. Ifound that the largest correlations were consistently
derived from the capacity dimensions of problem solving and work ethic.
Moreover, because Iexamined the various capacity dimensions for variability, I
was able to determine that such consistent results were not the product of range
restriction in the other dimensions.
Such exploratory findings speak to the relative importance that each
dimension of individual leadership capacity plays in the supervisor ratings of job
performance, leadership ability and future leadership potential. Indeed, common
across all the correlations were the same two capacity dimensions of problem
solving and work ethic.

In terms of problem solving, this is not surprising as it

also plays a vital role in typical workplace performance, regardless of the
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organizational level. What is interesting to note, however, is the relatively minor
role played by the dimension of "Inspiring and Supporting Others" in the
relationship between leadership capacity and supervisor ratings of leadership
ability and future potential.

It is surprising because of the central role that

inspiring others typically takes
leadership level

-

in

leadership effectiveness at the formal

especially when considering transformational leadership (e.g.,

Alimo-Metcalfe & Alban-Metcalfe, 2001; Bass & Avolio, 1994). As Burns (1978),
for example, points out, such transformational leadership may be exhibited by
anyone in any position in the organization. In the case here, however, this aspect
of leadership capacity has less of a correlation with supervisor ratings of job
performance, leadership ability and potential.
Given this inconsistency, it would be worthwhile for future research to gain
a better understanding of the relationship between this aspect of leadership
capacity and ratings of job performance, leadership ability and potential. Does
this relationship change as front-line staff high in leadership capacity are
promoted up through the organization (i.e., to formal positions of leadership)?
Also, is there a relationship between this inspirational aspect of leadership
capacity and others' job performance at both the front-line (non-supervisory) level
and beyond?
Overall, these findings answer a number of important questions from
those such as Zaccaro and Klimoski (2001) and others (e.g., McCauley et al,
1998) who emphasize the need to link specific leadership behaviours to
indicators of organizational effectiveness. For this study, Iused job performance,
leadership ability and
effectiveness.

leadership potential

as

indicators of organizational

The current findings, however, make a somewhat different
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argument than previous researchers as Itested the assumption that individual
leadership capacity relates to workplace performance. Ifound that, indeed,
"leadership capacity on the front lines" relates to supervisor ratings of job
performance, leadership ability and potential.
Overall, Iconducted amuch more conservative test of the assumption that
leadership matters in organizations because unlike formal leadership positions
(as with

managers

and

executives),

non-supervisory employees

are

not

necessarily held accountable for their leadership ability nor do they have the
same scope of influence normally associate with those in formal leadership
positions. A key question for future research, however, would be the direction of
relationship between individual leadership capacity and job performance. Does
better job performance necessarily involve greater leadership capacity or does
engaging in such leadership behavior improve job performance? Our analysis
here would indicate the latter, but is not a question that can be definitively
answered within the current cross-sectional design.
The primary test of the hypotheses together with the exploratory analyses
above takes our understanding of leadership in a new direction. It may be fruitful
for future research to further pursue the relationship between

individual

leadership capacity, job performance, leadership ability and potential. For
example, though Iused a well-articulated measure of job performance and
leadership in my supervisor rating forms, future research should extend the
examination of this relationship by determining which factors of leadership
capacity might most directly impact business unit or organizational results.
Kirkpatrick (1994) outlines such an approach in his discussion of program
evaluation. In this context, one might use the current measure of leadership
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capacity within a training or leadership development paradigm to

better

understand how changes in such capacity potentially translate into later job
performance, team performance or organizational results. This, in short, is the
return on investment (ROl) approach to training evaluation and fits closely with
the

needs

of

leadership

development

researchers

and

practitioners

to

understand how training dollars are best spent and on whom (e.g., Shapiro,
1999; Vicere & Fulmer, 1997).
Future research should

also investigate the general izability of the

individual leadership capacity measure. It may also be that given alarger or more
diverse sample, there may be a somewhat different factor structure or list of
items included in the scale. Such an approach speaks directly to testing the
current measure in a more global, demographically diverse way. For example,
the cross-cultural fit of the current model would be both an interesting and
prudent course of investigation given the growing international scope and skill set
required by leaders in the twenty first century (McCauley et al., 1998).

Indeed,

as House, Hanges, Ruiz-Quintanilla, Dorfman, Javidan, Dickson, Gupta and
GLOBE Coordinating Team (1999) and others (Brodbeck et al., 2000; House,
Wright, & Aditya, 1997; Robie, Johnson, Nilsen, & Hazucha, 2001) highlight, the
definition of leadership (and hence leadership capacity) often differs across
cultures.

Organizational Learning System, Capacity and Attitudes
One key purpose of the study was to closely examine those aspects of the
organization's learning system (or "leverage points") that were associated with
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increased

individual

leadership

capacity

and

a number

of

important

organizational attitudes such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and
intentions to leave the organization (i.e., turnover).

This goal constituted the

larger framework for the study and provided critical information on those midlevel

(e.g.,

teamwork,

team

leadership)

and

higher-level

(e.g.,

perceived

organizational goal orientation, perceived leadership development intentionality)
organizational factors that were associated with the above performance and
attitudinal outcomes. Iexamined these relationships to obtain aclearer picture of
which systemic practices could be potentially used as leverage points in
increasing leadership capacity, job performance and a number of important
workplace attitudes.
This systems (alignment) perspective is in accord with the Center for
Creative

Leadership

(1999)

and

others

(e.g.,

Development

Dimensions

International Inc., 2003; Shapiro, 1999) who suggest a systemic approach in
promoting learning and/or leadership in organizations. More importantly, such a
design is in response to the growing demand organizations have in providing for
their own future leadership needs (i.e., by "growing their own leaders"; e.g.,
Byham, Smith, & Paese, 2002).

What follows, then, is discussion of the

relationships between various aspects of the organizational learning system and
a number of leadership

related

outcomes,

including

individual

leadership

capacity. Because hypotheses 8a and 8b have already been discussed above,
the following sections involve discussion of hypotheses 1a to 7, in order.
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Team Characteristics and Individual Leadership Capacity
Returning to the first set of hypotheses (Hia to Hif), Iexamined anumber
of aspects of teamwork in relation to individual leadership capacity. Overall, only
2 of the 6 team-based hypotheses were supported; ratings of teamwork (i.e.,
amount of time spent working as part of ateam) and team functionality (i.e., the
number of people on the team from different functional

or professional

backgrounds) were significantly associated with individual leadership capacity.
This meant that the mean age of team members, the range in team member
ages, the geographic configuration of the team, and the size of the team were not
significantly related to individual leadership capacity.
These findings are, in part, consistent with those of Monczka and Trent
(1992) who found that teamwork, in general, and team functionality were both
associated with greater individual leadership behaviours. For organizations
hoping to facilitate leadership capacity on the front lines, this finding would
support the

strategy of creating

teams,

especially cross-functional

ones,

whenever possible.
Turning to the exploratory analysis of hypothesis 1c (team functionality) I
was interested in better understanding which aspects of leadership capacity are
most related to team functionality. Through correlational analysis, Ifound that the
capacity dimensions of inspiring and supporting others and problem solving were
most highly correlated with team functionality. Such afinding supports the notion
that, at least from a leadership capacity perspective, working in a team with
members from other functional backgrounds likely involves greater problem
solving and active support of other members' perspectives or approaches.
What is surprising in this case is that adaptability did not appear to play a
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significant role in the relationship with team functionality. Future research should
more closely examine the processes or mechanisms by which cross-functional
teams facilitate these dimensions of leadership by focusing on the kinds of tasks
and professional compositions (i.e., functional nature) that lead to various
aspects of individual

leadership.

It could

be that given

more divergent

backgrounds in functional composition, adaptability may play a more central role
as aperformance outcome.
Turning to hypotheses Ib, d, eand f, the current findings were contrary to
past research by Monczka and Trent (1992) who found that smaller teams whose
members were both younger and closer in age and who worked closely together
geographically tended to communicate more and share leadership 'roles and
responsibilities within the team. These findings, by extension, suggested that
such team characteristics would have been associated with greater individual
leadership capacity by the members of those teams. This was not the case here.
Given this contrary finding, Iturned first to an examination of the relevant
response set distributions and found that, for geographic configuration, 94% of
the target sample answered either I("closely or directly together") or 2 ("same
building or general outside location"). The result was a highly positively skewed
distribution. As Schmitt and Chan (1998) point out, such range restriction can
attenuate the correlation between predictor and criterion, reducing the possibility
of finding a significant relationship between the two. Thus, for the hypothesis
examining the relationship between geographic configuration and individual
leadership capacity (i.e., hypothesis Id), range restriction in the predictor was
very likely afactor.
More broadly speaking, however, it is important to note that the entire set

Individual Leadership Capacity 141
of team-based

hypotheses

rested

primarily on the assumption that both

communication and the items that asked about taking on leadership roles and
responsibilities would be an integral part of the leadership capacity measure.
Both communication and leadership actions as those described above, however,
were not included in the final nineteen item solution. It is worth speculating, then,
that had the communication and leadership action items been included in the
final measure Imay have found results more consistent with those of Monczka
and Trent (1992).
Thus, it may still be worthwhile for future research to investigate the kinds
of team characteristics associated with increased individual leadership capacity.
Outside of teamwork and team functionality, such studies would necessarily need
to consider including communication and (emergent) leadership actions in their
investigations involving leadership capacity. Moreover, future inquiries should
also include team-level indicators of process and outcome effectiveness versus
the individual-level outcome of capacity included here. Given the pervasive
nature of teams in organizations today (e.g., Guzzo & Shea, 1992; Nadler &
Ancona, 1992), it is all the more important to understand those aspects of teams
(and the team environment) which can be used as potential leverage points to
increase both individual leadership capacity as well as overall team or work
group effectiveness.
These current findings, however, extend our understanding of leadership
by providing a clearer picture of which team characteristics (namely crossfunctionality) predict individual leadership capacity. Future research should
pursue these findings by looking at the nature of the task as well as different
functional or professional compositions as they relate to individual, team, and
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organizational-level outcomes. Such an approach is echoed by Pelled (1997) and
others (e.g., Knight, Pearce, Smith, Olian, Sims, Smith, & Flood, 1999; Pelled,
Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999) who suggest that heterogeneity (in teams) along various
demographic dimensions may differ in both the extent and direction of their
effects. As Zaccaro and Klimoski (2001) point out, "it is particularly important that
researchers carefully define the underlying causal linkages from demography, to
individual and team behaviours, to organizational outcomes."

(p.

280).

Psychological Safety and Individual Leadership Capacity
Hypothesis 2 predicted that perceptions of team psychological safety
would be associated with greater individual leadership capacity. Ifound support
for this

relationship.

The original and recently defined

notion of team

psychological safety proposed by Edmondson (1999) was a learning-based
construct. That is, perceptions of team psychological safety were proposed to
support the general process of learning in teams where individual team members
who felt "psychologically safe" in their team, were more likely to engage in
individual learning (including risk taking and experimentation). The hypothesized
relationship between psychological safety and leadership capacity presupposed
a similarity between learning and leadership in teams. Indeed, the current
measure

of

individual

leadership

capacity

included

one

item

regarding

experimentation which is reflected in Edmondson's original notion of individual
learning in teams.
The current finding, then, adds support to the notion that leadership
capacity in teams, as defined here, is similar to the types of team-based learning
described by Edmondson (1999). Moreover, this study builds upon previous work
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by examining the relationship between perceptions of team psychological safety
and individual leadership capacity. This is a promising new direction for the
promotion of leadership capacity in organizations that presently utilize (or who
are willing to subscribe) to team-based work.
It would very fruitful for future researchers to pursue this relationship
further. Specifically, what role does psychological safety play in team processes
and overall team-based measures of performance? This kind of investigation is in
line with those of Kline (2001) and others (e.g., Sundstrom, DeMeuse & Futrell,
1990; Weldon & Weingart, 1993) who, for example, note that subjectively held
beliefs about the team by its members can influence its performance (including
process and outcome effectiveness). More importantly, how are perceptions of
psychological safety best promoted in or across teams? If organizations are to
capitalize on this team characteristic as a leverage point in promoting individual
leadership capacity, it will be important to determine how best to facilitate such
perceptions either through team-member composition or via training and
development (e.g., team cohesion). These are important questions to be
answered by future researchers.

Team Leadership and Individual Leadership Capacity
In hypotheses 3a and 3b, it was proposed that team leadership style (by
the direct team supervisor or manager) would be associated with differences in
team member individual leadership capacity. Specifically, democratic leadership
style would be associated with increased individual leadership capacity while
autocratic leadership style would be associated with decreased individual
leadership capacity. Interestingly, the findings supported the former, but not the
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latter hypothesis; ademocratic team leadership style was associated with greater
individual leadership capacity, but an autocratic team leadership style was not.
Because range restriction was not a factor in the autocratic team
leadership items, this finding would suggest that individual leadership capacity in
teams (at least in this case) is largely unrelated to an autocratic team leadership
style. Only when the formal team leader is democratic in his or her approach is
team leadership associated with individual leadership capacity.
Such acircumstance highlights an interesting side note in that, at least in
the present case, autocratic and democratic team leadership styles do not
appear to be two ends of the same continuum. If that were the case, Iwould
have likely realized significant results in the predicted direction for both
hypotheses. This adds further weight to the argument that leadership is
multifaceted and is not simply a "one or the other" skill set (Yukl & Van Fleet,
1992); the absence of a democratic leadership style does not necessarily imply
greater autocracy.
In the case of autocratic team leadership style (hypothesis 3b) it was
expected that this type of team leadership would be associated with adecreased
leadership capacity by the individual team members.

This was expected

because such leaders retain power either through coercion (Bass, 1960),
initiation of structure (Fleishman, 1973) or by the mixture of a "hands off' yet
sanctioning (Bales, 1958) or punishing (Bass, 1960) approach. Either way,
autocratic team leaders were expected to inhibit both individual team member
development and performance

-

the opposite effects assumed to result from

those of a democratic team leadership style (Stewart & Manz, 1995).
however, was not the case in the present study.

This,
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In my exploratory analyses of the relationship between team leadership
and leadership capacity, Iattempted to explain this inconsistency by borrowing
directly from the voluminous literature on organizational justice, particularly as it
pertains to job performance. Ifound that that democratic team leadership style
significantly predicted mean ratings of job performance, but autocratic team
leadership did not. Thus, team leadership style differentially predicts leadership
capacity and job performance such that a democratic style positively predicts
both while an autocratic style does not. This finding is explained somewhat by
the similarly inconsistent relationship between perceptions of fairness and job
performance.
To support the link between team leadership style and perceptions of
fairness in this case, Iconducted additional exploratory analyses and found
evidence consistent with the notion that perceptions of fairness served as a full
mediator in the relationship between democratic team leadership style and
individual leadership capacity. These findings, together, add support to the
argument that team leadership style is associated with perceptions of fairness.
These perceptions of fairness, in turn, have somewhat unclear implications for
individual leadership capacity in much the same way that fairness perceptions
have a somewhat inconsistent relationship with job performance (e.g., Colquitt,
Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001).
Future

research

should

more

closely

examine

the

link

between

perceptions of fairness, team leadership and individual leadership capacity in
teams.

Because Iemployed only global measures of fairness and team
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leadership, future research could use more articulated measures to better
distinguish

between

the various

dimensions

of fairness

(i.e.,

distributive,

procedural, and interaction), linking these to different team leadership styles and
individual and team-based outcomes, both attitudinal and behavioural.

Leadership Development and Individual Leadership Capacity
Hypotheses 4a and 5a both predicted that engaging

in leadership

development opportunities would be associated with an increase in individual
leadership capacity. In the former, Ihypothesized that formal opportunities would
predict such leadership while in hypothesis 5a it was expected that informal (onthe-job) leadership development opportunities would be associated with an
increase in individual leadership capacity. The findings provided only mixed
support for the hypotheses in that Ifound support for the latter hypothesis
(regarding informal opportunities) but not the former hypothesis (regarding formal
opportunities).
These findings are only in part consistent with research by McCauley,
Moxley and Van Velsor (1998) and others (e.g., Campion et al., 1994; Collins,
2001; Northcraft et al., 1992; Pernick, 2001; Zenger, Ulrich & Smallwood, 1999)
who note that workplace leadership development experiences, both formal and
informal, can help to promote leadership effectiveness. As Collins (2001) in
particular highlights, the best approach to leadership development is one that is
systematic

in

nature

-

offering

a full

range

of leadership

development

experiences including developmental relationships, feedback programs, formal
training, special job assignments, as well as both structured and unstructured on-
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the-job leadership experiences. This suggests that both formal and informal
leadership development experiences should

be

correlated with

individual

leadership capacity. This was not the case here.
To explain this inconsistency, Iclosely examined the formal leadership
training and development opportunities provided by the target organization.
These were found in a comprehensive curriculum designed by the learning and
development department and offered (typically for no cost) to all employees in
the organization. There were avariety of formal workshops offered (which Iwon't
list here). Each workshop, in turn, was in line with the organization's overall
competencies of: 1. Focus on Results, 2. Teamwork, and 3. Communication.
This meant that every workshop or session listed in the curriculum was explicitly
linked to one or more of these organizational competencies. In other words, the
curriculum was designed to largely promote individual development in these
three areas.
When comparing the dimensions of individual leadership capacity (i.e.,
adaptability, work ethic, inspiring and supporting others, and problem solving)
with the focal competencies of the formal curriculum, it becomes clear that the
study dimensions of individual leadership capacity are not in line with the formal
offerings of the organization. Regardless of which workshop or formal session
any employee takes in the organization, it would not directly promote individual
development along any of the four capacity dimensions included here.

That is

not to say that such formal opportunities may not indirectly promote development
in these areas, but Iwould not expect that those who participated in such formal
opportunities would be necessarily higher in any of the four leadership capacity
dimensions included in the present study. Indeed, such formal opportunities are
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not meant to drive leadership performance along these four dimensions.
Ifound that individual leadership capacity was associated with integrated
leadership learning opportunities, but not formal opportunities. Such adifference
is likely explained by the difference in focal competencies between the leadership
capacity measure and those of the organization. This means that on-the-job or
integrated leadership development experiences may be the more appropriate
method for promoting individual leadership capacity as defined here.
Future research should examine this possibility more closely by comparing
such integrated development with formal development aimed at the target
capacity dimensions of interest (i.e., adaptability, problem-solving, inspiring and
supporting others, and work ethic). That is, greater alignment between the formal
training paradigm and the dimensions of leadership capacity should result in
greater correlation between the two.
This

correlation

development and

would

integrated

support

the

notion

of

using

both

formal

leadership learning opportunities as tools in

promoting individual leadership capacity. As noted above, this multi-method
approach is in line suggestions by Collins (2001), for example, who advocates a
blending

of formal

and

informal

experiences

in

the

overall

leadership

development process. It is important to note, however, that an alternative
perspective here may be that, given the nature of individual leadership capacity
(with its focus on adaptability, work ethic, and inspiring and supporting others),
an integrated (or informal) leadership development approach may be the best
and only method to use. In other words, is adaptability, work ethic or inspiring
others better developed in the formal classroom setting or through on-the-job
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experiences? Again, such aquestion is well-suited for future investigations.
Non-significant correlations between formal opportunities and leadership
capacity notwithstanding, another important area for future research may be in
looking more closely at the relationship between different types of formal and
informal

learning

distinguish

and

individual

leadership

capacity.

between different types of formal

and

This

study did

integrated

not

(on-the-job)

leadership development opportunities. Moreover, past research has typically
been focused on leadership effectiveness and development at the management
level or above, rather than individual leadership capacity in front-line personnel.
Future research should examine which types of leadership development
experiences within the two rubrics (formal and informal) contribute most to
individual leadership capacity in front-line personnel. Also, what might be the
relationship between current capacity building in this context and future
leadership effectiveness? That is, do certain types of experiences help to
promote a particular leadership style later in one's career? In short, leadership
researchers need to help us better understand the complex linkages between
individual developmental experiences, leadership capacity and later leadership
effectiveness.

Leadership Development Fairness and Workplace Attitudes
As above, hypotheses 4b and 5b are discussed in tandem as they both
relate to the perceived fairness with which leadership development opportunities
are offered

-

both formal and informal, respectively. In this study, results
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supported both hypotheses. These findings are consistent with organizational
justice research by Latham and Skarlicki (1996), Hendrix, Robbins, Miller and
Summers (1998) and others (e.g., Kabanoff, 1990; McFarlin & Sweeny, 1993)
who have shown that perceptions of unfairness can lead to anumber of negative
attitudinal

outcomes

such

as

resentment,

decreased

satisfaction

and

commitment as well as an increased intentions to turnover.
Specifically, Ifound that the perceived fairness with which both formal and
informal leadership development opportunities were offered in the organization
accounted for fourteen percent of the variance in normative commitment.
Moreover, perceptions of how the same leadership opportunities are offered in
the organization accounted for twelve percent in individual turnover intentions.
Together, these findings speak to the importance of not only offering leadership
development opportunities to front line personnel, but also offering them in away
that is perceived as fair and inclusive. This is not surprising given the culture of
the target organization where fairness and asense of entitlement are the norm.
In such an organization, it would be expected that how opportunities are offered
among the staff would play a significant role in such important employee
attitudes.
In a practical sense, this is a meaningful outcome in terms of retention
strategies. Organizational justice researchers (e.g., Greenberg, 1994; Hom,
Caranikas-Walder, Prussia, & Griffeth, 1992; Lowe & Vodanovich, 1995) have
long since known that fairness perceptions can affect both commitment and
turnover intentions. The present study differs, however, in that it is focused on
normative commitment rather than affective commitment as an outcome.
Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, and Ng (2001), for example, point out
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that most measures of organizational commitment (in

studies examining

organizational justice) assess affective commitment, which examines the degree
to which employees identify with the company and make the company's goals
their own (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Normative commitment, however, more directly
emphasizes the desire to remain loyal to one's employer (Wiener, 1982) or a
sense of obligation to the organization (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993).

More

importantly, this study extends past justice findings by focusing specifically on
perceptions of how leadership development opportunities were offered to nonsupervisory personnel. Typically, organizations are most concerned with the
leadership development efforts and perceptions of their management staff (or
higher). These two hypotheses together, however, strongly suggest that front-line
staff are also very cognizant of leadership development opportunities and how
they are offered in the organization.
Finally, Ifound support for the notion that the perceived fairness with
which both formal and informal leadership development opportunities were
offered in the organization predicted general job satisfaction. This, too, is
consistent with the work of Campion et al. (1994) and the earlier writings of Blau
(1964) regarding social exchange. Furthermore, these current findings are
directly consistent with organizational justice research linking perceptions of
fairness with general job satisfaction (McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992; Mossholder,
Bennett, & Martin, 1998; Wesolowski & Mossholder, 1997).
The practical implications of such findings are straightforward; the way in
which leadership development opportunities are offered in the organization
even to front-line non-supervisory personnel

-

-

can have atremendous impact on

employees' job satisfaction, commitment, and intentions to stay with the
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organization.

One practical question in this regard might be whether this

relationship is the same for "high" versus "low potential" employees. Arguably, at
least from a leadership perspective, it is likely the case that the organization
would be more interested in retaining high potential employees. This is the case
within the succession management paradigm in which high potential employees
are identified and specifically groomed as replacements for (typically) executive
positions (Byham, Smith, & Paese, 2002).
In the exploratory analyses,

I examined the question

of possible

differences between "high potential" and "low potential" employees and found
that for "low potential" employees, turnover intentions remained relatively
constant

regardless

of

the

perceived

fairness

of

integrated

leadership

development opportunities. "High potential" employees, however, are much more
likely to want to leave the organization if they perceive that such integrated
leadership development opportunities are not being fairly/inclusively offered.
Thus, in the end it seems high potential employees are the ones most sensitive
to how such leadership opportunities are offered. Such afinding speaks directly
to how organizations should consider handling their integrated leadership
development opportunities

-

especially to "high potential" front-line employees.

Interestingly, this same relationship did not hold for more formal leadership
training and development opportunities; likely because of the (largely nonleadership) focus of such formal offerings.
As noted above, however, this same interaction did not hold in the
relationship between leadership ability ratings and the perceived fairness of
formal developmental opportunities on turnover intentions. This difference in the
relationship between formal and informal opportunities makes sense in the
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context that, for the target organization at least, formal learning and leadership
opportunities are made available to all employees regardless of their leadership
potential (i.e., there is no "selection criteria"). Informal, on-the-job leadership
development opportunities, however, are up to the discretion of the unit manager
or supervisor and are most likely based on ability, liking, or both.
Overall, it is clear that how leadership development programs and
opportunities are offered in the organization matter

-

even to those in non-formal

leadership positions. Indeed, the fairness with which both formal and informal
leadership and learning opportunities are offered to front-line staff has potentially
important

implications for employees'

general job

satisfaction,

normative

commitment, and intentions to leave the organization. More importantly, in terms
of turnover intentions, it seems that how on-the-job leadership opportunities are
offered matter most to high potential employees

-

the same employees that the

organization most likely wishes to retain.
This begs the question then of what exactly contributes most to each
groups' perception of fairness? The measure used in this study assessed only
global perceptions of fairness. Past researchers have found that the procedural
(process) versus distributive (outcome) dimensions of fairness play different roles
depending on the outcome or even within the same outcome (e.g., Dailey & Kirk,
1992; Folger& Konovsky, 1989; Greenberg, 1994; Horn, Griffeth & Sellard, 1984;
Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, in press; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992;
McFarlin & Sweeney, 1993; Tyler, 1990; Lowe & Vodanovich, 1995). Moreover,
such perceptions can differentially interact with levels of ability (Aiello & Kolb,
1995)

-

an especially central variable in the current context.
Future research should follow-up on such promising initial findings using a
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more well-articulated measure of fairness than the one used in the current study.
Moreover, would the current findings hold in an organization where formal
opportunities are offered to only the most interested or most able? Or would the
same hold for those higher up in the organization (managers, executives) versus
front-line staff? The answers to such questions have important implications for
how organizations operate their leadership and learning opportunities at all levels
of the organization.

Organizational Intentionality and Workplace Attitudes
The next two hypotheses, 6a and 6b, proposed significant associations
between

perceptions of the organization's intentions regarding

leadership

development programs and the following important attitudes: 1. Cynicism toward
the organization's leadership development orientation 2. Satisfaction with the
organization's leadership development programs, 3. Ratings of individual effort
toward leadership development, 4. Perceptions of personal (future) success in
the organization, 5. Ratings of leadership development related intrinsic reward
(i.e., personal value), and 6. Ratings of leadership development related extrinsic
reward (e.g., recognition, pay-related rewards). Indeed, each of the above
relationships was supported by the data. Below, Idiscuss each of these
outcomes in turn.
Leadership

Cynicism.

In

this

study,

I found

that

perceptions

of

organizational intentionality regarding their leadership development programs
had a significant negative relationship with individual cynicism toward the
organization's development orientation. This means that as employees perceived
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greater intentionality and purposefulness behind such initiatives, they were less
cynical towards such efforts and programs. In short, front-line employees both
noticed and cared about why the organization was offering such developmental
opportunities. For organizations who believe that simply offering employees such
opportunities is enough, this finding might be somewhat surprising. It clearly
matters to non-supervisory staff if such leadership offerings are connected to a
broader or deeper, more meaningful development initiative.
Leadership Satisfaction. Ialso expected in hypothesis 6a that there would
likely be a concurrent relationship between perceptions of organizational
leadership development intentionality and individual employee satisfaction with
the organization's leadership development programs such that higher ratings of
perceived intentionality or purposefulness would be associated with greater
satisfaction with such development programs. This expectation, too, was borne
out by the data.
Both findings are in accord with related research by Wanous, Reichers
and Austin (1994) and others (e.g., Anderson & Bateman, 1997). For example,
research on organizational cynicism has demonstrated that employees will
experience a sense of betrayal and pessimism as a result of repeatedly
observing failed managerial attempts to initiate change. In the present context,
this translates into a sense of cynicism from feeling that the organization's
leadership development efforts are simply another initiative unconnected to any
broader, more meaningful development framework or strategy. Moreover, to the
extent that upper management fails to fully endorse and 'drive-through' strategic
initiatives such as leadership development programs, employees are more likely
to adopt acynical attitude (Anderson & Bateman, 1997).
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These two findings together regarding cynicism and satisfaction have
implications for not only the evaluation of those programs, but also a number of
other important outcomes. For example, as Anderson and Bateman (1997)
suggest, cynicism often leads to less motivation to participate, a diminished
sense of success in the organization, and fewer perceived personal and external
rewards regarding such opportunities. Thus, beyond the outcomes of cynicism
and (dis)satisfaction already realized in this study, Ialso felt it prudent to test (in
hypothesis 6b) the notion that perceptions of intentionality would also be related
to the above effort, success, and reward outcomes.
It is important to highlight that this is asomewhat different relationship than
the one originally hypothesized by Anderson and Bateman (1997). In their
original paper, the authors hypothesized that cynicism would directly predict the
above outcomes. In the present study, however, Iexamined how intentionality
rather than cynicism would predict these various outcomes. This is in keeping
with the systemic approach and integrates a variable (intentionality) over which
the organization has direct control.

Thus, the following discussion should be

considered a strict examination of the above predictor-criterion relationships
because I was using an organizational-level variable to predict individual
attitudes rather than using one attitudinal variable (cynicism) to predict another
(i.e., effort, perceived success, reward).
Leadership Effort.
were

positively

Perceptions of leadership development intentionality

associated

with

involvement

in

leadership

development

opportunities. This means that employees who perceived greater meaningfulness
and purposefulness behind such initiatives also participated more in such
developmental opportunities. In further exploring which opportunities, formal or
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informal, were driving the relationship, Ifound that it was participation in formal
leadership training and development opportunities that was the primary driver.
This finding is in line with my previous comments regarding the relationship
between fairness and developmental opportunities and fits closely with the
relationship between formal offerings and organizational-level intentionality.
Recall that all employees, regardless of ability, could participate in formal
developmental opportunities

-

and that the wording of the intentionality measure

was aimed at perceptions of organizational intent rather than manager or
supervisor intent.
Personal Success. As expected, ratings of personal success in the
organization were significantly related to perceptions of leadership development
intentionality.

Employees

who

felt

there

was

greater

support

for

and

meaningfulness behind such leadership development efforts at an organizational
level, also felt their chances of success (e.g., tenure, promotion) so too
increased.
Leadership Intrinsic Reward. How do the intentions of the organization
relate to feelings of personal value or the reward employees' get from engaging
in

such

leadership

development

opportunities?

I found

support

for the

relationship between perceptions of organizational intentionality and ratings of
intrinsic reward

regarding leadership development (H6b). This means that

employees' perception of the organization's purpose in offering leadership
development programs has potential implications for the personal rewards or
inherent value they feel from participating in such efforts.
Leadership Extrinsic Reward. Finally, Iexamined the relationship between
employees' perceptions of organizational intentionality and their perceptions of
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extrinsic reward such as acknowledgement, pay-related rewards, and promotion.
This hypothesized association, too, was supported. The more intentional
employees saw the organization in its leadership development orientation, the
greater they rated the extrinsic rewards associated with such efforts. In some
respects, this relationship simply confirms the intentionality of the organization;
greater intentionality is very likely associated with greater recognition and
rewards. Indeed, many organizations offering recognition and/or pay-based
rewards. Such is the case here with leadership demonstrate their intentionality
with certain initiatives by development. Not surprisingly, employees were
cognizant of this link.
All together, the above findings provide support for the idea that
employees care about the meaning and purpose behind the organization's
leadership development efforts. In sum, Ifound support for the link between
perceptions of organizational (leadership development) intentionality and a
number of leadership

development related

outcomes

including

cynicism,

satisfaction, perceptions of success within the organization, involvement and,
finally, perceptions of both internal and external reward. These findings are in line
with related research on cynicism by Anderson and Bateman (1997) and others
(e.g., Regoli, Crank, Rivera, & George, 1990).
In the current study, however, the hypotheses centered around the
somewhat more distal relationship between organizational intentionality and
various individual attitudinal outcomes rather than between individual cynicism
and individual attitudes (e.g., Anderson & Bateman 1997). In an effort to explore
the direct relationship between individual cynicism and the various outcomes
outlined by Anderson and Bateman, Iconducted atest for cynicism as a partial
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mediator between intentionality and the target attitudes. Through these series of
exploratory tests for mediation, Ifound evidence consistent with the notion that
cynicism was apartial mediator between perceptions of intentionality and each of
the five attitudinal outcomes. Such findings, then, provide support for the idea
that cynicism may be one of the mediating attitudes between employees'
perceptions of organizational intentionality and the rewards, feelings of success,
involvement, and satisfaction associated with those experiences.
These are potentially important findings for those organizations who fail to
contextualize their various leadership development opportunities. If employees
feel that the organization is providing opportunities simply to assuage them ,or if
those opportunities don't clearly connect to business goals or strategy, front-line
staff can become not only cynical but less involved, less satisfied, perceived
fewer related rewards (both internal and external) and feel like they have a less
successful future in the organization. This, of course, has implications for
organizations that want to identify and encourage the early development of their
own future "in house" leaders on the front-line.

No longer can organizations

simply provide leadership development in an ad hoc or non-systematic way.
They must show the link between such programs and business strategy and/or
professional development and, moreover, clearly communicate that link to
employees.
If we believe the finding that employees do indeed care why such
programs are offered, how can organizations modify such perceptions of
intentionality? Such a question fits closely with the communication strategy for
any new or ongoing developmental program or initiative. Organizations must not
only have a comprehensive leadership development strategy that includes non-
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supervisory staff, the (developmental) strategy must also be made explicit, be
widely communicated, and a strong commitment to implementing that strategy
must be demonstrated too. "Such clear intentionality can (only) act as a
driver.. .to systemic leadership development" (Centre for Creative Leadership, p.
18). In the end, these findings speak to the importance of how leadership
development programs and initiatives should be delivered in organizations.
many cases,

In

organizations might want to consider developing a broader

leadership development framework (that includes a clear link between a
leadership [development] vision, relevant competencies, and developmental
opportunities) and clearly communicating such linkages to all employees.
Because this study was concerned primarily with attitudinal outcomes,
future research in this area could look at "hard" measures such as attendance,
promotion

rates,

and

return

on

investment as they relate to

leadership

development initiatives and programs. Future investigation could also examine
the effectiveness of various leadership development communication strategies in
terms of similar attitudinal and attendance, performance and/or organizational
effectiveness outcomes. Such an approach is directly in line with the typical
leadership notion of communicating a clear vision to other members of the
organization (e.g., Bass, 1996; Conger and Kanungo, 1992; House, 1977;
Sashkin, 1988). Linking developmental opportunities directly to business strategy
can be conceptualized, then, as part of the visioning process.
Additionally, this perspective is congruent with suggestions by Zaccaro
and Klimoski (2001) who call for research on the link between visioning and
organizational effectiveness. Indeed, as they point out, there is strong reason
(and some research) to suggest that the content of an organization's vision
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(including

goals,

values

and

developmental/growth

themes)

can

have

implications for not only individual subordinate responses including effort and
performance but also unit and overall organizational effectiveness. Moreover,
how that vision is articulated (including clarity and goal specification) can also
have implications for individual, unit and organizational effectiveness. Thus, for
the organization to take aleadership role in developing its employees (especially
"high potentials"), it must clearly integrate the communication of business
strategy and purpose into any leadership development initiative.

Organizational Goal Orientation and Capacity
As with the attitudinal outcomes above, Iproposed a similar relationship
between perceptions of the organization's overall goal orientation (mastery
versus performance) and individual leadership capacity (Hypothesis 7). As with
the previous hypotheses, this too was avery strict test because the attempt was
to link perceptions of a broad-based (organizational-level) goal orientation to
individual behavioural outcomes. Indeed, one of the primary assumptions of
hypothesis 7was the extrapolation of an individual goal orientation framework to
an organization level. As with individual-level goal orientation, Ipredicted that this
organizational-level goal orientation would have implications for leadership
capacity on the front-line. This was not the case.
One possible reason for this inconsistent finding is that there is still too
much variation in business-unit level goal orientations across the organization for
the broader organizational orientation to have any relationship with individual
leadership capacity. Thus, the more proximal business unit goal orientation
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would overshadow any broader organizational orientation in terms of any
potential relationship with behaviour. This is not to say that a broader, collective
orientation does not exist (although this is one possibility), but rather that it has a
much more tenuous relationship with performance than the more immediate
manager or business unit goal orientation.
This interpretation is concordant with the early work of Brainin and Erez
(2002)

who

examined

the

relationship

between

organizational

learning

orientation and change initiatives and found that both group and unit learning
orientation played acrucial role in the success of change efforts (i.e., assimilation
of new technology). Such afinding points to the potential influence of the work
unit or team

goal

orientation

on the

learning

practices

and

workplace

performance of employees.
To further support the notion that work unit or team orientation plays a
more potent role in the leadership capacity of front-line employees, Icontacted
the Regional Manager for Learning and Development in the target organization
and asked her to comment on the differences, if any, across various business
units in learning orientation. Indeed, her comments clearly pointed to the fact that
different areas of the organization would have different learning orientations,
regardless of the overarching organizational goal orientation. Moreover, the
relationship between organizational goal orientation and individual behaviour can
be further confounded by the fact that such goal orientations are often a product
of the discipline in which the individual has been trained (e.g., health care versus
business;

P. Gilmore,

personal communication, August 28, 2003). These

disciplines, in turn, are intermixed among various work units or teams across the
organization.
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If true, these findings have direct implications for how organizations
promote a learning culture. For example, as Senge (1990) argues, the basic
rationale for learning organizations is that in situations of rapid change only those
that are flexible, adaptive and productive will excel. For this to happen, he
argues, organizations need to discover how to tap people's commitment and
capacity to learn and develop at all levels. The current findings would suggest
that it may not be enough to have a stated or espoused organizational goal
orientation, but rather (for larger organizations at least) it may be more fruitful to
focus on strategies for promoting a learning goal orientation within various work
units or within disparate disciplines. The latter clearly speaks to the necessary
collaboration between institutions who train particular disciplines (i.e., colleges,
universities) and institutions who employ within the discipline (e.g., hospitals,
health care facilities).
Given the above, future research should investigate further the notion of
how best to systemically promote a learning culture in an organization. Indeed,
according to Brainin and Erez (2002), "it is important to identify an alternative
approach for successful assimilation besides individual differences. Such an
alternative

explanation

can

be

found

theories ... [specifically the value of]

learning

in

organizational

orientation."

(p.

1).

culture
These

investigations would necessarily involve understanding how best to promote a
learning culture at the team or business-unit level. Such research would also
need to better understand the best context for a mastery (learning) versus
performance orientation. That is, is a learning-orientation always best? If not,
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when is it best to adopt a performance versus mastery goal orientation?
Moreover, how do we (as researchers and practitioners) help employees better
make the decision regarding when to adopt which orientation? Questions like
these, of course, presume that individual goal orientation is at least somewhat
malleable. Future research should confirm such an assumption across various
types of workplace performance.

Summary
In sum, Ifound that leadership capacity in non-supervisory personnel is
best defined by four factors: 1. Problem solving, 2. Inspiring and supporting
others, 3. Work ethic, and 4. Adaptability. Moreover, Ifound that such individual
leadership capacity was significantly associated with supervisor ratings of job
performance, leadership ability, and potential.
Ialso found that there were numerous aspects of the organizational
learning system that were related to individual leadership capacity as well as a
number of important leadership-related and leadership development-specific
attitudes. Among the more central findings were: 1. Teamwork and team
functionality were both associated with increased individual leadership capacity,
2.

Team

psychological

leadership capacity,

3.

safety was

associated

Democratic team

with

increased

individual

leadership was associated with

increased individual leadership capacity, 4. Greater involvement in informal
(integrated) leadership development opportunities was associated with increased
individual leadership capacity, 5. Perceptions of fairness with regard to how both
formal and informal leadership development opportunities were offered were
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associated with normative commitment, job satisfaction, and reduced intentions
to leave, 6. Perceptions of organizational leadership development intentionality
was associated with cynicism toward the organization's development orientation
as well as with employee's satisfaction with the leadership development
programs, leadership development effort, perceptions of personal success in the
organization, and perceptions of leadership-related intrinsic and extrinsic reward.
These

findings

have

potentially

important

implications

for

our

understanding of the nature of leadership in organizations. They also provide the
possible foundation for specific strategies that organizations can look to in the
promotion of individual

leadership capacity in the workplace.

Specifically,

strategies may include increased use of cross-functional teams, the promotion of
team psychological safety, the promotion of a democratic team leadership style,
offering leadership development opportunities fairly and equally to all front-line
staff, and being intentional and purposeful in its leadership development efforts
and initiatives.

General Limitations and Future Research
The current study has a number of important limitations in addition to
those already discussed. First, this research is cross-sectional in nature, which
does not allow for any inferences regarding causality. The only indication of the
causal direction of the various relationships comes from logic, theory and past
research. For example, Ifound that teamwork was associated with increased
individual leadership capacity. Is it more likely, then, that teamwork promotes
individual leadership capacity or that those with greater individual leadership
capacity work in teams? Both theory and some understanding of the nature of
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the target organization suggest the former. However, future research should
examine the direction of this and the other relationships presented here to gain a
better understanding of how, if at all, such 'leverage points' can be used to
actively promote individual leadership capacity, performance effectiveness and
various positive workplace attitudes in the causal sense.
Second, though Imade efforts to sample from as many professions and
industries as possible in the pilot phase, and from as many professions as
possible in the study phase, the final hypotheses testing was conducted in a
single organization. So, although the individual leadership capacity measure has
some degree of generalizability across industries and professions, the external
validity of the study findings (especially with respect to my hypothesis tests)
remains uncertain. For example, would the same findings hold regarding the
various hypothesized relationships across different organizations, industries, or
even different cultures? Would the same results hold with samples that were
more gender balanced? These are important questions for future research,
especially given the unique nature of the current research and importance of
cross-cultural

understanding

in the context of leadership and

leadership

development.
Third, Iused a number of one and two-item, global measures. Examples
include

measures

assessing

perceptions

of fairness,

intentionality,

goal

orientation, (intrinsic and extrinsic) reward, and success. This was based on the
supposition that the target constructs could be validly assessed in a global
fashion with either a single or double-item measures. Moreover, given the
number of scales included in the study, Ialso used such short measures for
practical reasons

-

to keep the measurement duration reasonable and help
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ensure agood response rate.
To the extent that the construct being assessed is multidimensional,
however, such global measures can be potentially problematic. For example, as
Oshagbemi (1999) shows, single item

measures of job satisfaction can

overestimate the percentage of those satisfied with their jobs and grossly
underestimate both the percentage of dissatisfied workers and those showing
indifference in comparison with the figures of the multi-item measure. Robins,
Hendin, and Trzesniewski (2001), however, found strong validity and reliability
evidence for a single item self-esteem measure. Moreover, Hudy (1998) found
(through meta-analysis) that asingle item measure of teaching effectiveness was
both valid and reliable when compared with multi-item measures of the same.
According to

Hudy (1998), "although multiple item scales are preferable to

single-item measures in most situations, single-item measures may represent
viable alternatives when one seeks to attain global unidimensional information
about aconstruct"

(p.

5682).

Given this difference of opinion, it may be worthwhile for future research to
follow up on the single-item relationships tested here with multi-item measures.
These investigations would directly address the potential multidimensionality of
such

constructs

as

perceived

personal

success

in

the

organization,

organizational intentionality and goal orientation, for example. This same line of
research would also do well to compare the validity and reliability of such
(potentially) multi-item measure findings with the single-item results of the current
study. This, in turn, may lead to a greater understanding of which facets of a
particular construct (e.g., fairness) contribute most to the relationships examined
here.
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Finally, the issue of "common method variance" has touched off a great
deal of debate regarding the validity of self-report data (e.g., Crampton &
Wagner, 1994; Spector, 1994). For many of the items in the current study,
however, participants were asked about their feelings and perceptions. It would
not have made sense to ask other organizational members to answer such items
in this context. Moreover, with regard to the individual leadership capacity scale,
the issue of observability was an issue. Other members of the organization may
not have been in the position to observe the target employee across a
representative sample of situations to answer the items as well.
Knowing that inflation of personal ratings could have been an issue in the
capacity measure, Ialso collected supervisor ratings of performance in an effort
to collect some concurrent validity information on the self-report measure. My
findings supported the relationship between self-report ratings of leadership
capacity and supervisor ratings of performance and leadership. Also, in an effort
to empirically address the potential existence of common method variance in the
current

study,

I compared

a 9-factor

solution

with

a 1-factor solution

(representing a common overall factor) and found that the 9-factor solution
provided a much better fit of the data. This comparison provided evidence
against the existence of common method variance.
Nevertheless, future research may want to investigate the possibility of
using peer ratings of leadership capacity in place of or in addition to the selfreport measure of capacity. This, of course, then begs the question of which
measure is the "true" measure of capacity. Nevertheless, using a variety of
measurement methods in this way is likely the best approach in better
understanding both individual leadership capacity and its relationship with other
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types of workplace performance and attitudes.
In the end, given the ever-increasing need for effective leadership at all
levels of the organization, future research on both the individual leadership
capacity measure and leverage points discussed here are very likely worthy
avenues of pursuit. As the Conference Board of Canada (2003) has keenly
noted, "leadership is an 'organization deep' issue. That is, it must permeate all
levels of the organization, regardless of hierarchy and formal position." (p.4).
With this in mind, it is in our best interest both as researchers and practitioners to
understand how to better identify and facilitate effective leadership at every level.
Ibelieve the research presented here is one small step toward that end.
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Appendix A
Derivation of Individual Leadership Capacity Scale Items

Leadership
Perspective
Universal Skills

Leadership Capacity Scale Item

Develop creative, yet practical solutions to
problems.
Maintain warm, cooperative relationships with
others.

Theory/Measure
From Which Rem
Adapted *
None ** (MSP; MPS;
TLQ)
None (MSP; MPS;
TLQ)
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Critically evaluate new information.
Demonstrate an ability to analyze problems in a
systematic manner to determine causes or find
solutions
Set priorities regarding what needs to be
accomplished.
Communicate my ideas to others effectively.
Demonstrate an expertise in job knowledge.
Anticipate problems or opportunities in the work
environment.
Demonstrate astrong understanding of work
operations and procedures.
Demonstrate "political savvy" or an understanding
of the political dynamics of the organization.
Admit my mistakes.

"Stay the course" on goals despite distractions or
interference.
Procrastinate (i.e., put off or unnecessarily delay) in
implementing solutions or resolving problems.
(Reverse Scored)
Encourage others to believe in their own abilities.
Admit when Ido not know something
Power and
Influence

Encourage others to share their ideas, concerns, or
relevant information in solving problems or
developing plans.
Use logical arguments or factual evidence to
persuade others.
Use inspirational appeals (i.e., appeal to others'
ideas, values or aspirations) when making a
request or proposal.

None (MSP; MPS)
None (MSP; MPS)

None (MSP)
None (LTQ; MSP)
None (MSP; MPS)
None (MSP; MPS)
None (MSP; MPS)
LTQ (MSP)
LTQ (trustworthy,
honest, open); TLQ
(same)
LTQ (MSP; MPS)
LTQ (TLQ; MLQ)

LTQ (TLQ)
LTQ (TLQ) trustworthy
honest open
None (TLQ; MPS;
MSP)
None (MPS)
None (MPS)
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Leadership
Perspective
Behavioural

-

Leadership Capacity Scale Item'

Deal easily with unclear or ambiguous situations.

Measure From
Which Item•
Adapted *
None (MPS; TLQ;
MSP) clarifying.
None (MPS)
-

Disseminate relevant information about decisions,
plans, and activities to people who need the
information to do their work.
Set an example of good work behaviour.
Check with people before making changes or
decisions that affect them.
Incorporate others' ideas and suggestions when
planning or making decisions.
Make suggestions for improving the efficiency of
work operations or processes.
Praise others when they perform well.
Consider others' perspectives and feelings.

Transformational

Manage conflict well.
Develop contacts with people outside my
immediate work unit.
Encourage cooperation and/or teamwork.
Help others understand the importance of their
work.
Help others think about problems or issues
differently than they might have otherwise.
Help others develop their talents or skills.
Provide honest and straightforward feedback to
others.
Inspire ashared vision of what can be
accomplished.
Respond well to high pressure situations.

None (MPS; TLQ)
None (MPS; TLQ)
None (MPS)
None (MPS; MLQ)
None (MPS;
TLQ)
None (MSP;
TLQ)
None (MPS;
None (MPS;

MSP;
MPS;
MSP)
TLQ)

None (MPS; MSP)
MLQ
MLQ
None (MLQ; TLQ)
MLQ (TLQ)
MLQ
None (TLQ; LTQ)
self- confidence.
TLQ
TLQ (MLQ)

Overcome setbacks quickly.
Encourage others to re-examine their traditional
way of thinking or doing things.
Encourage others to consider the long-term
TLQ
consequences of their decisions/actions.
Take on leadership roles and responsibilities (e.g.,
None
Integrated
leading, coaching, mentoring, instructing, or
(Leadership)
directing others).
None
Demonstrate flexibility in how Iapproach different
(Contingency)
situations.
None
Vary my strategy or approach depending on the
person, group, or situation.
None
Experiment to find the most effective way of
working with others.
*
Abbreviations represent the scale which reflect the skill or behaviour where LTQ = Leadership Trait
Questionnaire (e.g., Northouse, 1997); MLQ = Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Bass & Avolio, 1992);
MPS = Managerial Practices Survey (Yukl, Wall, & Lepsinger, 1990); MSP = Management Skills Profile (e.g.,
Van Velsor & Fleenor, 1997); TLQ = Transformation Leadership Questionnaire (Alimo-Metcalfe & AlbanMetcalfe, 2001). ** "None" here refers to the fact that the item was based directly on descriptions and/or
definitions of the leadership perspective itself rather than adapted from aparticular scale item.
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Appendix B
Pilot Phase (online) Informed Consent Form
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UNIVERSITY OF

CALGARY

Research Project Title: University of Calgary Work Study Survey.
Investigators: Wayne
Psychology.

Ormond

M.Sc.,

and

Dr.

L.

Sulsky,

Department

of

This consent form is only part of the process of informed consent. It should give
you the basic idea of what the research is about and what your participation will
involve. If you would like more detail about something mentioned here, or
information not included, please contact the principal researcher using the
contact information included at the bottom of this page. Please take the time to
read this form carefully and to understand any accompanying information. You
can print a copy of this form yourself by clicking on the form and using the print
option on your browser.
The objective of this research study is to collect information on the properties of a
newly constructed questionnaire (the Work Styles Questionnaire or WSQ). This
questionnaire was designed specifically for use in a larger study (to take place at
a later date). In the present study, you be asked to complete a demographic
questionnaire which asks a little bit about you and the characteristics of your
work situation. Subsequent to this, you will be asked to complete a 42 item
questionnaire that asks you about the kinds of behaviours you engage in at work.
In total, the study will take approximately 30 minutes.
At the end of the study, you will be given the opportunity to enter your name and
contact information into adraw for one of 5chances to win $100 cash. Your odds
of winning are at least I in 80. All prizes are provided in the form of a certified
cheque no later than June 30, 2002. Winners will be selected at random from
those who enter the draw. You are not obligated to enter this draw. If you do
enter the draw, however, your name and contact information will be kept
completely separate from your responses to the questionnaire items. Moreover,
the information you provide for the draw will only be used to contact you in the
event that your name is drawn for one of the prizes. Once the draw is completed
and the winners contacted, all names and e-mail addresses will be
deleted/erased.
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The risks involved in this study are no greater than one would experience in
everyday life at work. In the event that you experience any discomfort as a result
of participating in this study, however, please contact Wayne E. Ormond
(principal investigator) at (403) 220-8930 (weormond@ucaIgary.ca), or Dr. Lorne
Sulsky at 220-5050 (lmsulsky≥ucaIgarv.ca).
All information that you provide will be strictly confidential and used for research
purposes only. Only final aggregated and summarized findings will be shared
with the organization. These results will include no information regarding
individual responses or participation. Your participation is completely voluntary.
Every effort has been made to protect any on-line data and data-transfers with
data encryption and password protection. No individual computer code
information will be recorded. All the information we collect from you will be stored
without your name associated with it. The write-up of the data will not include any
information that can be linked directly to you.
During the course of the study, information will be initially stored in a heavily (16bit) encrypted and password protected on-line database outside of the
organization (without any associated names or identifying information). IL
organization does not have access to the study database. This information will be
downloaded on a daily basis and stored in a password protected file on the
principal researcher's computer. After each download, information in the initial
database is deleted. A single backup copy will be stored on a passwordprotected disk in a locked file cabinet at the University of Calgary. Upon
completion of the study, all information will be transferred to a passwordprotected disk and stored in a locked file cabinet (in a locked office) at the
University of Calgary for five years after which time the data will be properly
destroyed (the disk will be magnetized, separated and destroyed). All computerbased files will be deleted after the data has been transferred to disk. No hard
copy versions of individual responses, names, or contact information will be
made at any point.
You are free to not answer any items or questions, and you may withdraw
consent and terminate participation at any time. It is important to note that you
may quit and return later to complete the questionnaire series, if you wish, by
pressing the "Save My Responses for Later" option on each of the questionnaire
screens. If you choose not to complete (i.e., reach the end of) the questionnaire
series, however, you will not have the opportunity to enter your name into the
draw mentioned above. If you quit the study at any time, you will be provided with
contact information for the principal researcher and are encouraged to contact
him with any questions or concerns you may have.
By clicking on the "I agree to participate. Continue to Next Screen" button at the
bottom of this screen, you are indicating that you have understood to your
satisfaction the information regarding participation in the research project and
agree to participate. In no way does this waive your legal rights nor release the
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investigators, sponsors, or involved institutions from their legal and professional
responsibilities. You are free to withdraw from the study at any time. Your
continued participation should be as informed as your initial consent, so you
should feel free to contact the research team for clarification or new information
throughout your participation using the "Save My Responses for Later' option
described above. If you have further questions concerning matters related to this
research, please contact Wayne Ormond (principal researcher) at 220-8930
(weormond(äucalqary.ca),
or
Dr.
Lorne
Sulsky
at
220-5050
(Imsulskyucalqary.ca). If you have any general enquiries concerning your
participation in this project, you may also contact Mrs. Patricia Evans at 2203782 (Research Services Office, Room 602 Earth Sciences).
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Pilot Phase Debriefing Form
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Debriefing Form: University of Calgary Work Study Survey
In the questionnaire you just completed, we were interested in collecting
information on the properties of a newly constructed scale (the Work Styles
Questionnaire or WSQ). This scale was developed specifically for use in a larger
study (to take place at a later date) and is designed to assess individual
leadership capacity in organizations. To date, individual leadership capacity has
not been well defined or operationalized (i.e., measured) in the research
literature. Your responses on the WSQ will help add significantly to the
understanding of leadership in organizations as well as to the measurement of
workplace individual leadership capacity.
The larger study in which this scale is to be used will be examining the
relationship between a number of organization-wide (i.e., systemic) practices or
characteristics and a number of important workplace behaviours and employee
attitudes. Specifically, the focus of this larger study is on a number of behaviours
and attitudes associated with effective leadership. Research suggests that there
are a number of systemic practices or characteristics that can either promote or
inhibit such workplace behaviours and attitudes. Examples of such practices or
characteristics include teamwork, team composition, team leadership style,
organizational goal orientation and workplace developmental or learning
opportunities. Your responses to the WSQ items in the present study will help us
to examine, more accurately, the relationship between these organizational
practices or characteristics and individual leadership capacity. This information,
in turn, will help organizations better understand how they can promote positive
(leadership-oriented) workplace behaviours and attitudes. If you have any
questions about this research, please contact me using the information provided
below.
Please remember not to discuss the information contained within
this survey with any other employees. This study is ongoing and
discussing the nature or content of the survey could affect the results.
Thank you very much for your participation and, if you enter the draw, good luck!!
Winners will be notified no later than June 30, 2002.
Questions? Comments? Please
contact:
1. Wayne E. Ormond, M.Sc. (Principal
Researcher)
Email: weormonducalgary.ca
Phone: (403) 220-8930.

2. Dr. Lorne Sulsky, Ph.D.
Email: Imsulsky(ucalcary.ca
Phone: (403) 220-5050

Individual Leadership Capacity 204

Appendix D
Pilot Informed Consent Form (Paper & Pencil Version)
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Research Project Title: University of Calgary Work Study Survey.
Investigators: Wayne Ormond
Psychology.

M.Sc.,

and

Dr.

L.

Suisky,

Department of

This consent form is only part of the process of informed consent. It should give
you the basic idea of what the research is about and what your participation will
involve. If you would like more detail about something mentioned here, or
information not included, please contact the principal researcher using the
contact information included at the bottom of this page. Please take the time to
read this form carefully and to understand any accompanying information. You
can print a copy of this form yourself by clicking on the form and using the print
option on your browser.
The objective of this research study is to collect information on the properties of a
newly constructed questionnaire (the Work Styles Questionnaire or WSQ). This
questionnaire was designed specifically for use in alarger study (to take place at
a later date). In the present study, you be asked to complete a demographic
questionnaire which asks a little bit about you and the characteristics of your
work situation. Subsequent to this, you will be asked to complete a 42 item
questionnaire that asks you about the kinds of behaviours you engage in at work.
In total, the study will take approximately 20 minutes.
After completing the questionnaires, you have the opportunity to enter your name
and contact information into a draw for one of 5 chances to win $100 cash
(included in this package). Your odds of winning are at least I in 80. All prizes
are provided in the form of acertified cheque or money order no later than June
30, 2002. Winners will be selected at random from those who enter the draw.
You are not obligated to enter this draw. If you do enter the draw, however, your
name and contact information will be kept completely separate from your
responses to the questionnaire items. Moreover, the information you provide for
the draw will only be used to contact you in the event that your name is drawn for
one of the prizes. Once the draw is completed and the winners contacted, all
names and e-mail addresses will be destroyed.
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The risks involved in this study are no greater than one would experience in
everyday life at work. In the event that you experience any discomfort as aresult
of participating in this study, however, please contact Wayne E. Ormond
(principal investigator) at (403) 220-8930 (weormond@ucalgary.ca), or Dr. Lorne
Sulsky at 220-5050 (lmsulskvucalqary.ca).
All information that you provide will be strictly confidential and used for research
purposes only. Only final aggregated (i.e., combined) and summarized findings
will be shared with the organization. These results will include no information
regarding individual responses or participation. Your participation is completely
voluntary. The write-up of the data will not include any information that can be
linked directly to you.
During the course of the study, information will be initially stored in a heavily
(128-bit) password protected database on the Principal Researcher's personal
computer at the University of Calgary (without any associated names or
identifying information). Your orqanization does not have access to the study
database. A single backup copy will be stored on a password-protected disk in a
locked file cabinet at the University of Calgary. Upon completion of the study, all
information will be transferred to a password-protected disk and stored in a
locked file cabinet (in a locked office) at the University of Calgary for five years
after which time the data will be properly destroyed (all hard-copies destroyed,
the database disk will be magnetized, separated and destroyed). All computerbased files will be deleted after the data has been transferred to disk..
You are free to not answer any items or questions, and you may withdraw
consent and terminate participation at any time. If you have any questions or
comments/concerns, contact information for the Principal Researcher (and
research team) is provided again at the bottom of this page and you are
encouraged to contact amember of the team with any questions or concerns you
may have.
By filling out and returning the questionnaire package, you are indicating that you
have understood to your satisfaction the information regarding participation in the
research project and agree to participate. In no way does this waive your legal
rights nor release the investigators, sponsors, or involved institutions from their
legal and professional responsibilities. Your continued participation should be as
informed as your initial consent, so you should feel free to contact the research
team for clarification or new information at any point. If you have further
questions concerning matters related to this research, please contact Wayne
Ormond (principal researcher) at 220-8930 (weormonducalgary.ca), or Dr.
Lorne Sulsky at 220-5050 (lmsulskyucaIqary.ca). If you have any general
enquiries concerning your participation in this project, you may also contact Mrs.
Patricia Evans at 220-3782 (Research Services Office, Room 602 Earth
Sciences).
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Study Phase Informed Consent Form
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Research Project Title: A systemic approach to
leadership capacity in organizations (Study).
Investigators: Wayne
Psychology.

Ormond

M.Sc.,

and

Dr.

L.

understanding

Sulsky,

individual

Department of

This consent form is only part of the process of informed consent. It should give
you the basic idea of what the research is about and what your participation will
involve. If you would like more detail about something mentioned here, or
information not included, please contact the principal researcher using the
contact information included at the bottom of this page. Please take the time to
read this form carefully and to understand any accompanying information. You
can print a copy of this form yourself by clicking on the form and using the print
option on your browser.
The objective of this research study is to examine the relationship between
various organizational practices or characteristics and a number of important
work-related behaviours and attitudes. You will be asked to complete a
demographic questionnaire which asks a little bit about you and the
characteristics of your work situation. Subsequent to this, you will be asked to
complete four questionnaires that ask you about: (a) the kinds of behaviours you
engage in at work, and (b) a number of work-related attitudes (e.g., job
satisfaction, job commitment). In total, the study will take approximately 60
minutes.
At the end of the study, you will be given the opportunity to enter your name and
contact information into adraw for one of 6chances to win $100 cash. Your odds
of winning are at least 1 in 41. All prizes are provided in the form of a certified
cheque no later than November 30, 2002. Winners will be selected at random
from those who enter the draw. You are not obligated to enter this draw. If you do
enter the draw, however, your name and contact information will be kept
completely separate from your responses to the questionnaire items. Moreover,
the information you provide for the draw will only be used to contact you in the
event that your name is drawn for one of the prizes. Once the draw is completed
and the winners contacted, all names and e-mail addresses will be
deleted/erased.
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The risks involved in this study are no greater than one would experience in
everyday life at work. In the event that you experience any discomfort as a result
of participating in this study, however, please contact Wayne Ormond (principal
researcher) at (403) 220-8930 (weormonducalgary.ca), or Dr. Lorne Sulsky at
220-5050 (ImsuIsky≥ucalqary.ca).
All information that you provide will be strictly confidential and used for research
purposes only. Only final aggregated and summarized findings will be shared
with the organization. These results will include no information regarding
individual responses or participation. Your participation is completely voluntary.
Every effort has been made to protect any on-line data and data-transfers with
data encryption and password protection. The write-up of the data will not include
any information that can be linked directly to you. No individual computer code
information/identification is recorded.
During the course of the study, information will be initially stored in a heavily (16bit) encrypted and password protected on-line database outside of the
organization. The orqanization does not have access to the study database. This
information will be downloaded on a daily basis and stored in a password
protected file on the principal researcher's computer. After each download,
information in the initial database is deleted. A single backup copy will be stored
on a password-protected disk in a locked file cabinet at the University of Calgary.
Upon completion of the study, all information will be transferred to a passwordprotected disk and stored in a locked file cabinet (in a locked office) at the
University of Calgary for five years after which time the data will be properly
destroyed (the disk will be magnetized, separated and destroyed). All computerbased files will be deleted after the data has been transferred to disk. No hard
copy versions of individual responses, names, or contact information will be
made at any point.
You are free to not answer any items or questions, and you may withdraw
consent and terminate participation at any time. It is important to note that you
may quit and return later to complete the questionnaire series, if you wish by
pressing the "Save My Reponses for Later" option on each of the questionnaire
screens. If you choose not to complete (i.e., reach the end of) the questionnaire
series, however, you will not have the opportunity to enter your name into the
draw mentioned above. If you quit the study at any time, you will be provided
with contact information for the principal researcher and are encouraged to
contact him with any questions or concerns you may have.
If you agree to participate in this study, you are strongly encouraged to have your
supervisor fill out avery brief set of questions regarding various aspects of your
job performance. This can be done by pressing the "Submit Request for Ratings
to Supervisor" button on the final screen. This will activate your e-mail program
which you can then use to submit the request to your supervisor. Supervisors are
requested to fill out and submit brief employee ratings in the same web-based
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fashion. Without such supervisor rating information, an important part of the
present research cannot be tested.
As another way of thanking you for your time, in addition to the draw mentioned
above, we will be pleased to send you a summary of the results of this study
once they have been compiled (probably about 6 months). This summary will
present a brief description of the insights into workplace behaviour and attitudes
that we've collected from the study. If you would like to receive asummary of the
study, please provide an address (mail or e-mail) to which you would like it sent.
You will have an opportunity to provide this information in the final screen. Again,
this information will be kept completely separate from your questionnaire
responses.
By clicking on the "I agree to participate. Continue to Next Screen" button at the
bottom of this screen, you are indicating that you have understood to your
satisfaction the information regarding participation in the research project and
agree to participate. In no way does this waive your legal rights nor release the
investigators, sponsors, or involved institutions from their legal and professional
responsibilities. You are free to withdraw from the study at any time. Your
continued participation should be as informed as your initial consent, so you
should feel free to contact the researcher for clarification or new information
throughout your participation using the "Save My Responses for Later" option
described above. If you have further questions concerning matters related to this
research, please contact Wayne Ormond (principal researcher) at (403) 2208930, or Dr. Lorne Suisky at 220-5050 (Imsulskv(ucaIc1arv.ca). If you have
general enquiries concerning your participation in this project, you may also
contact Mrs. Patricia Evans at 220-3782 (Research Services Office, Room 602
Earth Sciences).
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Study Phase Debriefing Form
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Debriefing Form: Study Phase

CALGARY

In the study you just completed, we were interested in examining the
relationship between a number of organization-wide (i.e., systemic) practices or
characteristics and a number of important workplace behaviours and employee
attitudes. Specifically, the focus of the present study was on a number of
behaviours and attitudes associated with effective leadership. Research
suggests that there are anumber of systemic practices or characteristics that can
either promote or inhibit such workplace behaviours and attitudes. Examples of
such practices or characteristics include teamwork, team composition, team
leadership style, organizational goal orientation and workplace developmental or
learning opportunities.
As part of the present study, we were also collecting information on the
properties of anewly constructed scale (the Work Styles Questionnaire or WSQ).
This scale was developed specifically for this study and is designed to assess
individual leadership capacity in organizations. To date, individual leadership
capacity has not been well defined or operationalized (i.e., measured) in the
research literature. Your responses on the WSQ will help add significantly to the
understanding of leadership in organizations as well as to the measurement of
workplace individual leadership capacity.
Finally, the information you have provided will also lend valuable insight
into the relationship between individual leadership capacity and aspects of
organizational effectiveness. In having your supervisor respond to various
questions about your performance, we are able to examine more closely the
relationship
between
individual
leadership
behaviour
and
workplace
performance. For example, do individual leadership behaviours make a
difference in job performance? What is the relationship between individual
leadership capacity and supervisor perceptions of leadership ability and
potential? In short, does individual leadership capacity and individual leadership
behaviour in organizations matter?
Your responses to the items in this study, along with your supervisor's
responses to a brief number of performance items will help to answer these and
other important questions. This, in turn, will help organizations better understand
how they can promote positive (leadership-oriented) workplace behaviours and
attitudes. If you have any questions about this research, or would like asummary
of the results of this study, please contact me using the information provided
below. Thank you very much for your participation and, if you entered the draw,
good luck!! Winners will be notified no later than July, 2002.
Questions? Comments? Please contact:
1. Wayne E. Ormond, M.Sc.
Email: weormond(ucaIqary.ca
Phone: (403) 220-8930.

2. Dr. Lorne Suisky, Ph.D.
Email: lmsulskvucalgary.ca
Phone: (403) 220-5050
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Supervisor (Study Phase) Informed Consent Form
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Research Project Title: A systemic approach to understanding
leadership capacity in organizations (Study phase— Supervisor only).
Investigators: Wayne
Psychology.

Ormond

M.Sc.,

and

Dr.

L.

Sulsky,

individual

Department of

This consent form is only part of the process of informed consent. It should give
you the basic idea of what the research is about and what your participation will
involve. If you would like more detail about something mentioned here, or
information not included, please contact the principal researcher using the
contact information included at the bottom of this page. Please take the time to
read this form carefully and to understand any accompanying information. If you
prefer, you can print acopy of this form yourself by clicking on the form and using
the print option on your browser.
The objective of this research study is to examine the relationship between
various organizational practices or characteristics and a number of important
work-related behaviours and attitudes. As part of the study, supervisors are being
asked to provide brief job performance and leadership ability/potential ratings
and rankings for individual employees. This is done so as to determine the
relationship, if any, between a number of important employee behaviours, their
job performance and their perceived leadership ability/potential in the
organization. You will also be asked to complete a very brief demographic
questionnaire which asks a little bit about your relationship to the target
employee. In total, your participation in the study will take approximately 5-7
minutes per employee (i.e., you will likely be able to rate more quickly after rating
and ranking the first employee). These supervisor ratings are very important.
Without such information, we will not be able to test an important component of
the present research.
At the end of the study, you will be given the opportunity to enter your name and
contact information into adraw for one of 6chances to win $100 cash. Your odds
of winning are at least I in 41. All prizes are provided in the form of a certified
cheque no later than November 30, 2002. Winners will be selected at random
from those who enter the draw. You are not obligated to enter this draw. If you do
enter the draw, however, your name and contact information will be kept
completely separate from your responses to the questionnaire items. Moreover,
the information you provide for the draw will only be used to contact you in the
event that your name is drawn for one of the prizes. Once the draw is completed
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and the winners
deleted/erased.

contacted,

all

names

and

e-mail

addresses

will

be

The risks involved in this study are no greater than one would experience in
everyday life at work. In the event that you experience any discomfort as a result
of participating in this study, however, please contact Wayne Ormond (principal
researcher) at (403) 220-8930 (weormond@ucalgary.ca), or Dr. Lorne Sulsky at
220-5050 (lmsulsky(Vucalgary.ca).
All information that you provide will be strictly confidential and used for research
purposes only. Only final aggregated and summarized findings will be shared
with the organization. These results will include no information regarding
individual responses or participation. Your participation is completely voluntary.
Every effort has been made to protect any on-line data and data-transfers with
data encryption and password protection. All the information we collect from you
will be stored without your name associated with it. The write-up of the data will
not include any information that can be linked directly to you. Only generalized
group (i.e., organization-wide) means and correlations will be used. That is,
employees will never see your ratings or rankings for them. No individual
computer code information will be recorded.
During the course of the study, information will be initially stored in a heavily (16bit) encrypted and password protected on-line database outside of the
organization. The organization does not have access to the study database. This
information will be downloaded on a daily basis and stored in a password
protected file on the principal researcher's computer. After each download,
information in the initial database is deleted. A single backup copy will be stored
on a password-protected disk in alocked file cabinet at the University of Calgary.
Upon completion of the study, all information will be transferred to a passwordprotected disk and stored in a locked file cabinet (in a locked office) at the
University of Calgary for five years after which time the data will be properly
destroyed (the disk will be magnetized, separated and destroyed). All computerbased files will be deleted after the data has been transferred to disk. No hard
copy versions of individual responses, names, or contact information will be
made at any point
You are free to not answer any items or questions, and you may withdraw
consent and terminate participation at any time. It is important to note that you
may quit and return later to complete the questionnaire, if you wish by pressing
the "Save My Responses for Later" option on the questionnaire screen. If you
choose not to complete the questionnaire, however, you will not have the
opportunity to enter your name into the above mentioned draw. If you quit the
study at any time, you will be provided with contact information for the research
team and are encouraged to contact them with any questions or concerns you
may have.
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As another way of thanking you for your time, in addition to the draw mentioned
above, we will be pleased to send you a summary of the results of this study
once they have been compiled (probably about 6 months). This summary will
present a brief description of the insights into workplace behaviour and attitudes
that we've collected from the study. If you would like to receive asummary of the
study, please provide an address (mail or e-mail) to which you would like it sent.
You will have an opportunity to provide this information in the final screen. Again,
this information will be kept completely separate from your questionnaire
responses.
By clicking on the "I agree to participate. Continue to Next Screen" button at the
bottom of this screen, you are indicating that you have understood to your
satisfaction the information regarding participation in the research project and
agree to participate. In no way does this waive your legal rights nor release the
investigators, sponsors, or involved institutions from their legal and professional
responsibilities. You are free to withdraw from the study at any time. Your
continued participation should be as informed as your initial consent, so you
should feel free to contact the researcher for clarification or new information
throughout your participation using the "Save My Responses for Later" option
described above. If you have further questions concerning matters related to this
research, please contact Wayne Ormond (principal researcher) at (403) 2208930
(weormond@ucalgary.ca),
or
Dr.
Lorne
Sulsky
at
220-5050
(lmsuIskv(≥ucalqarv.ca). If you have an general enquiries concerning your
participation in this project, you may also contact Mrs. Patricia Evans at 2203782 (Research Services Office, Room 602 Earth Sciences).
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Supervisor (Study Phase) Debriefing Form
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Debriefing Form: Study Phase: Supervisor only
In the study you just completed, we were interested in examining the
relationship between a number of organization-wide (i.e., systemic) practices or
characteristics and a number of important workplace behaviours and employee
attitudes. Specifically, the focus of the present study was on a number of
behaviours and attitudes associated with effective leadership. Research
suggests that there are anumber of systemic practices or characteristics that can
either promote or inhibit such workplace behaviours and attitudes. Examples of
such practices or characteristics include teamwork, team composition, team
leadership style, organizational goal orientation and workplace developmental or
learning opportunities.
As part of the present study, we also collected information on the
properties of anewly constructed scale (the Work Styles Questionnaire or WSQ).
This scale was developed specifically for this study and is designed to assess
individual leadership capacity in organizations. To date, individual leadership
capacity has not been well defined or operationalized (i.e., measured) in the
research literature. Moreover, no one, as yet, has examined the relationship
between individual leadership behaviours, and aspects of organizational
effectiveness.
The information you have provided will lend valuable insight into
understanding these relationships.
For example, do individual leadership
behaviours make a difference in job performance? What is the relationship
between individual leadership capacity and supervisor perceptions of leadership
ability and potential? What is the relationship between leadership-oriented
attitudes and job performance or perceptions of leadership ability/potential? In
short, does individual leadership capacity in organizations matter? Your
responses will help to answer these and other important questions.
Organizations can use this information to help promote leadership development
and improved performance in the workplace.
If you have any questions about this research, or would like asummary of
the results of this study, please contact me using the information provided below.
Thank you very much for your participation and, if you entered the draw, good
luck!! Winners will be notified no later than July, 2002.
Questions? Comments? Please contact:
1. Wayne E. Ormond, M.Sc. (principal
researcher)
Email: weormonducaIgary.ca
Phone: (403) 220-8930.

2. Dr. Lorne Sulsky, Ph.D.
Email: lmsuIskyucaIqary.ca
Phone: (403) 220-5050
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Subject Matter Expert Scale Development Package

For

A Dissertation Entitled:
Thinking Ahead: A Systems Approach to Understanding Individual
Leadership Capacity and Performance Effectiveness in Organizations

By
Wayne E. Ormond M.Sc.

UNIVERSITY OF

CALGARY
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Wednesday, October 19, 2001

Dear Subject Matter Expert Name:
Thank you very much for agreeing to participate in the scale development
phase of my study. Your role as subject matter expert is to provide comments,
feedback and suggestions regarding the proposed scale items, rating scale, and
overall measurement approach. To that end, Ihave included the proposed scale
items, rating scale, and portions of the supporting discussion.
As a brief overview, the current study takes a systems approach to
understanding leadership development in organizations. Specifically,

I am

examining a number of organizational practices and characteristics that are
hypothesized to be related to the development of individual leadership capacity.
As part of this research, I(with your help) am developing a behaviourally-based
leadership capacity scale. This scale will be used in helping to identify those
organizational practices or characteristics that are associated with increased
leadership capacity.
Please read completely through the followinq sections includinci the
introduction, leadership theory descriptions, tentative scale items and proposed
ratinci scale. Once you have reviewed all of the sections, please cio back throucih
the document makinci comments and chancies where necessary as per the
instructions in each section. Comments can be made directly on this e-copy.
Once completed, please return the completed attachment to me by e-mail
at: waytano@home.com or weormond@ucalgary.ca.
Again, thank you for sharing your knowledge and expertise in the area of
leadership and leadership development. My goal is to build as strong adocument
as possible. Whatever comments and suggestions you may have in helping me
reach that goal are very much appreciated. Thank you for both your time and
consideration.
Regards,
Wayne
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Study Overview
Based on work by the Center for Creative Leadership (1999), the current
study takes a systems approach to organizational leadership development. A
systemic approach essentially provides a lens that helps to guide the creation,
enhancement, and maintenance of sustainable leadership in organizations by
identifying and removing restraining forces that impede leadership development
(Center for Creative Leadership, 1999). From this perspective, the organization is
viewed as asystem or set of interrelated systems and one of the properties that
can emerge from the system is effective leadership.
Central to the idea of the systemic approach to leadership development is
the

use

of specific organizational

systems

as

"leverage

points"

in

the

development of effective leadership from within the organization. In brief, major
organizational systems (i.e., production, controls, rewards, communication, and
education/learning) can serve as forces for the development of both individual
and organizational leadership capacity (Center for Creative Leadership, 1999). In
this way, such an approach forms the foundation for leadership development
efforts within an organization that can be used to help facilitate leadership at .
all
levels of the organization.
Specifically, the goal of the present research is to examine the relationship
between certain practices or characteristics of the organization's educational
learning system, individual leadership capacity, and a number of important
employee

attitudes.

examined

in

"psychological

the

The

organizational

present study

safety",

practices

or characteristics

include teamwork,

developmental

opportunities,

perceptions
integrated

being

of team
leadership

development opportunities, organizational intentionality (or the organization's
explicit

reason for choosing

a particular developmental

orientation),

and

perceptions of the organization's overall goal orientation.
To

examine the

relationship

between

these

characteristics

of the

educational learning system, leadership capacity, and employee attitudes, Iwill
need your help in developing a behaviourally-based leadership capacity scale.
To this end, the following sections provide a brief outline of some of the key
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principles and concepts of the current approach. Following this, the notion of
leadership capacity is discussed along with proposed items to be included in the
leadership capacity scale.

Key Principles and Concepts
Leadership development refers to the expansion of an individual's capacity
to be effective in leadership roles and processes (McCauley, Moxley, & Velsor,
1998).

From an organizational perspective, leadership development can be

defined as the enhancement of the organization's capacity to carry out the tasks
of leadership in increasingly complex situations (McCauley, 2000). Thus, the goal
of any

leadership

development

effort

is

to

increase

the

individual

and

organizational capacity for leadership.
In order for an organization to increase its leadership capacity, two main
ingredients are required: (a) guiding principles of leadership or theories about
what leadership is an how it should be carried out, and (b) people with certain
interpersonal, intrapersonal, and cognitive skills or capabilities who are able and
motivated to apply these competences to the leadership tasks (McCauley, 2000).
In line with this perspective, the current approach operationalizes individual
leadership

capacity

using

items

adapted

from

a number

of theoretical

perspectives on effective leadership (see below).
The current study is predicated on the notion that any member of the
organization, not just formal leaders, can engage in leadership roles, processes,
or behaviours. Such a perspective is founded in the early writings of Bogardus
(1929) and Pigors (1935) who, for example, viewed leadership not as acause or
control of group action but as an effect of it (i.e., leadership as an emergent
quality). Recent researchers such as McCauley (2000) and others (McDonald,
1998; McAuley, 2000; Northouse, 1997; Whalen, 2000) echo this perspective in
noting that any member of agroup can exhibit leadership or engage in leadership
behaviours. Organizational members will only vary in the extent that they do so.
The current approach also assumes that everyone can learn and grow in
ways that make them more effective in the various leadership roles and

Individual Leadership Capacity 224
processes they take on. Subsumed under this notion is the idea that individuals
can expand their individual leadership capacity. This does not imply that
leadership, at least in part, does not have some foundation in genetics, but rather
Ichoose here to focus on the notion that organizational members can learn and
develop important capacities that facilitate their leadership effectiveness.
The question remains, however, of how to go about developing such
leadership capacity. What are the specific behaviours indicative of individual
leadership capacity? How can employees increase their leadership capacity?
How

can

organizations

(in

particular the

human

resource

professionals

responsible for individual development) help facilitate the process of leadership
development in order to increase both individual and organizational leadership
capacity? Ibegin to address these questions directly in the present study.

Defining Individual Leadership Capacity in Organizations
Past

approaches

have

defined

leadership

capacity from

a cognitive

perspective as either cognitive complexity and/or behavioural complexity (e.g.,
Hooijberg et al., 1997; Lewis & Jacobs, 1992). There are a number of limitations
in using such measures as indicators of leadership capacity. First, measures of
cognitive complexity have not been well defined or developed. Moreover, such
measures are cumbersome to use and score. And, as Sashkin (1992) points out,
possession of ahigh degree of cognitive complexity or conceptual capacity alone
is adeficient measure of leadership capacity.
Measures of behavioural complexity begin to address the deficiencies of
cognitive measures of leadership. Such measures, however, emphasize various
leadership roles rather than specific leadership behaviours. As Hooijberg et al.
(1997) highlight, having a large repertoire of leadership roles does not mean that
an individual will use all or even asubstantial subset of these. The inclusion of a
behavioural differentiation component begins to address important shortcomings
in how individuals change their leadership behaviour depending on the situation.
The focus, however, is still in using leadership roles as an approximation of
actual behaviours (Hooijberg et al., 1997). Assessing an individual's behaviour,
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however, is especially important when assessing conceptually contradictory roles
and individual development (Paulhus & Martin, 1988).

Hooijberg et al.

(1997)

also note this when they write that "the emphasis on capabilities.. .is important
and should be incorporated into future research on behavioural complexity" (p.
392).
In line with this reasoning, the current study defines individual leadership
capacity as an individual's capacity or ability to be effective in leadership roles
and processes (McCauley et al., 1998). Leadership roles and processes, in turn,
is defined as those behaviours that influence the task objectives and strategies of
a group or organization, influence people in the organization to implement the
strategies

and

achieve the

objectives,

influence

group

maintenance

and

identification, and/or influence the culture of the organization (Yukl & Van Fleet,
1992). The current study draws from a number of leadership theories and
research

perspectives

to

operationalize

leadership

capacity

in

specific,

behavioural terms. Each subsection below briefly outlines the relevant theoretical
perspectives that will be used in developing the capacity measure. Each section
includes tentative items to be included in the leadership capacity scale. These
items are drawn from the associated theoretical perspective and, in some cases,
from relevant (theory based) leadership measures.

The Trait/Skills Approach
The trait approach emphasizes the personal attributes of leaders. Though an
important component of the trait approach is the motivation aspect of personality
as it relates to leadership effectiveness, most trait research has looked for skills
that are universally relevant for effective leadership.

In general,

research

supports the conclusion that technical skills, conceptual skills, interpersonal
skills, and administrative skills are necessary in most leadership roles (Bass,
1990, Hosking & Morley, 1988). Below are listed tentative leadership capacity
scale items drawn from the trait research perspective and the Leadership Trait
Questionnaire (Northouse, 1997) and which reflect specific aspects of the above
listed leadership skills:
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Proposed Leadership Capacity Items: Please review the proposed scale items
below.
ii

If you feel the item is not appropriate, mark an 'X' in the right column next
to the item and comment as to why you feel the item is inappropriate in the
"Comments" area at the end of this section.

o If you feel the item is appropriate but should be revised please write the
revised item in the box directly below the item.
ci

If you feel the item is appropriate and worded appropriately, carry on to
the next proposed scale item until you have reviewed all the items in this
section.
Proposed Leadership Capacity Item

1. I find
problems.

or develop

creative,

practical

solutions

Mark an 'X' if
inappropriate
to

2. Imaintain cooperative relationships with people.

3. Iam able to analyze complex events.

4. Icommunicate my ideas to others effectively.

5. Iam able to perceive trends, recognize changes and
identify problems and
opportunities in the work
environment.

6. Iam able to conceptualize complex ideas by using
models, theories, and/or analogies.

7. Iam able to understand the motives, feelings, and
attitudes of people from what they say and do.
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8. Iam able to informally and flexibly plan work.

9. Iam able to stay fixed on goals despite interference.

10. Itake afirm stand and act with certainty.

11. Iinspire confidence in others.

12. Iget along well with others.

Additional Items: Please add any additional leadership capacity items you feel
are appropriate and relevant to the trait/skills leadership approach/perspective.
1.
2.
3.

Comments: Please include in this section any comments regarding the above
trait/skills leadership capacity scale items. When making comments regarding
specific scale items, please include the item number.
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The Power and Influence Approach
Two major questions in research on power include an understanding of how
different amounts and types of leader power are

related to

leadership

effectiveness, and an understanding of how influence behaviour is related to
effective leadership. In general, research on the power and influence approach
indicates that effective leaders rely on a combination of power sources to
motivate others. In terms of specific behaviours, however, related research has
found that leaders use avariety of different influence tactics. In general, the most
effective tactics for obtaining others' commitment are rational persuasion,
consultation, and inspirational appeals (Yukl, Falbe, Youn, & Tracey, 1991).
Below are listed tentative leadership capacity scale items drawn from the power
and influence research approach which reflect specific aspects of the above
listed leadership behaviours:
Proposed Leadership Capacity Items: Please review the proposed scale items
below in the same manner as you did above by either marking the item as
inappropriate (i.e., 'X') and making acomment as to why, revising the item in the
space provided, or leaving it blank.
Proposed Leadership Capacity Item
13. Iam able to effectively persuade others.

14. Irely on my personal persuasiveness in getting people
to do things.

15. Iuse influence techniques that appeal to logic to
generate enthusiasm for the work, commitment to task
objectives,
and/or
compliance
with
requests
for
cooperation, resources, or assistance.

Mark an "X" if
inappropriate
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16. Iuse influence techniques such as encouraging others'
participation in decision-making to generate enthusiasm
for the work, commitment to task objectives, and/or
compliance with requests for cooperation, resources, or
assistance.

17. Iuse influence techniques that appeal to emotion (e.g.,
values or ideals) to generate enthusiasm for the work,
commitment to task objectives, and/or compliance with
requests for cooperation, resources, or assistance.

Additional Items: Please add any additional items you feel are appropriate and
relevant to the power and influence leadership approach/perspective.
1.
2.
3.

Comments: Please include in this section any comments regarding the above
power and influence leadership capacity scale items. When making comments
regarding specific scale items, please include the item number.
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The Behavioural Approach
The behavioural approach emphasizes what leaders actually do on the job
and the relationship of this behaviour to leader effectiveness. This empirical
research suggests that effectiveness is predicted better by specific behaviours
relevant to the particular leadership situation rather than broad measures such as
initiating

structure

effective

leadership

and

consideration.

include:

Specific behaviours

(a) clarifying

(e.g.,

explaining

associated

with

responsibilities,

providing instructions, setting goals), (b) informal and flexible

planning,

(c)

problem solving, (d) monitoring, (e) motivating behaviours (e.g., emphasizing the
importance of work, role modeling), (f) networking, and (g) mentoring, coaching,
and teambuilding (Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992). Below are listed tentative leadership
capacity scale items drawn from the behavioural approach as well as from the
Managerial Practices Survey (Yukl, Wall, & Lepsinger, 1990) which reflect
specific aspects of the above listed leadership behaviours:
Proposed Leadership Capacity Items: Please review the proposed scale items
below in the same manner as you did above by either marking the item as
inappropriate and making a comment as to why, revising the item in the space
provided, or leaving it blank.
Proposed Leadership Capacity Item
18. Ihelp others by clarifying their work for them (e.g., by
explaining their responsibilities, assigning work to them,
giving instructions, setting priorities, deadlines and/or goals).

19. Imonitor the progress of other's work.

20. I motivate others in their work by emphasizing the
importance of their work.

Mark an "X" if
inappropriate
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21. Inetwork with others by sharing information across
various organizational or national boundaries in order to
gain consensus on what should be accomplished.

22. Imentor or coach others.

23. Iam able to identify work-related problems.

24. Ianalyze problems in asystematic but timely manner to
determine causes or find solutions.

25. I act decisively to
important problems.

implement solutions to

resolve

26. I disseminate relevant information about decisions,
plans, and activities to people who need the information to
do their work.

27. Iset agood example of work behaviour.

28. Icheck with people before making changes that affect
them.
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29. Iencourage others to share their ideas, concerns, and/or
relevant information in solving problems or developing plans.

30. Iincorporate the ideas and suggestions of others in
making decisions.

31. Imake suggestions for improvement in the efficiency of
organizational operations or processes.

32. Irecognize and praise others for their performance.

33. Iam friendly and considerate towards other employees.

34. Iam patient and helpful.

35. Ishow sympathy and support for my fellow employees.

36. Idevelop contacts with people outside of the immediate
work unit who are a source of information and support at
work.
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Additional Items: Please add any additional items you feel are appropriate and
relevant to the behavioural leadership approach/perspective.
1.
2.
3.

Comments: Please include in this section any comments regarding the above
behavioural leadership capacity scale items. When making comments regarding
specific scale items, please include the item number.

Transformational Leadership
The term transformational leadership refers to the process of influencing
major changes in the attitudes and assumptions of organization members (i.e.,
organizational culture) and building commitment for major changes in the
organization's objectives and

strategies (Downton,

1973). Transformational

leaders 'transform' others by making them more aware of the importance and
value of task outcomes by activating their higher-order needs (e.g., selfactualization), and/or by inducing them to transcend self-interest for the sake of
the organization (Burns, 1978). Transformational leaders are more likely to take
actions to empower others and change the organization in ways that help to
institutionalize new values.
The behaviours involved in this process include: (a) delegating significant
responsibility

and

authority,

(b),

eliminating

unnecessary

bureaucratic
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constraints, (c) providing coaching and training in problems, (d) encouraging
participation in making important decisions, (e) encouraging open sharing of
ideas,

concerns

and

relevant

information,

(f)

promoting

cooperation

and

teamwork, and (g) encouraging constructive problem solving to resolve conflicts
(Northouse,

1997;

Yukl

& Van

Fleet,

1992). According to

Burns (1978)

transformational leadership may be exhibited by anyone in the organization in
any type of position. Below are listed tentative leadership capacity scale items
drawn from the transformational approach as well as from the Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire Form 6S (Bass & Avolio, 1992) which reflect specific
aspebts of the above listed leadership behaviours:
Proposed Leadership Capacity Items: Please review the proposed scale items
below in the same manner as you did above by either marking the item as
inappropriate and making a comment as to why, revising the item in the space
provided, or leaving it blank.
Proposed Leadership Capacity Item
37. Ifacilitate the constructive resolution of conflict and
encourage cooperation and/or teamwork.

38. Ihelp to eliminate unnecessary bureaucratic constraints
(e.g., unnecessary paperwork or work processes).

39. Imake others feel good to be around me.

40. Iexpress with a few simple words what we could and
should do.

41. Iprovide appealing images about what we as a work
group or organization can do.

Mark an "X" if
inappropriate
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42. Ihelp others find meaning in their work.

43. Ienable others to think about old problems in new ways.

44. Iprovide others with new ways of looking at puzzling
things.

45. I get others to rethink ideas that they had never
questioned before.

46. I do things
development.

to

facilitate

others'

skill

or

career

47. Ilet others know how Ithink they are doing.

48. Igive personal attention to others who seem rejected.

Additional Items: Please add any additional items you feel are appropriate and
relevant to the transformational leadership approach/perspective.

2.
3.
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Comments: Please include in this section any comments regarding the above
transformational leadership capacity scale items. When making comments
regarding specific scale items, please include the item number.

Transactional Leadership
Transactional leadership differs from transformational leadership in that the
transactional leader does not individualize the needs of others nor focus on their
personal development. Transactional leaders exchange things of value with
others to advance their own as well as their subordinates' agenda (Kuhnert,
1994). Such leaders are influential simply because it is in the best interest of
subordinates to do what the leader wants (Kuhnert & Lewis, 1987). Indeed,
transactional leaders make strong use of contingent rewards (Northouse, 1997).
This exchange dimension of transactional leadership is very common and can be
observed at many levels throughout all types of organizations (Northouse, 1997).
The transactional approach is consistent with the original conceptualization
of leadership as a form of influence. However, an implicit assumption of the
current approach is that such influence is positive and developmental in nature,
forming the foundation for positive organizational change. Someone who relies
heavily on transactional leadership behaviours (e.g., contingent reward) would
not likely be an agent for positive organizational change and

individual

development. In line with this perspective, below is listed the tentative leadership
capacity scale items drawn from the transactional approach as well as from the
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Form 6S (Bass & Avolio, 1992) which
reflects this perspective:
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Proposed Leadership Capacity Items: Please review the proposed scale items
below in the same manner as you did above by either marking the item as
inappropriate and making a comment as to why, revising the item in the space
provided, or leaving it blank.
Proposed Leadership Capacity Item

Mark an "X" if
inappropriate

49. Imotivate or encourage others by emphasizing rewards
such as money or promotion. (Reverse scored).

50. Itell others what to do if they want to be rewarded for
their work (Reverse scored).

51. Icall attention to what others can get for what they
accomplish (Reverse scored).

Additional Items: Please include in this section any additional items you feel are
appropriate and relevant to the transactional leadership approach/perspective.
1.
2.
3.

Comments: Please include in this section any comments regarding the above
transactional leadership capacity scale items. When making comments regarding
specific scale items, please include the item number.
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Leadership Capacity Rating Scale: The proposed rating scale to be used in the
present study is a Likert-type frequency scale with never/frequently scale
anchors as well as 'not applicable' and 'don't know' response options. An
example is below.
0

1

2

Never, Not

Once in a
while

Sometimes

at all

3

4

N/A

?

Fairly

Frequently,
if not
Always

Not
Applicable

Don't Know

Often

From this perspective, the more often a person engages in effective
leadership behaviours, the greater will be his or her capacity for leadership. The
implication here, then, is that the more an individual employee is encouraged or
offered the opportunity to engage in leadership roles and processes, the more
likely it is that he or she will engage in leadership behaviours. Individual
differences (e.g., in motivation) aside, such organizational opportunities or
encouragement should, in turn, lead to greater effectiveness in leadership roles
and processes (i.e., greater individual leadership capacity) if the behaviours he or
she exhibits are associated with effective leadership.
Leadership Capacity Rating Scale Comments: Please include in this section any
comments regarding the rating scale/format for the leadership capacity scale. For
example, is the format appropriate? Are the anchors clear/understandable?
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General Comments: Please include in this section any comments regarding the
scale or measurement approach in general. For example, how might the
measure and/or rating scale be further modified in order to make it stronger?
More understandable? More practical? Is there anything that can be added to the
measure that might increase its contribution to the leadership literature/research?
Is there a particular leadership theory or perspective that you feel should be
included that was not? If so, why do you feel the particular leadership approach
should be included?

This marks the end of the Subject Matter Expert scale development package.
Again, thank you so much for your time and consideration in helping me develop
the best scale possible for this important research. Ivery much appreciate your
expertise and insights.
Sincerely,
Wayne
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Appendix J
Work Styles Questionnaire (WSQ)
Individual Leadership Capacity Measure
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The Work Styles Questionnaire
The following items are used to assess the various types of behaviours you
engage in while at work. Please read each item carefully and think about the
degree to which each item describes you while at work in your current iob. Using
the scale below, indicate your response to each item by circling one of the
response choices to the right of each item. Choose 'N/A' only if the item does not
at all apply to your particular work situation. Please keep in mind all responses
are completely confidential.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2

3

4

5

N/A

Disagree

Neither Agree
Nor Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Not
Applicable

In my current job, I...
1. Develop creative, yet practical solutions to
problems.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

2. Critically evaluate new information.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

3. Analyze problems in asystematic manner
to determine causes or find solutions.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

4. Set priorities regarding what needs to be
accomplished.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

5. Anticipate problems or opportunities in the
work environment.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

6. "Stay the course" on
distractions or interference.

despite

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

7. Encourage others to believe in their own
abilities.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

8. Encourage others to share their ideas,
concerns, or relevant information in solving
problems or developing plans.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

9.
Disseminate
or
provide
relevant
information about decisions, plans, and
activities to people who need the information
to do their work.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

goals

Continued...
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1

2

3

4

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither Agree
Nor Disagree

Agree

5

N/A

Strongly
Agree

Not
Applicable

In my current job, I...
10. Set an example of good work behaviour.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

11. Check with people before making
changes or decisions that affect them.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

12. Consider
feelings.

and

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

13. Help others understand the importance of
their work.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

14. Help others think about problems or
issues differently than they might have
otherwise.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

15. Help others develop their talents or skills.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

16. Inspire a shared vision of what can be
accomplished.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

17. Demonstrate flexibility in how Iapproach
different situations.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

18. Vary my strategy or approach depending
on the person, group, or situation.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

19. Experiment to find the most effective way
of working with others.

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

others'

perspectives
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Appendix K
Demographic and Work Information (Non-Supervisory Sample)
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Backqround and Work Information
The following questions are used to gather some basic personal information as
well as some information about your work situation. Please read each item
carefully and either fill in the blank or clearly mark the appropriate box with an X.
Please keep in mind all responses are completely confidential.
1. Age:

years old.

2. Gender:
D
Male

0
Female

3. In general, which category most closely describes the kind of work you do
(choose only one)?
0

0

0

0

0

Clerical/Support

Professional

Technical

Labour

Other

If 'Other', please briefly describe:

4. Approximately, how long have you been with your current organization?
years (decimals permitted, e.g., 8years and 6months

=

8.5 years)

5. Approximately, how long have you been in your current position within the
organization?
years (decimals permitted)
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Appendix L
Demographic and Work Information (Supervisory Sample)
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Backqround Information

1. Ihave worked in this organization for
.5 years = 6months).

years (decimals permitted; e.g.,

2. Ihave worked in my current position in the organization for
3. Ihave worked with the (target) employee for

years.

years.
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Appendix M
Work Attitudes Inventory
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Work Attitudes Inventory
The following items are used to assess various work-related attitudes. Please
read each item carefully and think about how well each item describes how you
feel about your current job. Indicate your response to each item by circling one of
the five numbers to the right of each item. Please keep in mind all responses are
completely confidential.
1

2

3

4

5

?

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Don't
Know

1. Ido not feel any obligation to remain with my current
employer. (NC; reverse scored)

1 2

3 4

5

?

2. Even if it were to my advantage, Ido not feel it would
be right to leave my organization now. (NC)

1 2

3 4

5

?

3.

Iwould feel guilty if Ileft my organization now. (NC)

1 2

3 4

5

?

4.

This organization deserves my loyalty. (NC)

1 2

3 4

5

?

5. Iwould not leave my organization right now because
Ihave asense of obligation to the people in it. (NC)

1 2

3 4

5

?

6.

Iowe agreat deal to my organization. (NC)

1 2

3 4

5

?

7.

All in all, Iam satisfied with my job. (JS)

1 2

3 4

5

?

8.

In general, Idon't like my job. (JS; reverse scored)

1 2

3 4

5

?

9.

In general, Ilike working here. (JS)

1 2

3 4

5

?

10. Ioften think about quitting. (TI)

1 2

3 4

5

?

11. Iwill probably look for anew job in the next year. (TI)

1 2

3 4

5

?

12. This organization develops its employees' leadership
skills only if it is to the advantage of the organization. (C)

1 2

3 4

5

?

13. This organization often 'says' one thing but does
another when it comes to developing its
employees' leadership skills. (C)

1 2

3 4

5

?

Continued...
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1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

?
Don't Know

14. Investing in the development of employees'
leadership skills is clearly not a priority for the
organization. (C)

1 2

3

4

5

?

13. This organization often 'says' one thing but does
another when it comes to developing its employees'
leadership skills. (C)

1 2

3

4

5

?

14.
Investing in the development of employees'
leadership skills is clearly jnot a priority for the
organization. (C)

1 2

3

4

5

?

15. There's no point trying to develop your leadership
skills in this organization because it won't get you very
far anyway. (C)

1 2

3

4

5

?

16. I feel that the organization offers leadership
development
programs
and/or opportunities
only
because it is in their best interest to do so. (C)

1 2

3

4

5

?

17. I put a great deal of effort into developing my
leadership skills. (LDE)

1 2

3

4

5

?

18. Ifeel that Ican have a successful future with this
organization (e.g., tenure, promotion). (PS)

1 2

3

4

5

?

19. I am satisfied with the organization's leadership
development programs and/or opportunities. (LDS)

1 2

3

4

5

?

20. None of the leadership development programs
offered in my organization are very effective. (LDS;
reverse scored)

1 2

3

4

5

?

21. Ifind making use of the organization's leadership
development programs and/or opportunities personally
rewarding. (IR)

1 2

3

4

5

?

22. Ifeel that the organization rewards the leadership
development
efforts
of
its
employees
(e.g.,
acknowledgement, pay-related rewards, promotion).
(ER)

1 2

3

4

5

?
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Appendix N
Supervisor Job Performance and Leadership Rating/Ranking Scales
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Employee Job Performance Ratings/Ranking
The following items are used to assess various aspects of the target employee's
job performance. Please read each item carefully and think your response in
terms of the target employee's behaviour while at work. Using the scale below,
please indicate your response to each item by circling one of the response
choices to the right of each item. Please keep in mind all responses are
completely confidential and will not be seen by the ratee.

1
Marginal

2

3

4

5

Below
Average

Average

Above
Average

Excellent

1. Quantity of Work: How would you rate this employee in terms
of the volume or amount of work completed?

1 2 3 4 5

2. Quality of Work: How would you rate this employee in terms

1 2 3 4 5

of his/her quality
assignments?

and

consistency

in

carrying

out

work

3. Job Knowledge: How would you rate this employee in terms
of his/her understanding of the technical, strategic or other
information needed to complete the job?

1 2 3 4 5

4. Working Relationships: How would you rate this employee in
terms of his/her interpersonal relationship with other employees,
management, and clients?

1 2 3 4 5

5. Job Attitude: How would you rate this employee in terms of

1 2 3 4 5

attitude towards their work and motivation to work to the best of
their ability?

Overall Job Performance Ranking
Using the scale below, please indicate your response to the item by circling one
of the response choices to the right.

1
Top 1%

2

3

4

5

6

Top 5%

Top 10%

Top 15%

Top 20%

25% or
Below

1. Overall Performance Ranking: Compared to other
members of his/her work group, how would you rank
this employee in terms of his/her overall job
performance?

1

2

3

4

5

6
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Employee Leadership Ratinas/Ranking
The following items are used to assess the leadership qualities of the target
employee. Please read each item carefully and think about your response in
terms of the person's behaviour while at work. Using the scale below, please
indicate your response to each item by circling one of the response choices to
the right of each item. Please keep in mind all responses are completely
confidential and will not be seen by the ratee.
1
Marginal

2
Below
Average

3
Average

4
Above
Average

5
Excellent

1. Adaptability: He/She demonstrates flexibility in
approach to different situations; experiments to find most
effective approach.

1

2

3

4

5

2. Inspiring Others: He/She effectively persuades
others; inspires a shared vision of what can be
accomplished; encourages excellence and personal
development in others; helps others think about or
understand problems or issues differently.

1

2

3

4

5

3. Problem Solving: He/She develops creative,
practical solutions to problems; systematically analyzes
problems to find solutions.

1

2

3

4

5

4. Work Ethic: He/She "stays the course" on goals
despite distractions; does not procrastinate; sets an
example of good work behaviour.

1

2

3

4

5

5. Overall Leadership Potential: Overall, how
1
2
3
4
5
effective would this employee be if he/she were placed
into a formal leadership position (e.g., in a formal
supervisory or managerial position)?
Rankings continued on next page...
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Overall Leadership Rankings
Using the scale below, please indicate your response to each item by circling one
of the response choices to the right of each item.
1
Top 1%

2
Top 5%

3
Top 10%

4
Top 15%

5
Top 20%

6
25% or
Below

1. Overall Leadership Ability: Compared to other
members of his/her work group, how would you rank this
employee overall in terms of his/her current leadership
ability or effectiveness (i.e., in directing, instructing,
coaching, or mentoring others)?

1

2

3

4

5

6

2. Overall Leadership Potential: Relative to other
members of his/her work group, how do you think this
employee would compare overall in terms of effectiveness if
he/she were placed into a position of formal leadership
(e.g., in aformal supervisory or managerial position)?

1

2

3

4

5

6
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Appendix 0
Work Environment/Team Characteristics Scale
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Work Environment/Team Characteristics: Part I
Please choose the response that best describes your work environment.
1. Do you work as part of ateam? For our purposes here, ateam is defined as a
group of people working together for acommon purpose, project or task.
0
Never, Not at
all

0
Seldom

0
Sometimes!
Occasionally

0
Often

LI
Always

Important: If you answered "Never, not at all" to question #1 above, please skip
the remaining questions on this first questionnaire and proceed directly to
Questionnaire Two: The Work Styles Questionnaire. That is, Do Not answer any
of the remaining Background and Work Information questions (on this and the
following page).

The following six questions relate to the amount and type of teamwork you
currently experience. Though it is understood that many people work on more
than one team at the same time or that team membership can change depending
on the project or assignment, please think about the team in which you are most
actively involved when answering questions 2a to 2g. That is, answer in terms of
the team that you feel has the greatest impact on your behaviour at work.

For items 2a to 2g: Think of the team in which you are most actively
involved .
2a. Normally, how many members are part of the team (including yourself)?
members.
2b. In general, what percent of your (work) time is spent working as part of the
team?
percent. (e.g., If you answer "100" percent, it means ALL of your
time is spent actively working with the other members of
the team)
2c. Approximately, how long have you been amember of the team?
years (decimals permitted).
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2d. Generally speaking, what is the averaqe age of the team members (including
yourself)? To obtain the average age, total the ages of all the team members,
including yourself, and divide by the total number of team members.
years old.

2e. Approximately, how many years separate the oldest and youngest members
of the team (including yourself)?
years.
2f. Normally, what kind of geographical arrangement most closely describes the
members of the team (including yourself)?

o

Work
directly
or
closely
together

o

Work in
same
building
or
general
outside
location

0
Work in
same
city

0
Work in
same
province

0
Work in
same
country

0
Work in
different
countries

0
Other

If 'Other', please briefly describe:

2g. In many organizations, employees are brought together from different
functional or professional backgrounds to form a single team who work closely
together on aspecific project or as part of acontinuous assignment. Examples of
such teams include marketing specialists who work with advertising agents or
salespeople, computer programmers who work with test developers, nurses who
work with doctors, or architects who work with construction workers or engineers.
Thinking of the team you work with most often, please fill in the blank below
with the number that would most closely describe its functional or professional
composition. For example, if normally 2 members of your team are from different
functional or professional backgrounds, you would enter "2". For the purpose of
this survey, do not include support staff (e.g., administrative assistants, IT help
desk personnel) as part of this number. If your team members are all from the
same professional or functional background, simply enter zero ("0") in the box. If
all your members are from different functional or professional backgrounds, you
would enter the same number as you did for 2a above.
Including yourself, normally
members of the team are from different
functional or professional backgrounds.
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Work Environment/Team Characteristics: Part II
The following seven items are used to assess aspects of your current team
environment. When answering questions, please think of the team in which you
are most actively involved. Using the scale below, indicate your response to each
item by circling one of the options to the right of each item. Please keep in mind
all responses are completely confidential.
1
Strongly
disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

?
Don't
Know

1. If Imake amistake on my team, it is often held against
me.

1 2 3 4 5 ?

2. Members of my team are able to bring up problems
and tough issues.

1 2 3 4 5 ?

3. People on my team sometimes reject others for being
different.

1 2 3 4 5 ?

4. It is safe to take arisk on my team.

1 2 3 4 5 ?

5. It is difficult to ask other members of my team for help.

1 2 3 4 5 ?

6. No one on my team would deliberately act in a way
that undermines my efforts.

1 2 3 4 5 ?

7. Ifeel my unique skills and talents are valued and
utilized by the other members of my team.

1 2 3 4 5 ?
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Appendix P
Team Leadership Questionnaire
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Team Leadership Questionnaire
The following items are used to assess the leadership style of your team
manager or supervisor. When answering the items, please think of the team with
whom you are most actively involved. If you do not work as part of a team,
please DO NOT fill out this questionnaire proceed to the Draw Entry Form
on page 17. If you do work as part of a team, please read each item carefully
and think about how often he or she engages in the described behaviour while at
work. Indicate your response to each item by circling one of the response
choices to the right of each item. Please keep in mind all responses are
completely confidential and will not be shared with anyone else (including your
supervisor).
-

0
Never, Not at
all

1
Seldom

2

3

4

?

Sometimes!
Occasionally

Often

Always

Don't Know

Our team manager or supervisor...
1. Engages in coercion (e.g., intimidation, forcing).
(A)

0

1

2

3

4

?

2. Does not consult with other members of the team
when making decisions (i.e., he/she is autocratic).
(A)

0

1

2

3

4

?

3. Is psychologically distant (i.e., "stand-offish") to
our team members. (A)

0

1

2

3

4

?

4. Delegates responsibilities in an organized
manner that helps the teamwork cooperatively. (D)

0

1

2

3

4

?

5. Recognizes or rewards the efforts made by the
team to
work independently as agroup. (D)

1

1

2

3

4

?

6. Guides or helps guide team-building efforts. (D)

0

1

2

3

4

?

7. Promotes the creation of a positive environment 0
that helps the team maintain independence as a
group. (D)

1

2

3

4

?

8. Models positive work behaviour that encourages
team learning. (D)

1

2

3

4

?

0
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Appendix Q
Organizational Systems Inventory
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Organizational Systems Inventory
The following items are used to assess various organizational practices. Please
read each item carefully and think about the degree to which you agree or
disagree with each statement regarding your current work environment. Using
the scale below, indicate your response to each item by circling one of the
options to the right of each item. Please keep in mind all responses are
completely confidential.
1
Strongly
disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

Don't
Know

1. Formal leadership training and development programs 1 2 3 4 5 ?
(e.g., leadership training classes or workshops) are
offered by the organization to anyone who expresses a
serious interest. (FF)
2. On-the-job leadership development opportunities (such
as job rotation, developmental changes in job
assignments, being assigned to special projects, and/or
task forces) are offered by the organization to anyone
who expresses aserious interest. (IF)

1 2 3 4 5 ?

3. Ifeel that the organization is truly committed to helping
its employees develop themselves as leaders. (INTENT;
reverse scored)

1 2 3 4 5 ?

4. The organization has a promotion-from-within policy.
(INTENT)

1 2 3 4 5 ?

5. The organization promotes learning (versus simply
producing or 'getting results') as an important part of
work. (OGO)

1 2 3 4 5 ?

6. Ihave been involved in formal leadership training and
development programs (e.g., leadership training classes,
or workshops) while working in this organization. (Fl)

1 2 3 4 5 ?

7. I have been involved in on-the-job leadership
development opportunities (e.g., special job assignments,
job rotation, and special task forces) while working in this
organization. (II)

1 2 3 4 5 ?

