ABSTRACT
SLOAN, STEPHANIE LEIGH. Does Working for a Better Performing Boss Improve

Subordinate Performance? A Longitudinal, Quasi-experimental Study. (Under the
direction of S. Bartholomew Craig and Joan J. Michael.)

The current study examined the relationship between supervisor and subordinate
performance, explored the impact of supervisor performance on subordinate performance
and performance change over time, and investigated whether supervisor performance has a
stronger impact on subordinate performance over time than initial subordinate performance
has on supervisor performance over time. This study utilized a longitudinal, quasi-
experimental design with multiple sources of measurement. Multisource managerial
performance ratings from 2001 to 2003 were obtained from a large multinational
technology firm. Subordinates and their bosses’ performance ratings from different
sources were investigated by correlational and multiple regression analyses. Separate
analyses were conducted on a subset of the subordinates who experienced a change in
supervisor between years one (2001) and two (2002) and another subset who did not
experience change in supervisor over the three year study. The correlational and predictive
analyses revealed that supervisor performance and change in supervisor performance did
not relate to or predict the performance or performance change of subordinates at the
middle management level. Change in supervisor performance, specifically when a
supervisor is replaced by another supervisor with a different level of performance, did not
predict change in subordinate performance concurrently or over time. Finally, neither
initial supervisor performance nor initial subordinate performance differentially predicted

later subordinate or supervisor performance over time.
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Does Working for a Better Performing Boss Improve Subordinate Performance?
A Longitudinal, Quasi-experimental Study
Interest in leadership appears to be at its peak in popularity. Indicators abound,
including articles and books devoted to leadership in the mainstream media, scientific
research studies focused on leadership in current journal publications, and results of
organizational survey data highlighting the increased resources earmarked for leadership
training (The Conference Board, 1999). This heightened attention to leadership and
leadership development results from the profound transformation that continues in
virtually every industry. Technological advancement, globalization, and workforce
changes have intensified turbulence and uncertainty in the fiercely competitive business
environment. Consequently, managerial training and development are now top priorities
for today’s business leaders, as these leaders increasingly believe human capital holds the
key to organizational competitive advantage in an aggressive, ever-evolving global
marketplace (Graham & Robinson, 2002). Human capital is limited, though, and
competent managers, in particular, are in short supply (Kaiser & Craig, 2004). Many
organizations fear that they may not be prepared for the leadership challenges of the future
due to the shortage of able and skilled managers. As a result, there is an increased
emphasis on investing more intensely in leader development across all organization levels
and developing leadership capacity in all employees (Day, 2001).
Leadership Training Expenditures
According to the American Society for Training and Development (1997 State of

the Industry Report), U.S. organizations invest billions in employee development,
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specifically leadership development. In the year 1997 alone, organizations spent roughly
$60 billion on formal training classes (ASTD, 1997 State of the Industry Report), and
training expenditures and the number of formal learning hours per employee continue to
rise yearly. Companies allocate the largest percentage of these training expenditures for
managerial and executive positions above all other employee groups (ASTD, 2004 State of
the Industry Report).

Leadership Training Methods

As companies continue to spend heavily in formal leadership training programs,
researchers have found that most of the meaningful leadership development experiences
occur in the context of everyday work (McCall, Lombardo, & Morrison, 1988). The U.S.
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics projected that 70% of learning in the
workplace is informal, meaning that learning takes place outside a classroom setting and
with a pedagogy that is closer to modeling or coaching than formalized instruction (Day &
Halpin, 2004). In addition to formal classroom training, McCauley, Moxley, and Van
Velsor (1998) proposed that the full range of leadership development experiences includes
mentoring, job assignments, feedback systems, on-the-job experiences, developmental
relationships, exposure to senior executives, and leader-follower relationships. According
to Day and Halpin (2004), leadership is more likely to be enhanced through these
development efforts than through traditional training.

Although there is conceptually a real movement away from classroom-based
leadership training toward understanding and practicing leadership development more

effectively in the context of the work itself, research and practical application of these
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leadership development methods have not caught up with classroom-based training (Day,
2001). In a recent study on the effectiveness of managerial leadership development
programs, Collins and Holton (2004) noted, “few empirical studies were available for
outcomes of on-the-job assignments, coaching, mentoring or feedback interventions, which
made it impossible to determine the effectiveness of those interventions through this meta-
analysis” (p. 239). Much more research needs to be conducted regarding the outcomes of
these widely used, informal training interventions, and one of the least explored of these
interventions is developmental relationships (McCall et al., 1988).

Supervisor-subordinate developmental relationships

A developmental relationship that naturally occurs in organizations is the
relationship between a manager and his or her direct reports. Since supervisors are
responsible for training and guiding subordinates on a day-to-day basis, an immediate
supervisor’s skills in developing his or her employees and the supervisor’s own
competence (performance) in doing so may then play a major role in determining the
performance level and development of subordinates (Varma, Fariah, & Stroh, 1999). For
example, Boerlijst (1994) and Boerlijst, Van der Heijden, and Van Assen (1993) found that
shortcomings on the part of middle managers seriously endanger the mobility and
employability of their direct reports at higher levels in the organization. This research
suggests that managers’ shortcomings can cause pitfalls in the careers of many highly
positioned employees, limiting or hampering their development. Other research has shown
that supervisors learn how to direct and motivate their subordinates based on their own

experiences with certain types of managers throughout their careers (McCall et al., 1988).
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Therefore, the developmental relationship between a manager and his or her subordinate
may lie at the heart of the learning context.

Some managers assume the role of a coach who focuses on the development of
their subordinates, while others excel at other types of leadership roles, such as initiating
structure or making tough decisions. The differences between these managers may provide
the answer researchers and organizations need in order to determine if subordinates’
leadership development and performance improvement truly occur within these
developmental relationships. A developmentally focused and motivating mid-level boss
may facilitate the learning of particular leadership skills and enhance the overall
performance of lower level managers to a greater degree than bosses who are either
ineffective or excel in other leadership roles.

Supervisors’ Impact on Subordinate Learning
and Performance Improvement

Researchers have long recognized the influence of the manager on subordinate
performance and development (Bass, 1990; Yukl, 2002). For the last 60 years, managerial
behavior and subsequent subordinate performance have been important concepts in applied
psychology and related disciplines. Primarily, they are key concepts in several leadership
theories: transformational leaders are more likely than transactional leaders to improve
subordinate performance (Bass, 1985); higher quality exchange relationships with
subordinates result in higher performance (Graen & Uhl Bien, 1995); initiating structure
behaviors affect performance more so than consideration behaviors (Judge, Piccolo, &

Illes, 2004). The impact of manager behavior on employees’ workplace experiences, and
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specifically on their performance ratings, is clearly considered very important (Day, 2001).
It also appears that certain leadership behaviors, more so than others, have a greater impact
on follower performance (Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003; Dvir, Eden, Avolio, &
Shamir, 2002; Howell & Hall-Merenda, 1999; Judge & Piccolo, 2004).

Although past leadership research has found a relationship between supervisor
performance and subordinate performance, others argue that this research, with its
widespread use of inherently weak research designs, has not found conclusive results to
support the opinion that managerial behavior truly causes change in subordinate
performance (Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996). One common and major
criticism of leadership research is that it is dominated by studies with significant
methodological weaknesses, including cross-sectional designs that rely on common
methods and sources of data collection (Lowe et al., 1996). Very little leadership research
has utilized longitudinal designs with experimental or quasi-experimental manipulation.

While cross-sectional, correlational research has found that the subordinates of
highly rated leaders receive higher ratings of performance (e.g., see reviews in Bass, 1990;
Yukl, 2002), correlational designs leave ambiguity in attributing causality in this
relationship. For instance, it may be that the ability, motivation, and experience of
subordinates have causal effects on leader performance. When encountering followers
with higher levels of ability, motivation, or experience, leaders may be encouraged to
activate a more transformational style of leadership with its focus on inspiring and
developing subordinates (Klein & House, 1995; Shamir & Howell, 2000; Yukl, 1999),

because working with these subordinates may enhance the probability that
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transformational leadership will result in positive outcomes, such as improved subordinate
performance.

There is empirical evidence suggesting that follower characteristics do causally affect
a portion of variance in leader performance (Greene, 1975; Dvir & Shamir, 2003). These
findings highlight the complex and dynamic interplay between followers and leaders and
suggest that more rigorous research is warranted in the leadership field in order to discover
the true causal nature of such a relationship.

Before this paper examines leadership theories and research findings on leadership
behavior and subordinate performance, the importance of managerial behaviors has also
been emphasized in other research literatures, such as learning and training. Learning
theories and subsequent research in training methods attempt to explain and demonstrate
how managers influence their subordinates’ on-the-job learning experiences and how the
managers’ actions result in improved job performance by subordinates.

Learning Theories and Research

Over the last 50 years, various learning theories have been applied to the work
environment and particularly to the subordinate-supervisor relationship. Researchers have
investigated whether leaders impact their direct reports’ performance through various
theoretically based learning methods, specifically the use of feedback, reinforcement, role

modeling, and active instruction (coaching and mentoring).
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Social Learning
Social Learning Theory

Bandura’s social cognitive theory (1977) proposes that people acquire much of
their behavior by observation and imitation of others in a social context. This approach
acknowledges that people can learn by observing a model of the desired behavior rather
than learning exclusively through their direct experiences with positive and negative
consequences (operant learning theory).

Role modeling behavior is often discussed in transformational and charismatic
leadership theories, and many leadership theorists attempt to explain how a leader’s role
modeling behaviors motivate subordinates to behave in a similar manner (Bass, 1990).
The concept of role modeling as an appropriate example to emulate was first identified in
House’s (1977) theory of charismatic leadership and later in Bass’s (1985) theory of
transformational leadership. Kouzes and Posner (1995) identified “modeling the way” as a
leadership practice common to successful leaders and wrote that “managers may speak
eloquently about vision and values, but if their behavior is not consistent with their stated
beliefs, people will ultimately lose respect for them” (p. 12).

These theorists incorporated role modeling into their leadership theories. They
believed that to be credible and effective leaders, managers must proactively set a positive
example through their own behavior and thus serve as role models to their subordinates.
According to Rich (1997), leadership by example is critical because lower level managers
tend to emulate the work habits, positive attitudes, and goals of their leaders and are less

likely to “go the extra mile” if their superiors are not willing to do the same.
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Furthermore, Bass (1990) noted that by role modeling, leaders can teach their
employees to operate in a similar manner creating a climate in which employees exhibit the
same type of leadership as the boss. This example or model could be associated with a
specific leadership behavior or could be broader in scope and associated with a leader’s
values and beliefs guiding the supervisor to work hard, behave ethically, or motivate his or
her own followers. When interacting specifically with subordinates, the leader may
provide a positive example that demonstrates how the lower level supervisor should
manage his or her own direct reports (Bass, 1990).

Leaders may also demonstrate how not to behave with direct reports, especially
when the subordinate observes first-hand the negative role model’s actions and the
resulting consequences. For instance, in one study supervisors reported learning
managerial behaviors after experiencing positive role models (learning what to do), as well
as negative role models (learning what not to do) (McCall et al., 1988).

Social Learning Research

Manz and Sims (1988) proposed that modeling may be a mechanism to help
followers learn to lead themselves, but it is also a complex phenomenon that goes beyond
just mere imitation. In one study, they found that leaders who previously viewed
videotaped supervisors reprimanding subordinates later showed less positive reinforcement
and goal setting behavior in their own interactions with subordinates (Manz & Sims,

1988).
Other studies found that employees who observe their superiors more frequently

have a greater opportunity to cognitively store examples of their leaders’ behavior and use
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these memories of leader behavior to guide their own behavior when handling
organizational challenges and dealing with various employees within the organization
(Yukl, 2002).

Social Learning Summary

Based on the social learning literature, one might expect that better performing
managers elicit higher performance from their subordinates due to the role modeling of
superior managerial behavior and performance. This research study examined whether
better performing bosses bring about similar behaviors in their subordinates. If social
learning occurred, subordinates would eventually demonstrate the same superior leadership
skills as their managers.

While role modeling is one particular way leaders may develop their direct reports,
it is not the only type of learning method used to train lower level managers. Leaders also
attempt to influence their subordinates through operant conditioning and, specifically,
contingent reinforcement techniques, such as performance feedback.

Operant Learning Theory and Performance Feedback
Overview

Performance feedback, which is the most commonly used contingent reinforcer
provided by leaders, continues to be widely applied as a method to change performance in
a variety of organizational settings and across all organizational levels (Alvero, Bucklin, &
Austin, 2001). Performance feedback has also generated numerous research and review

papers over the last several decades (Alvero et al., 2001; Balcazar, Hopkins, & Suarez,
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1986; Prue & Fairbank, 1981), and the general value and importance of receiving feedback
as a means of directing and reinforcing behavior have been recognized (Larson, 1986).
Theoretical Basis

Prue, Freidericksen and Bacon (1978) defined feedback as “information provided
to individuals about the quantity or quality of their past performance” (p. 216). Latham
and Yukl (1979) theorized that performance feedback or “knowledge of results” could lead
to an increase in effort and performance. The delivery of feedback to change performance
is based on reinforcement theory, which asserts that learning occurs through a person’s
direct experiences with positive and negative consequences, such as praise or criticism.

Leadership theorists have long incorporated feedback as an important part of
supervision (London, Larsen, & Thisted, 1999). For instance, Bass’s (1985)
transformational leadership model links feedback to charisma and individualized
consideration. Additionally, Podsakoff and his colleagues (Podsakoff & MacKenzie,
1995; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Fotter, 1993) maintain that praise and criticism are
important to effective leadership. These various theories claim that leaders facilitate the
development of employees when they explicitly tell their subordinates the expected
standards for performance and advise these employees, at the very least, on how to
improve and overcome shortcomings in performance, or even better, how to improve
performance when employees are currently meeting or even exceeding standards (Dvir &

Shamir, 2003).
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Research in Performance Feedback

Over the last several decades, researchers have investigated whether leaders
facilitate the development of employees by providing performance feedback results
(Alvero et al., 2001; Balcazar et al., 1986; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). Researchers have
generally established that feedback under the right conditions leads to performance
improvements (Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979). Three different reviews of the feedback
research literature found similar results (Alvero et al., 2001; Balcazar et al., 1986; Kluger
& DeNisi, 1996). Feedback has a moderately positive effect on performance outcomes,
and certain characteristics of feedback are more consistently associated with improved
performance. However, feedback does not uniformly improve performance; more than
38% of the effects found in one review were negative (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). The
addition of other behavioral management procedures tends to improve the consistency of
the feedback’s effect. The combination of feedback with goal setting or behavioral
consequences (reinforcers) was much more effective than feedback alone (Alvero, et al.,
2001). Therefore, the authors concluded that feedback must be constructive in order to
help. In summary, providing performance feedback is an essential component in changing
employees’ job-related skills, but it is most effective when used in combination with other
behavioral change procedures.

Several studies have examined feedback’s effect when provided specifically by
supervisors. Feedback delivered by supervisors and managers has been more frequently
associated with consistent effects than feedback from any other sources (Alvero et al.,

2001; Balcazar et al., 1985). However, it is important that subordinates accept and agree
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with their supervisors’ performance feedback (Ilgen et al., 1979). Agreement and
acceptance are more likely if the feedback is positive, clear, and convincing (Jacobs,
Jacobs, Feldman, & Cavior, 1973) and if the supervisor is highly credible and gives
feedback frequently (Bass, 1990; Shaw & Fisher, 1986). According to Stone, Gueutal, and
Maclntosh (1984), the credibility of the superior’s feedback is likely to be enhanced if the
subordinate believes the superior is highly knowledgeable about the subordinate’s job and
has sufficient opportunities to observe the subordinate’s performance.

Performance Feedback Summary

Research findings on the effects of performance feedback are inconsistent.
Feedback, however, is clearly more productive and beneficial when combined with other
behavioral techniques (Dvir & Shamir, 2003). Characteristics of both the feedback itself
and the underlying supervisor-subordinate relationship can greatly improve the impact of
performance feedback (Alvero et al., 2001; Balcazar et al., 1985).

An optimal supervisor-subordinate relationship may be one in which the manager
values employee development and focuses on the betterment of his or her direct reports.
This type of manager is more inclined to provide consistent and constructive feedback to
developing employees. One might also expect that bosses who receive higher performance
ratings are more likely to provide effective feedback to their subordinates possibly
contributing to the higher performance of these subordinates over time. This research study
examined whether better performing bosses who are rated higher in developing their

employees improve subordinate performance over time.
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Mentoring
Overview

In the last couple of decades, there has been increased interest in the use of formal
mentoring programs to facilitate leadership development (Noe, 1991). Mentoring occurs
when a more experienced, higher-level manager helps develop a less experienced protégé,
and usually the mentor is not the protégé’s immediate boss. As a potential training
method, mentoring may be more effective than other training options, because it is more
likely to be linked to learning by doing, like on-the-job training (Churchill, Ford, &
Walker, 2000).

From an organizational perspective, mentoring can be viewed as an especially
effective approach to developing future leaders (Carter, Giber, & Goldsmith, 1999). In a
survey of over 350 companies, leadership development efforts described as most
successful included mentoring programs, action learning, and 360-degree feedback (Carter
et al., 1999).

Mentoring Research

Although many large organizations have either implemented or plan to implement
formal mentoring programs as a method of fostering career development (Douglas &
McCauley, 1997), very little research exists on mentoring processes and programs. As
Ragins and Cotton (1999) noted, these formal programs are being implemented without the
benefit or direction of empirical research. The current rapid implementation and use of
mentoring programs within organizations may represent a situation where practice has

outpaced research (Allen & Poteet, 1999). Initial results indicate that there are differential
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outcomes between formal and informal mentoring programs, with more positive benefits
associated with informal mentoring (Chao, Walz, & Gardner, 1992; Ragins & Cotton,
1999; Day, 2001).

The minimal research that has been done on mentoring has found support for the
proposition that mentoring results in greater career advancement and success for the
protégé (Chao et al., 1992; Dreher & Ash, 1990; Scandura, 1992; Turban & Dougherty,
1994; Whitely & Coetsier, 1993). Compared with employees who have not been
mentored, protégés in a variety of industries, from retail stores to accounting firms, report
increased job satisfaction (Collins, 1994; Whitely & Coetsier, 1993), increased income
(Chao et al., 1992), more rapid career progress and increased job motivation (Gaskil &
Sibley, 1990), and increased self-confidence and encouragement of creativity (Fagan &
Walter, 1982). However, no known research has reported improved performance or
enhanced leadership effectiveness.

Although even less is known regarding mentor effects, evidence exists that
mentoring may also provide benefits to the mentor (Wilbur, 1987; Pullins & Fine, 2002).
Mentors may benefit from the mentoring experience, because it is likely to increase job
satisfaction and help them develop their own leadership skills (Yukl, 2002). Mentoring
may also refresh various skills as the mentor re-examines his or her own performance in
order to train the protégé (Hollister, 2001).

A few research studies have found that mentoring does benefit the mentor. Wilbur
(1987) noted that career advancement was predicted both by mentoring given and

mentoring received. In other research, mentors reported that providing exposure to the



Does Working 15
protégé rejuvenated their careers and made the mentors feel more involved with their jobs
(Pullins & Fine, 2002). The mentors also reported greater job satisfaction and improved
job performance after developing a protégé’s selling skills.

Additionally, little is known regarding effective mentor characteristics and skills.
As Day (2001) noted, more attention is needed regarding the apparent overlap between
developing sound mentoring skills and leadership development. One study explored the
ideal mentor characteristics which should lead to greater protégé development (Allen &
Poteet, 1999). Results of this qualitative analysis found a number of different dimensions
of ideal mentor characteristics, such as listening and communication skills, patience,
knowledge of organization and industry, ability to read and understand others, and honesty
and trustworthiness. To the extent that a mentor is seen as displaying these behaviors and
characteristics, a more beneficial mentoring relationship is predicted (Allen & Poteet,
1999).

In general, the mentoring literature suggests that mentoring can be a useful
technique for facilitating career advancement, adjusting to job promotions, and improving
job satisfaction of a protégé (Yukl, 2002). However, little research exists on the ways a
mentor actually facilitates the development of leadership competencies in a protégé, and
little is known about the skills, values, and behaviors most likely to be acquired or
enhanced in a mentoring relationship (Allen & Poteet, 1999).

A ripe area for mentoring research is the superior and subordinate dyad. A

mentoring relationship may naturally emerge between a supervisor and his or her
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subordinate, and as Clawson (1985) suggested, these naturally occurring mentoring
relationships should be examined to shed light on mentoring outcomes.

Future Mentoring Studies

Bass (1990) and Yukl (2002) strongly urged increased research on the mentoring of
subordinates by leaders or supervisors. They advocated this line of research because it
might provide support for the contention that transformational leadership augments
transactional leadership and provides significant performance improvement over and above
that explained by transactional leadership alone. Bass (1990) and Yukl (2002) viewed
supervisory mentoring as a transformational activity involving leader and subordinate
commitment to the long-term development of the subordinate. They believed
developmental changes are made within the subordinate by the sharing of values,
knowledge, and experience.

In 1994, Scandura and Schriesheim explored whether supervisory mentoring
augments the leader-member exchange (LMX) relationship and accounts for additional
variance over LMX in respect to rated performance, salary progression, and promotion
rate. They found that supervisory mentoring added significantly to rated salary
progression and promotion rate (but not performance) over LMX alone. While LMX did
not augment the effects of supervisory mentoring for salary progression and promotion
rate, a significant relationship was found between LM X and performance (Scandura &
Schriesheim, 1994).

The researchers explained these results by arguing that LM X focuses on providing

resources necessary for positive short-term career outcomes, such as high performance
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appraisal ratings. However, supervisory mentoring is developmental and therefore more
related to long-term outcomes, such as salary progression and promotion growth over time.
Scandura and Schriesheim (1994) concluded that managerial success is a multidimensional
outcome, which implies the need for managers to have both a good exchange and
mentoring relationship with their superiors.

Summary of Mentoring Research

Based on initial studies, mentoring impacts certain subordinate outcomes, such as
faster salary progression, greater career advancement, and increased job satisfaction (Chao
et al., 1992; Collins, 1994; Gaskil & Sibley, 1990; Whitely & Coetsier, 1993). Mentoring
relationships, however, have not demonstrated an improvement in subordinate job
performance or leadership behavior, though little research has examined these particular
outcomes.

The mentoring literature describes developmental relationships that can also
emerge between a manager and his or her subordinates and suggests that these types of
developmental relationships will relate to the career success of the lower level manager
(Clawson, 1985). Similar to a mentor, managers who are rated higher in coaching and
developing their subordinates should make a greater impact on subordinate performance
over time than managers who are rated lower in these skills. Additionally, if managers
assume an active coaching and mentoring role with their direct reports, the subordinates’
performance may improve across various performance dimensions unlike the effects of
social learning which impact only corresponding areas of subordinate performance. This

research study investigated whether higher performing, developmentally focused managers
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improve their subordinates’ performance among a range of leadership dimensions over
time.

Leadership Theories
Since supervisors are responsible for training and guiding subordinates on a day-to-
day basis, an immediate supervisor’s skill in influencing, directing, motivating, and
developing employees should play a major role in determining the performance level and
development of subordinates (Varma et al., 1999). Indeed, that is the key theoretical
process by which leaders are thought to impact organizational performance—through their
influence on followers (Bass, 1985).

Based on this assumption, various theories, including Transformational Leadership
and Leader-Member Exchange (LMX), have proposed that a supervisor’s leadership skills
and behaviors influence subordinate performance (Bass, 1985; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).
Moreover, tests of these theories find general support for the idea that certain leader
behaviors and management styles make a greater impact on follower performance than
other leader behaviors (Bass et al., 2003; Dvir et al., 2002; Howell & Hall-Merenda, 1999;
Judge & Piccolo, 2004). These leadership theories and research results are described in
further detail throughout the following section.

Two-Factor Model: Consideration versus Initiating Structure Behavior
Historical Overview

The two-factor models of managerial behaviors, such as those developed as part of

the Ohio State (Stogdill, 1950) and Michigan studies (Katz & Kahn, 1952), dominated

early leadership research. These research studies investigated the relationship between
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managerial behaviors, specifically initiating structure and consideration behaviors, and
employees’ attitudes and performance (Yukl, 2002). Across these studies, researchers
found that the behavior categories of initiating structure and consideration were
independent, and leaders could be rated high on one and low on the other, or alternatively
high or low on both categories (Yukl, 2002). Although research has found some support
that leaders who are rated highly on both skill factors are more effective (Fleishman,
1998), results of these studies have been inconsistent, contradictory, and inconclusive
(Bass, 1990; Yukl, 2002).

Across the two-factor model studies, the most consistent finding was a positive
relationship between consideration and subordinate satisfaction (Bass, 1990; Yukl, 2002).
Although initiating structure tended to be related to greater productivity and performance
in some studies (Judge et al., 2004), these particular results were not consistent across the
Ohio State leadership research. Studies examining the high/high leader also found support
for the proposition that these types of leaders performed better than others, but again the
results were weak and inconsistent (Fisher & Edwards, 1988).

Prior to recent meta-analyses, consideration and initiating structure were widely
viewed to be of limited validity and utility in contemporary leadership research and
application (Judge et al., 2004). In 1979, Davis and Luthans concluded after an extensive
review of the leadership literature that the two-factor models of managerial behaviors
lacked the ability to predict manager success. Even as recently as 1997, Northouse stated
that researchers have not been able to establish a consistent link between relationship- and

task-oriented behaviors and outcomes such as morale, job satisfaction, and productivity.
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Current Two-Factor Model Research

A recent meta-analysis (Judge et al., 2004) more extensively examined
consideration and initiating structure research and found that these leadership behaviors
were related to various follower and leader outcomes. Specifically, consideration
exhibited stronger relationships with follower satisfaction, follower motivation, and leader
effectiveness than did initiating structure. Initiating structure was found to relate to group-
organization performance slightly more strongly than consideration. To some extent, the
belief that followers prefer considerate leaders but will perform more effectively for
structuring leaders was supported. However, consideration was also linked to leader job
performance and group-organization performance, and initiating structure was linked to
leader satisfaction. Both behaviors were associated with follower motivation and leader
effectiveness, with consideration being somewhat more important.

Based on these findings, Judge et al. (2004) claim that consideration and initiating
structure are important pieces in the leadership puzzle. The results of their review revealed
that both consideration and initiating structure behaviors affect numerous criteria of
effective leadership; therefore, Judge et al. (2004) argue that these behaviors are
fundamental indicators of effective leadership.

The Two Factor Model and Current Leadership Theories

Although initiation and consideration behaviors have been shown to be related to
performance (Judge et al., 2004), Bass (1985) believes that the additional behaviors
displayed by more transformational leaders may lead to even higher levels of subordinate

performance and satisfaction. The emotionally appealing behaviors that these leaders
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demonstrate, such as visioning, empowering, role modeling, risk-taking and supportive
behaviors, may result in enhanced follower motivation and improved follower
development (Yukl, 2002), because the fundamental nature of transformational leadership
involves inspiring, developing, and empowering followers (Bass & Avolio, 1990).

According to Bass (1985), individualized consideration, which is a component of
transformational leadership, is unlike the consideration construct in that it focuses on the
individual development of followers. He believes transformational leadership could
produce higher levels of subordinate effort and performance beyond what would occur
with a transactional approach.

A study by Seltzer and Bass (1990) examined whether transformational leadership
behaviors made a further impact over and above initiation and consideration behaviors
alone in explaining the outcomes of a leader’s behavior. Their results revealed moderately
strong correlations among transformational leadership, consideration, and initiating
structure; however, the transformational scales accounted for 8 to 28% more variability in
the outcome measures. These findings support the assertion that transformational
leadership augments the managerial behaviors of initiating structure and consideration.
Two Factor Model Summary

Consideration and initiating structure behaviors may make a modest impact on
follower outcomes, such as job satisfaction and performance. However, similar to other
leadership research, consideration and initiating structure studies have often been criticized
for their reliance on common source data in which the leadership behavior ratings and

criteria were collected from the same source (Judge et al., 2004). Although some
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relationship between the two factors and subordinate performance has been found (Judge et
al., 2004), a causal influence of these managerial behaviors on subordinate performance
has not been established.

Leader-Member Exchange (LMX)
Leader-Member Exchange Theory

Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) theory is based on the premise that high-quality
relationships between superiors and their subordinates result in more highly developed
employees (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). According to Graen & Uhl-Bien (1995), leaders
establish different social relationships with individual followers ranging from low-quality
to high-quality exchanges between the leaders and different subordinates. Low-quality
LMX relationships are characterized by unidirectional downward influence, exchange
behaviors, and formal role-defined relationships, whereas high-quality LMX relationships
are characterized by mutual trust, respect, influence and obligation (Graen & Uhl-Bien,
1995).

Certain types of supervisor and subordinate behaviors facilitate the development of
such interdependent relationships. Higher levels of supervisor support and guidance
toward the “in-group” subordinate fosters a higher quality relationship between the two
employees (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Leaders rely more heavily on these followers and
encourage them to undertake more work responsibilities than they normally would.
Followers in high-quality LMX relationships interact more frequently with their leaders

and have their leaders’ support, confidence, encouragement, and consideration, and they
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take on added duties, play a greater role in meeting work goals, and deliver performance
beyond contractual expectations (Howell & Hall-Merenda, 2004).

The theory asserts that these close, mutually supportive relationships between the
leader and his or her employees leads to several important positive outcomes, such as
lower turnover and higher subordinate performance, citizenship behavior, satisfaction, and
commitment. Unlike other leadership theories, proponents of LMX theory believe that the
“quality” of the relationship is more important for positive employee and organizational
outcomes than the actual traits or behaviors of the superior (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).

Intuitively, the link between LMX and performance makes sense. Compared to
dyads with low quality exchanges, subordinates in high-quality LMX relationships are in a
better position to receive additional information, support, and attention that could
contribute to improved performance (Dunegan, Uhl-Bien, & Duchon, 2002; Graen &
Cushman, 1975).

Leader-Member Exchange Research

General LMX research. Research in the area of LMX theory has not found
overwhelming support for its premises, especially the belief that these close relationships
lead to improved employee performance. Several studies investigated the association
between LMX and performance. Some studies found weak (Rosse & Kraut, 1983), mixed
(Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984; Wayne & Ferris, 1990) or nonsignificant results (Liden,
Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993; Vecchio, 1982). Other empirical studies (Graen, Novak, &
Sommerkamp, 1982; Liden & Graen, 1980; Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993; Scandura &

Schriesheim, 1994; Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997) and a recent meta-analysis (Gerstner &
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Day, 1997) have demonstrated positive relationships between LMX and subordinate
performance ratings. Thus, the association between LMX and performance is not reliable
and still not fully understood.

Researchers have also examined the relationships between LMX and other outcome
variables, such as subordinate development, career progression, and advancement.
Positive relationships between LMX and employee development were found (Graen &
Scandura, 1987; Graen, Wakabayashi, Graen, & Graen, 1990; Wakabayashi & Graen,
1984; Wayne, Liden, Kraimer, & Graf, 1999). Additionally, studies of career advancement
indicated that the effectiveness of the supervisor-subordinate working relationship is
related to career progress and advancement of the subordinate (Scandura & Schriesheim,
1994; Wakabayashi & Graen, 1984; Wakababyashi, Graen, Graen, & Graen, 1988).

However, many of these studies used the superior’s ratings to measure subordinate
performance and, therefore, might be biased based on liking, a characteristic of the LMX
relationship, or even demographic or perceived similarity rather than being an actual
measure of true subordinate performance. LMX and performance ratings may both jointly
reflect the influence of multiple biases (Duarte, Goodson, & Klich, 1990). Research by
Duarte et al. (1990) found support for “halo” biases in superior ratings of subordinate
performance when the LMX relationship is high. In contrast, Vecchio and Gobdel (1984)
found modest but statistically reliable correlations between LMX and objective measures
of performance suggesting that the LMX relationship may actually result in heightened

employee performance.
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There is still not enough conclusive LMX research to indicate that the relationship
between superiors and their subordinates results in higher subordinate performance or
increases subordinate leadership effectiveness. Several researchers (Graen & Scandura,
1987; House & Aditya, 1997) have noted that LMX may be a better explanation for the
development of superior-subordinate relationships than for the effects of leaders on
followers’ performance.

LMX and transformational leadership research. Some researchers have tried to
integrate theoretically transformational and LMX models of leadership (Gerstner & Day,
1997; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). According to Graen and Uhl Bien (1995), LMX is both
transactional and transformational because it begins as a transactional social exchange and
may evolve into a transformational social exchange. They posited that low-quality LMX,
which is characterized by downward influence, economic exchange and formally defined
relationships, is equivalent to transactional leadership. Followers comply to a leader’s
requests because of their reporting relationship to the leader and the leader’s control of
rewards, whereas high-quality leader-follower relationships, based on mutual trust, respect
and extra effort by the follower, are aligned with transformational leadership in which the
leader inspires followers to transcend their own self-interest for the broader collective
purpose (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).

Howell and Hall-Merenda (1999) examined the joint impact of the behaviorally
based transformational leadership model and the relationship-based LMX model on
predicting follower performance. This was the first large-scale attempt to empirically test

the link between LMX and transformational models of leadership. They found that LMX
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and active management by exception each directly and positively predict follower
performance over time and that LMX, transformational, and contingent-reward leadership
are positively related.

Howell and Hall-Merenda (1999) also examined physical distance as a potential
moderator influencing both the LMX relationship and transformational leadership on
predicting follower performance. Their results indicate that transformational leadership is
significantly more effective in predicting follower performance under close conditions,
whereas LMX predicts follower performance irrespective of physical distance.

Howell and Hall-Merenda’s research (1999) contributes to the leadership literature
by supporting the idea that high-quality leader-follower relationships are positively
associated with transformational leadership behaviors and transformational leadership
theory may complement ideas about the formation of high—quality relationships in a
mutually reinforcing way (Deluga, 1992).

Moderators of the LMX and performance relationship. Dunegan et al. (2002)
examined other moderators, which may affect the LMX relationship and its impact on
performance. They found a significant direct relationship between LMX and performance.
However, when these relationships were examined more closely, they were not always
significant and varied with differences in situational factors. According to the findings,
positions with low levels of intrinsic satisfaction and ambiguity neutralize the relationship
between LMX and performance. On the other hand, jobs high in intrinsic satisfaction and
high ambiguity, such as management positions, are conditions that enhance the LMX and

performance relationship. Under these conditions, differences in LMX quality are
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associated with differences in performance, with higher LMX scores correlating with
higher subordinate performance.

Other factors affecting the LMX relationship. LMX research found that a leader’s
upward dyadic relationship with his or her superior affects the downward dyadic
relationships with the leader’s subordinates (Cashman, Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1976;
Graen, Cashman, Ginsburgh, & Schiemann, 1977). These findings imply that a manager
who has a favorable exchange relationship with his or her boss is more likely to establish a
favorable exchange relationship with subordinates. Possibly, a favorable upward
relationship enables a manager to obtain more benefits for subordinates and to facilitate
their performance by obtaining necessary resources, cutting red tape, and gaining approval
for changes desired by subordinates (Cashman et al., 1976; Graen et al., 1977). There is
less reason for subordinates to take on extra obligations if the leader has little to offer in
the way of extra benefits, opportunities, and empowerment. The research also found that
subordinates, regardless of their own relationship with the manager, felt the effects of their
manager’s upward relationship with his or her boss (Cashman et al., 1976; Graen et al.,
1977). Managers with favorable upward relationships were described by subordinates as
having more technical skill, providing more outside information, allowing more
participation in decision making, allowing more subordinate autonomy, and providing
more support and consideration (Yukl, 2002).

LMX research summary. One issue that has not been addressed adequately in
LMX research is whether high LMX employees actually "exchange" higher levels of

performance in return for the positive outcomes they receive. According to Duarte et al.
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(1993), there are possible biases operating in favor of high LMX employees, which are
supported by the lack of significant positive correlations between LMX and objective
measures of performance (Liden et al., 1993; Vecchio, 1982). The ratings of poorly
performing, high-quality LMX employees appear to be inflated by factors other than task
performance. The results tend to favor the notion that affect plays a role in the rating
process. As in the case with most leadership studies, LMX studies which reported
significant relationships typically used subjective, common source measures of
performance.
Transformational Leadership
Transformational Leadership Theory
Transformational and charismatic leadership theories describe how certain leaders
are able to achieve extraordinary levels of follower motivation, admiration, trust,
commitment, and performance by demonstrating emotionally appealing leader behaviors,
such as visioning, empowering, role modeling, image-building, risk-taking and supportive
behaviors (Yukl, 2002). Transformational theories espouse that these particular leader
behaviors result in not only increased follower motivation and improved follower
development but greater organizational achievement as well (Yukl, 2002).
Transformational leadership differs from the exchange theories of leadership, such as
transactional leadership, in that the fundamental nature of transformational leadership
involves inspiring, developing, and empowering followers (Bass & Avolio, 1990).
The Full Range Leadership Model (Bass & Avolio, 1990) differentiates between

transactional and transformational leaders. According to this model, transactional leaders
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influence subordinates by setting goals, clarifying desired outcomes, providing feedback,
and exchanging rewards for accomplishments (Bass & Avolio, 1990). Transformational
leaders, on the other hand, exert additional influence by expanding and elevating
followers’ goals and providing them with the confidence necessary to perform above the
expectations in the exchange agreement (Dvir et al., 2002). Transformational leaders
wield this influence by exhibiting charismatic behaviors, arousing inspirational motivation,
providing intellectual stimulation and treating followers with individual consideration
(Bass & Avolio, 1990). These behaviors transform their followers helping them to reach
their full potential and produce the highest levels of performance.

Transformational Leadership Research

General transformational leadership research. Numerous field survey studies
have examined transformational leadership behavior and its relationship to leadership
effectiveness, follower motivation, and follower performance. Lowe, Kroeck, &
Sivasubramanian (1996) conducted a meta-analysis of results from 39 of these studies and
found three transformational behaviors (charisma, individual consideration, and intellectual
simulation) were related to leader effectiveness in most studies. Although individual
consideration and intellectual stimulation were both consistently associated with
subordinate perceptions of leader effectiveness, charisma was the transformational
behavior most strongly related to leader effectiveness regardless of organization type, level
of the leader, or effectiveness measure.

Additionally, transformational leadership behavior correlated more strongly and

consistently with leader effectiveness than did the transactional behaviors; however,
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contingent reward behavior, a transactional leadership behavior, also correlated with leader
effectiveness in some studies (Lowe et al., 1996). Consistent with other leadership survey
research, the relationship between transformational leadership and outcome measures was
stronger for subordinate self-rated effort than for independent measures of leader
effectiveness, such as ratings of the leader by superiors or objective performance of the
business unit.

Lowe and his colleagues (1996) also found lower level leaders were rated higher
than upper level leaders on all three transformational leadership scales. The authors
suggested that leadership at upper levels in the organization may not utilize the opportunity
to elevate the performance of their subordinates using transformational leadership. It is
possible that top leaders assume their direct reports do not need transformational
leadership and should be naturally self-motivated, self-developing, and high performing
since they are also leaders in the organization. Alternatively, Lowe et al. (1996) also
suggested that the differences found between upper and lower managerial levels may
reflect the functional demands placed within the organizational hierarchy. Lower level
leaders have more day-to-day contact with subordinates and have a greater opportunity to
affect work outcomes through frequent displays of charisma, individual consideration, and
intellectual stimulation of subordinates.

Another more recent and extensive meta-analysis (Judge & Piccolo, 2004)
examined the Full Range Leadership Model, including transformational, transactional, and
laissez faire leadership behaviors. Lowe et al.’s prior meta-analysis (1996) comprised

survey research, which examined only part of the Full Range Leadership Model and
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utilized only the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire as the leadership measure. In Judge
and Piccolo’s research (2004), they found that transformational leadership displayed
stronger relationships with criteria that reflect follower satisfaction and motivation than
with criteria that reflect performance. However, the performance measures were objective
in nature and, therefore, consistent with other research results which demonstrated higher
correlations between transformational leadership and subjective criteria.

Charisma also displayed higher validities with the criterion measures more than the
other transformational leadership factors. The effect sizes for transformational leadership
in this study were not nearly as strong as those reported in Lowe et al. (1996). However,
many more studies were included in the meta-analysis, and according to the researchers,
more rigorous designs have been commonplace since the mid-1990s (Judge & Piccolo,
2004).

Furthermore, contingent reward leadership had validity levels comparable with
transformational leadership. Based on these findings, both types of leadership affect
subordinate outcomes. However, under more rigorous research designs (e.g., longitudinal
studies or research using criteria from different data sources), transformational leadership
was considerably more valid, and when controlling for contingent reward, transformational
leadership was a stronger predictor of the leadership criteria (Judge & Piccolo, 2004).

In summary, transformational and transactional leadership have been shown to
display a positive relationship with performance (Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Lowe et al.,
1996). A causal relationship between transformational leadership and follower

performance, however, has only rarely been demonstrated because most prior studies have
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used static, correlational, or nonexperimental designs (Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1996).
Additionally, most studies rely on ratings of leadership and outcomes collected from a
single source, leaving their results open to common-source, common-method bias (e.g.,
Bycio, Hackett, & Allen, 1995). Fewer studies have utilized survey data for both
leadership and outcome variables collected from multiple sources (e.g., Dvir et al., 2002;
Keller, 1992).

Transformational leadership causal research. Only four studies to date have
examined the causal relationship between transformational leadership and follower
performance. First, Kirkpatrick and Locke (1996) investigated three leadership behaviors
(visioning, expressive style of communication, and clarifying task objectives and methods)
and their effects on followers. Followers with a visioning leader perceived the task to be
more interesting, challenging and important, and they set higher performance goals, had
greater trust in the leader, and perceived the leader to be more charismatic, inspirational,
and intellectually stimulating. Visioning had a positive effect on quality of follower
performance (mediated by higher goals for quality and more self efficacy) but did not
affect quantity of follower performance. Clarifying behavior had a positive effect on
follower role clarity, job satisfaction, perceived leader intellectual stimulation, and both the
quality and quantity of followers’ performance (quantity was mediated by higher goals for
quantity). Style of communication affected ratings of leader charisma but did not affect
follower attitudes or performance.

Barling, Weber, and Kelloway (1996) conducted a field experiment to evaluate the

effect of managers who were trained to use more transformational leader behavior. One



Does Working 33
group was trained to use more intellectual stimulation and individual consideration, and
these managers were compared with a control group of managers who received no training.
The results showed higher organizational commitment and improved performance of the
employees reporting to managers trained in transformational leader behavior.

In another field experiment, Dvir, Eden, and Shamir (1999) examined
transformational leadership of infantry officers in the Israeli Defense Force. Some of the
officers attended a three-day workshop on transformational leadership as a substitute for
the regular leadership training that other officers received. The results showed that the
leaders trained in transformational leadership demonstrated more transformational
behavior than the control group leaders. The direct reports of the transformational leaders
achieved higher scores on measures of motivation, including self-efficacy, individual
thinking, and extra effort. Also, the platoons led by officers in the experimental condition
performed better in the field training exercises than platoons led by leaders in the control
group (Dvir, et al., 1999).

In a longitudinal study, Dvir et al. (2002) explored the impact of transformational
leadership on follower development and performance for both direct and indirect reports
and its lasting causal impact on the followers’ performance. A subset of the squad’s
leaders received transformational leadership training compared to a control group who
received routine leadership training. The transformational leaders had more of a positive
impact on direct followers’ development and indirect followers’ performance than the
controls’ impact on their reports, which supports core causal propositions of

transformational leadership theory. Among the direct followers, transformational
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leadership enhanced their development as determined by motivation, morality, and
empowerment measures. Performance improved for the indirect followers, yet similar
improvement in these followers’” development was not found. The researchers proposed
that the effect on indirect follower development may take longer than the measurement
time frames used in the study.

Transformational leadership research summary. Empirical evidence suggests that
transformational leadership or its components predict positive performance outcomes in
field studies (Barling et al., 1996; Curphy, 1992; Hater & Bass, 1988; Howell & Avolio,
1993; Keller, 1992), laboratory studies (Howell & Frost, 1989; Kirkpatrick & Locke,
1996), and meta-analytic studies (Judge et al., 2004; Lowe et al., 1996). Thus,
transformational leaders, who encourage followers to question assumptions and generate
new ideas, develop their capabilities, and inspire them to accomplish challenging future
goals, are expected to enhance followers’ performance on the job (Dvir et al., 2002).

Research findings also indicate that contingent reward leadership relates to follower
satisfaction and performance (Hunt & Schuler, 1976; Klimoski & Hayes, 1980; Podsakoff,
Todor, Grover, & Huber, 1984; Podsakoft, Todor, & Skov, 1982; Sims & Szilagyi, 1975),
although negative relationships have been reported as well (Howell & Avolio, 1993;
Yammarino & Bass, 1990).

In summary, the majority of previous studies and two meta-analyses have
demonstrated that both transformational leadership and transactional contingent reward

leadership relate to follower outcomes, although transformational leadership is more
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positively related to these outcome variables than contingent reward leadership (Curphy,
1992; Judge et al., 2004; Lowe et al., 1996).

The main criticism of this research cited in both previous meta-analyses (Judge et
al., 2004; Lowe et al., 1996) is the lack of research that unequivocally demonstrates the
relationship between transformational leadership and follower performance due to the
generally weak methodological designs of most leadership survey research.

Future research in transformational leadership. Questions remain regarding
transformational leadership and its effect on followers. The direction of the causal
relationship between leader transformational performance and subordinate performance is
still unclear. Although an association between transformational leadership and follower
performance has been consistently found in the leadership research, this relationship may
exist due to the impact the subordinate makes upon his or her supervisor. High follower
performance might possibly influence leaders to become more transformational.

Furthermore, although many believe that transformational leaders induce changes
in followers’ psychological states resulting in improved follower outcomes (Shamir,
House, & Arthur, 1993; Avolio, Weichun, Koh, & Puja, 2004), it is uncertain if these
states and improved outcomes continue after the separation of leader and follower. There
is no evidence demonstrating stable and long-term effects of leaders on followers’ self-
esteem, motives, desires, preferences, or values (House & Aditya, 1997). One final
question remains- since transformational leaders are expected to role model desired

subordinate performance, do transformational leaders develop their subordinates to become
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transformational leaders themselves through a cascading process of learned leadership
behaviors?

Cascading Leadership
Theoretical Basis

In 1990, Bass questioned whether strong leaders at one hierarchical level alternate
with weak leaders at the next level below or whether similar styles and strengths of
leadership are reflected in one management level to the next through a “cascading”
process. These two opposing theoretical propositions have been discussed in the
leadership literature. Burns (1978) originally suggested that charismatic leaders become
models of dedication, caring, and participation imitated by successive layers of followers.
A few years later, Bass and his colleagues (1987) proposed a “cascading effect” of
leadership styles based upon prior findings that managers at various levels within an
organization tend to adopt similar leadership behaviors.

In contrast, Tichy and Ulrich (1984) proposed that organizational changes
envisioned by top management require lower level managers to adopt different leadership
behaviors. Rather than modeling the same strategic behavior of the superior, lower level
managers must demonstrate behaviors supporting the practical implementation of their
superiors’ long-term visions (Tichy & Ulrich, 1984). Only a few studies have actually
tested these two opposing theories (Bass, Waldman, Avolio, & Webb; 1987; Stordeur,

Bandenberghe, & D’hoore, 2000).
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Cascading Leadership Research

General research. Bass and his colleagues’ original proposition (1987) was based
on previous research findings that leadership behavior patterns exhibited among managers
were reflected in similar behavior patterns in their subordinates, who were also supervisors
(Bowers & Seashore, 1966; Misumi, 1985; Ouchi & Maguire, 1975; Stogdill, 1955). For
instance, Bowers and Seashore (1966) found that supervisors who emphasized goals and
initiated interaction with their subordinates were related to the extent that their superiors
exhibited the same behaviors. Stogdill (1955) examined the effects of leader-subordinate
interactions on the interactions at the next level in the management hierarchy and found
participatory leadership at lower levels depended on it being practiced at higher levels. In
other research, Ouchi and Maguire (1975) found that managers tended to use the same
control methods as their superiors when dealing with subordinates. Finally, Misumi
(1985) reported that the supervisory styles used by different managerial levels within a
departmental unit tended to be similar up and down the department hierarchy.

Cascading leadership research. Based on these research results, Bass et al. (1987)
predicted that patterns of leadership cascade from one management level to another as a
consequence of selection, modeling, and other processes. Bass and his colleagues (1987)
obtained initial support for the cascading phenomenon and found that transformational
leadership cascaded from one management level to the next. Of the transformational
leadership components, charismatic leaders, more so than others, tended to have
subordinates who demonstrated similar leadership qualities. Furthermore, significant

correlations were observed between first-level and second-level superiors’ leadership
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behavior in three of the four transformational leadership components, actual charisma (r
=.35, p <.05), individual consideration (r = .26, p <.05), and intellectual stimulation (r =.
28, p <.05). Results, however, were mixed for transactional leadership (r =.51 for
contingent reward, and r = .04 for management by exception). These results imply that
although charismatic leaders may be more likely to serve as a model of leadership,
transactional leaders also serve as models of particular leadership behaviors.

While leadership patterns of subordinates and superiors tended to match each other
in Bass et al’s study (1987), the process of how the cascading effect occurs is unknown.
Bass et al. (1987) suggested that subordinates may be modeling the same behaviors that the
manager exhibits (Manz & Sims, 1988; Hogan, Curphy, & Hogan, 1994; Shamir, House,
& Arthur, 1993; Waldman & Yammarino, 1990). However, differential selection is
another possibility; upper level managers might select lower level supervisors who are
already stylistically compatible with themselves (Klein & House, 1995; Waldman &
Yammarino, 1999; Avolio & Bass, 1995). Another plausible explanation is the
organizational culture. The organization itself might reinforce and reward a particular
behavioral style of management (Hollander & Offerman, 1990; Schneider, 1987; Stordeur,
Vandenberghe, & D’hoore, 2000).

Alternative Theories of Cascading Leadership

Since 1987, other theorists have proposed various alternate ideas regarding the
cascading effect (Klein & House, 1995; Waldman & Yammarino, 1999). Most of these
theorists focused specifically on the charisma factor of transformational leadership, and

they believed that charisma is the one aspect of transformational leadership most likely to
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cascade from higher levels to lower levels of the organization. Klein and House (1995)
proposed that the perception of a leader’s charisma among his or her followers is
conducive to the spread of charisma to the followers’ own subordinates, thus a “cascading
hypothesis.”

In contrast, Avolio and Bass (1995) suggested that individualized consideration,
more so than charismatic leadership, diffuses throughout the organization. In some
organizations, individualized consideration behaviors may begin with senior management
and then cascade downward in the organization through built-in structures and processes,
such as working relationships, expectations, rewards, and guidelines for treating
employees. Avolio and Bass (1995) believe that senior management, even the founder,
often sets the expectation for developing a learning or developmentally focused culture.
Additionally, employees may be selected who are oriented toward continuous
development, and these employees may also be rewarded for pursuing their own or others’
developmental activities. Finally, subordinates may model their own individualized
consideration behaviors after their superiors’.

In summary, Avolio and Bass (1995) maintained that if a leader demonstrates a
consistent pattern of individualized consideration behavior, this behavioral style will likely
diffuse to others in the leader’s group, become the norm, and eventually embed within the
culture of the group. However, it is unclear whether the cascading effect occurs primarily
due to role modeling, selection, organizational expectations, or a combination of these

processes.
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Waldman and Yammarino (1999) extended this cascading hypothesis and proposed
that particular leadership behaviors can either cascade from higher to lower echelons or
alternatively can bypass directly to lower echelons. They further believe that role modeling
is the primary mechanism that drives the cascading process. Managers who are
charismatic and inspirational in the eyes of their followers tend to serve as role models for
employees at lower levels (Bass, 1985; Shamir, 1995).

However, the attraction, selection, and attrition cycle described by Schneider
(1987) provides an appropriate alternative for considering the likelihood of charisma
homogeneity across the organization, especially regarding similarity between a manager
and his or her subordinates’ leadership behavior. The cycle suggests that homogeneity is
created when followers are attracted to a particular leader, are selected specifically by the
leader, and tend to remain with the leader due to similarities between the two people.

While other researchers have expanded Bass et al.’s theory of cascading leadership
(1987), only one research study was found which examined the cascading effect since Bass
et al.’s initial research (1987). Stordeur et al. (2000) investigated the cascading effect of
leadership style within nursing departments, yet their findings did not provide evidence of
the cascading effect across hierarchical levels. The variation of leadership style was
explained more so by the organizational context. Therefore, the study supported the
hypothesis that company structure and culture are major determinants of leader behavior.
Future Research in Cascading Leadership

Although several theorists believe that the cascading effect occurs, Bass and Avolio

(1995) noted that research to date has not measured the diffusion of transformational
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leadership which requires a longitudinal study. They also suggested that research needs to
examine how leadership evolves from the perspective of “bottom-up” as well as “top-
down” leadership. Followers may also influence the style of leadership exhibited by the
supervisor. Additionally, many theorists have proposed various ways the cascading effect
might occur, yet no one has tested these recent theories (Klein & House, 1995; Waldman
& Yammarino, 1999) from a longitudinal perspective.

Bass et al. (1987) suggested that future studies utilize a longitudinal design to
examine how followers shift their own leadership styles to conform more closely to those
of their superiors. They believed a more sophisticated analysis is necessary to obtain a
more accurate picture of the developmental side of leadership. In a broad sense, the Bass
et al. (1987) findings indicate that managers tend to model any form of active leadership
behavior, including charisma, individual consideration, intellectual stimulation, and
contingent reward.

Cascading Leadership Summary

The minimal research in this area generally supports a cascading effect rather than
an alternating effect of managerial behavior, but many questions remain. Although there is
some support that a cascading effect may occur, research has also found that the alternating
effect may be functioning as well (Bass et al., 1987; Dvir & Shamir, 2003). Additionally,
the processes responsible for the cascading effect have not been examined in the literature
at all, which requires a longitudinal study and either an experimental design or a change in
leader to shed light on the cascading process. If the cascading effect occurs, does this

effect continue after separation of the leader and subordinate, or does the subordinate begin
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to model the leadership behaviors of the new manager? Lastly, it is assumed that the
cascading effect occurs through a top down process; however, subordinates may also
influence the emergence of certain managerial behaviors demonstrated by their superiors.

Subordinates’ Influence on Supervisor Performance
and Leadership Behaviors

Several researchers have emphasized that leadership is a relationship that is jointly
produced by leaders and followers (e.g., Shamir & Howell, 1999). However, according to
Hollander (1993), the vast majority of leadership research has neglected the important role
of followers in shaping the leaders’ behaviors and actions. Traditional leadership research
focused on the impact of leaders’ traits and behavior on followers’ characteristics,
attitudes, and behaviors, and there is a variety of evidence that demonstrates that leadership
affects subordinate performance (Judge et al., 2004; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Lowe et al.,
1996).
Theoretical Basis

Some theorists have asserted that leaders and followers might both play an active
role in forming mutual relationships and thus together shape organizational outcomes
(Shamir & Howell, 1999). Subordinates may perform a primary role, not only in the
emergence of certain types of leadership, but also impact leaders by empowering them
(Dvir & Shamir, 2003).

There are sound theoretical bases from which many argue that subordinate
performance can cause the leader to alter his or her style of leadership (Dvir & Shamir,

2003; Katz & Stotland, 1959; Shamir & Howell, 1999). For instance, Katz and Stotland
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(1959) proposed that low performance by a subordinate will cause the leader to restrict or
further define the subordinate’s work activities (a form of initiating structure) in an attempt
to improve the subordinate’s performance and to express disapproval with current
performance (a form of reduced consideration).
Research in Subordinate Influences on Leader Behavior

Several studies have investigated the possible effect of subordinate performance on
leadership style and behavior, and there are mixed results. Jackson (1953) found that
supervisors’ leadership styles remained unchanged even through the performance
characteristics of the different groups they managed changed substantially, indicating that
subordinate performance did not affect subsequent leader behavior. In contrast, research
conducted by Farris and Lim (1969), Herold (1977), Lowin and Craig (1968), and
Podsakoff and Schriesheim (1985) provided evidence that subordinate performance causes
changes in leader behavior. Additionally, Greene (1975) and Sims and Szilagyi (1978,
1979) have shown that even in cases where subordinates bring about changes in leader
behavior, leaders also cause changes in subordinates’ behavior. Thus, a reciprocal causality
exists.

Greene (1975) examined possible directions of causality between leader behavior
(consideration and initiating structure) and subordinate performance and satisfaction in a
longitudinal study. Reciprocal effects between leader behavior and subordinate
performance were found. Highly considerate leaders, who also emphasized structure,
caused higher subordinate performance. Additionally, subordinate performance caused

changes in a leader’s emphasis on both consideration and structure. These findings indicate
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that subordinate performance causes changes in a leader’s emphasis on consideration and
structure.

These results confirm findings by Lowin and Craig (1968) supporting the
theoretical position that a leader’s attitude and behavior toward his or her direct reports is
contingent upon the subordinate’s performance. The leader may support and show
approval of those subordinates who have positively reinforced him or her by their high
performance and be less considerate of subordinates who negatively reinforce him or her
through their poor performance. Low performance also caused more leader initiating
structure yet, when combined with low consideration, did not produce performance
improvement (Greene, 1975). These results support many of the same theoretical
propositions underlying Leader-Member Exchange Theory.

One recent study examined the role of follower characteristics in relation to leader
outcomes. Dvir and Shamir (2003) examined initial follower characteristics as predictors
of actual transformational leadership style in a real-life situation. Dvir and Shamir
hypothesized that followers’ initial characteristics contribute to the transformational
leadership process by influencing their leaders’ managerial style. When encountering
followers who are compatible to themselves, leaders will be more likely to activate a
transformational style, because they perceive their followers as having the appropriate
characteristics for such leadership.

The researchers found that followers’ initial development level did predict
transformational leadership ratings over time. Transformational leadership, therefore, is

not solely inherent within a leader as a trait but can change over time based on
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characteristics of the followers. However, more surprisingly, Dvir and Shamir (2003)
found that indirect followers’ initial level of development positively predicted
transformational leadership, whereas direct followers’ level of development negatively
predicted their superiors’ transformational leadership. The researchers speculated that the
negative relationship between developmental level and the perceptions of transformational
leadership among direct followers may operate through three distinct mechanisms: a threat
mechanism, a compensatory mechanism, or a disillusion mechanism.

These research results align with findings by Bass et al. (1987) that lower level,
highly charismatic leaders would prefer not to have a charismatic superior with whom they
may have to compete for power. Leaders who are already developmentally mature
professionals may require or demand less from their boss, suppressing their superiors’
active transformational leadership, because it may be unnecessary for those particular
followers who are already transformational leaders.

Subordinate Influences on Leader Behavior Summary

As demonstrated in previous research (e.g., Dvir & Shamir, 2003; Greene, 1975),
follower developmental level appears to precipitate changes in leadership style of
superiors. Longitudinal studies that measure leader behaviors and follower performance
do not clearly address causality. Results of these studies are vulnerable to the possibility
of opposite or bidirectional causal explanations due to prior relationships between leaders
and followers (Howell & Hall-Merenda, 1999). Research of a longitudinal and
experimental nature will be necessary to verify the causal relationship between leader

behavior and subordinate performance and attitudes. According to Howell and Hall-
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Merenda (1999), future research should be designed using newly established leader-
follower reporting relationships in order to assess more accurately the direction of
causality.
Skill Acquisition and Job Performance Changes over Time

An individual’s job performance changes over time as a person encounters various
learning opportunities, develops greater skills, gains expertise, and becomes less or more
motivated. A variety of theories have been developed to explain how a person’s
performance varies over time, and researchers have provided some evidence of how
performance can change throughout the employee’s career (Ackerman, 1987; Anderson,
1982).
Skill Acquisition Theory

Based on the belief that the transition from initial learning to skilled performance
involves a qualitative shift in information processing (Schneider & Shiffrin, 1977),
Anderson (1982) first theorized that skill acquisition can be divided into three distinct
hierarchical phases, specifically declarative knowledge, knowledge compilation, and
procedural knowledge phases. The declarative knowledge phase of skill acquisition
involves the encoding and processing of information necessary to understand and perform
the requirements of the task learned. Performance at this phase is slow and error prone.
However, once an adequate cognitive representation of this information has been acquired,
the trainee is ready to move on to the knowledge compilation phase (Kanfer & Ackerman,
1989). During the knowledge compilation phase, the trainee transfers information

presented during the declarative knowledge phase from short-term to long-term memory
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by practicing the tasks learned (Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989). Procedural knowledge, which
is defined by Anderson (1985) as the knowledge of how to perform various cognitive
activities, occurs when the performance of the newly learned skills has become automatic
and can be performed with little direction needed (Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989).

According to Ackerman (1988), the relationship between general cognitive ability
and performance changes as task performance becomes increasingly automated with
practice over the three learning phases. Results of Ackerman’s (1988) laboratory research
provided some support for the major tenets of this theory. The proposed changes in
ability-performance correlations for consistent tasks were demonstrated repeatedly.
Inconsistent tasks, however, did not show this same pattern (Ackerman, 1988).

Therefore, transitions between these three phases may not occur for certain
positions, such as management, which have high task inconsistency, complexity, and
ambiguity. Ackerman (1987) hypothesized that skill acquisition on an inconsistent or
complex task does not proceed through the same qualitative shifts as a consistent task, and
the transition to phase two and three are either slowed or prevented altogether. According
to Ackerman (1987), task complexity, which involves the amount of information provided,
memory load, and sheer number of subtasks, can impact the attentional demands of the
task, the accuracy of performance, and the time to complete the task.

Individual Characteristics and Job Performance

Training researchers have since theorized that cognitive ability, personality, and

motivation are all important determinants of learning in skill acquisition (Oakes, Ferris,

Martocchio, Buckly, & Broach, 2001). It is commonly believed that performance during
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the declarative phase depends largely on cognitive ability (Farrell & McDaniel, 2001);
however, performance during the knowledge compilation and procedural knowledge
phases may be more closely tied to personality or motivational dispositions rather than
cognitive ability. For instance, Deadrick, Bennett, and Russell (1997) argued that if the
majority of employees are in maintenance stages, individual differences in dispositional
factors, rather than cognitive ability, should determine interindividual differences in
performance change patterns.

Numerous studies have investigated the role of cognitive-intellectual abilities in
predicting individual differences in job performance (e.g., Hunter, 1986). Findings from
this large amount of research show a substantial positive relationship between cognitive
abilities and job performance (Dunnette, 1976; Hunter, 1986; Hunter & Hunter, 1994;
Schmidt & Hunter, 1998).

Hunter and Hunter, in their 1994 study on predictors of job performance, found that
cognitive ability has a strong relationship to success in skill acquisition, and there were no
jobs for which cognitive ability does not predict training success. Schmidt and Hunter
(1998) concluded that cognitive ability is the most valid predictor of job learning and
performance. Additionally, Bray and Howard (1963) found that scores on cognitive ability
tests were the best predictors of managerial success.

From a different perspective, motivational theorists have focused on the effects of
dispositions and the environment on task performance (Bandura, 1977; Locke, 1968;
Weiner, 1986). Incentives, goal assignments, need achievement, expectancies, subjective

valuation of outcomes, self-efficacy expectations and a host of other noncognitive factors
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have been shown to influence goal choice, intended effort, task behavior, and work
performance (Bandura, 1986; Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989).

When examining personality characteristics and job performance, Barrick, Mount,
and Strauss (1993) found that conscientiousness affects goal setting, which then affects
subsequent job performance. Oakes et al. (2001) found support for the joint roles of
cognitive ability and personality traits in the prediction of skill acquisition and the
relationship of skill acquisition to performance as an air traffic controller.

Terborg (1977) reviewed previous research in ability and motivation interactions
with job performance and found mixed evidence of the relationship between ability and
motivation with performance across the studies. He believed that differences in task
difficulty might account for the mixed results. On less difficult tasks, ability may present a
less important predictor of performance than would motivation. In contrast, performance
of more difficult task assignments may be substantially affected by the interactive aspects
of motivational processes and ability.

Skill Acquisition and Job Performance over Time

According to Ackerman (1988), skill acquisition for more complex jobs, such as
management, occurs over a long period of time. These positions involve a multitude of
inconsistent, complex tasks, and performance on these tasks does not improve rapidly
across skill acquisition. Instead, performance stabilizes early, after which performance on

an inconsistent task changes less rapidly as compared to a consistent task (Ackerman,

1988).
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Farrell and McDaniel (2001) examined Ackerman’s model of skill acquisition in an
applied setting. Using superior ratings as performance criteria, they found that learning
curves can occur over a 10-year period. First, cognitive ability was the strongest predictor
of performance for both consistent and inconsistent tasks. It also appears learning in
organizations occurs well beyond initial training with continuous learning on the job over a
span of years. With inconsistent jobs, there is a sustained reliance on general cognitive
ability which results in longer periods of time to obtain proficiency.

Previous applied research has also demonstrated that learning on the job can occur
for a number of years (McDaniel, 1986; McDaniel, Schmidt, & Hunter, 1988; Schmidt,
Hunter, Outerbridge, & Goff, 1988). These findings suggest that learning extends far
beyond initial socialization and training and well into the career of the individual.
Consequently, variables such as motivation and personality become increasingly important
in ensuring extended effort on the part of the employee (Farrell & McDaniel, 2001). The
primary role of the manager, then, could be one who monitors performance, provides
development feedback, and maintains the employee’s motivation to learn.

Skill Acquisition, Job Performance, and Social Facilitation

While Anderson’s model (1982) explains the internal processes involved in
complex skill acquisition, the model does not address how the acquisition of skills is
facilitated. Vygotsky (1978) proposed a theory explaining how cognitive skill acquisition
is facilitated in novices. He believed that cognitive skills are developed through social
interaction. Unskilled persons learn cognitive skills by assuming more and more

responsibility from experts during performance— “expert scaffolding” (Vygotsky, 1978).
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Based on Vygotsky’s model (1978), social interaction is fundamental, and the role of the
expert is critical to skill acquisition and job performance changes over time. Initially,
experts model skills, provide feedback about performance, and help novices develop more
powerful cognitive self-monitoring strategies. As novices become more expert-like, the
novices develop strategies that allow them to perform these monitoring tasks for
themselves (Vygotsky, 1978).

Farrell and McDaniel (2001) suggested social learning theory (Bandura, 1986) is a
theoretical perspective that could be incorporated into a broader framework of skill
acquisition. By taking into account situational influences that are social in nature (e.g.,
mentoring), one can view the influence of more primary abilities within a larger context.
Research in expertise already suggests that competent coaching is necessary in acquiring
proficiency (Ericsson, Krampe, & Tesch-Romer, 1993; Ericsson & Smith, 1991).
According to Farrell and McDaniel (2001), research could benefit by considering the role
that social interaction plays in quality of instruction and individual motivation to continue
learning on the job.

Job Performance Changes and Environmental Factors

Mumford and his colleagues (Mumford, Stokes, & Owens, 1989) have argued that
individual development proceeds as an ongoing interchange between individuals and their
environments. They hypothesized that people develop a consistent pattern of behavior and
set of activities that best help them adapt to their environment and continue to use these
same patterns of behavior changing only when necessary. Individuals may break from a

crystallized adaptive style if they are forced into a set of situations where their previous
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adaptive behaviors will not permit effective adjustment (Mumford et al., 1989). Their
research has shown that exposure to unexpected and powerful change variables, such as
divorce or poor occupational choice (or possibly even exceptional leadership), could be
related to the change in the developmental trajectories of the individual.

Murphy (1989) presented a two-stage model of dynamic job performance.
Transition stages of performance occur when employees are new to the position or when
any of the major duties or responsibilities of the job change. Occasional changes in job
demands and the job environment (e.g., getting a new boss) can trigger additional
transition stages even though the job title and the job description have not changed.
Performance during transitions should depend largely on cognitive ability, because the
transition requires learning new tasks or considerable changes in judgment. Maintenance
stages occur when job tasks are well learned and employees are no longer confronted with
novel or unpredictable job demands. According to Murphy (1989), performance during
maintenance stages should, therefore, depend largely on dispositional (e.g., personality and
motivation) variables versus cognitive ability factors. All employees new to a job,
regardless of prior experiences, start off in a transition stage, yet the duration and
frequency of transition stages will vary depending upon the job (e.g., task complexity,
routinization), the individual (cognitive ability), and the situation (quality of training and
supervision) (Murphy, 1989).

Hofmann and his colleagues (Hofmann, Jacobs, & Baratta, 1993; Hofman, Jacobs,
& Gerras, 1992) examined individual growth curves as a means of better understanding

dynamic criteria, such as performance. In two separate studies, they investigated
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intraindividual performance changes for major league baseball players (Hofman et al.,
1992) and interindividual differences in performance change among life insurance sales
people (Hofmann et al., 1993). They found different change patterns among these groups
in intraindividual and interindividual performance. Although they were unable to examine
possible determinants of interindividual differences in performance change patterns,
Hofmann et al. (1993) speculated that individual differences in abilities and goal
orientations might explain the different change patterns.

Based on their findings, Hofmann et al. (1993) argued that future research needs to
examine the determinants of interindividual differences in performance trajectories. For
instance, environmental or contextual differences, such as supervisor behavior or
supervisor performance, may be one determinant of performance changes for individual
employees in contrast to changes or stability observed in other employees (Deadrick et al.,
1997).

Job Performance Summary

Although job performance research has examined cognitive ability, motivational
disposition, and personality in relation to job performance changes, little prior research has
examined the effect of managerial performance on changes in subordinate performance
over time. Atwater, Dionne, Avolio, Camobreco, and Lau (1999) noted that few studies
have addressed the factors that contribute to leader effectiveness using a longitudinal
design to track leader development, and Hollander and Offermann (1990) stated that there

is a need to examine the dynamic features of leadership over time.
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Managerial Succession
Management Succession and Employee/Organizational Performance

Little prior research has been conducted in the area of managerial succession, but
this research tends to support the notion that managerial succession has minimal impact on
organizational performance (Allen, Panian, & Lotz, 1979; Brown, 1982; Carroll, 1984;
Eitzen & Yetmen, 1972; Garrison & Scotch, 1964). Thirty years ago the average tenure of
a middle manager was 5.9 years (Eitzen & Yetmen, 1972). Today, job stability is much
lower, and the average tenure of a middle manager continues to decline (Jaecgar & Stevens,
1999). Increases in management attrition emphasize the need for further research and
understanding on managerial succession’s impact on the organization.

According to Armstrong, Pecotich, and Mills (1993), the roles and responsibilities
of a manager affect the business unit’s performance and the people within the unit but can
also have a cumulative implication for the organization’s performance. However, one
main problem in succession research is controlling for alternative explanations for changes
in performance, such as regression to the mean.

As Fredrickson, Hambrick, and Baumrin (1988) and Vancil (1987) point out, poor
organizational or managerial performance increases the likelihood that a succession event
will occur. This prior low performance makes any inferences drawn about post-succession
increases in performance problematic, as they could be explained either by the succession
event or regression to the mean. Managerial succession can also be disruptive, and the
negative effects of the disruption might cancel out any positive effects caused by the

change in manager (Grusky, 1963, 1964).
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Pfeffer and Davis-Blake (1986) offered three explanations for research findings that
management succession has minimal impact on the unit or employee performance. The
first explanation is the possibility that positive and negative effects cancel each other out.
The second possibility is that managers don’t matter, and the third option is that managers
do matter, but that too many other variables confound or interact with the succession effect
and impact performance. Pfeffer and Davis-Blake (1986) suggested that managers’
experience and ability moderate succession effects. Therefore, future studies should focus
not only on the succession event itself but also examine the factors associated with the
management change, particularly the abilities and experiences of the manager pre- and
post-succession (Pfeffer & Davis-Blake, 1986).
Management Succession and Managerial Abilities and Experiences

Four studies provided evidence that successor ability and experience are important
moderators of the relationship between managerial succession and organizational
performance. In a longitudinal study of Methodist ministers, Smith, Carson, and
Alexander (1984) showed that ministers identified as effective leaders in earlier positions
were more likely to improve performance for congregations after a succession event than
were other ministers in the sample. The authors concluded that when succession involves
an “able” new leader, a positive impact on organizational performance is likely.

Pfeffer and Davis-Blake (1986) investigated the relationships of coaching ability
and prior coaching experience with subsequent performance for a sample of basketball
teams. Coaches with more experience and coaches with good prior records brought about

performance improvements after the succession event more so than the coaches who



Does Working 56
lacked experience or who had achieved only lackluster records in previous coaching
positions.

In a similar study of baseball field managers, manager succession alone did not
impact team performance; however, field manager experience and ability were
significantly associated with performance when no succession event occurred (Cannella &
Rowe, 1995). Coaching ability was important to team performance whether or not a
succession event occurred. Teams with managers of higher ability performed better than
teams with a manager of lesser ability.

Armstrong, Pecotich, and Mills (1993) explored the effects of mid-management
succession, the characteristics of the successor, and type of succession on post-succession
performance. They found a positive effect due to the succession event alone. Contrary to
the findings of previous research (Pfeffer & Davis-Blake, 1986), performance improved as
a result of the succession, yet the effect due to succession was small. Only 2% of the
variance in post-succession performance was explained. Additionally, Armstrong et al.
(1993) noted that the issue of time and cyclical effects must be incorporated into any
succession research. It is possible that the time necessary for succession effects to occur
may be longer than the time frame allotted in a study.

Succession is clearly a complex phenomenon, and the effects of the succession
event appear to be moderated by a host of variables (Thomas, 1988). Of particular
importance is the evidence that the performance outcome of the succession event is

influenced by the ability of the new leader as measured by his or her past performance.
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When the new leader’s abilities are marginal, he or she is less likely to bring about
performance improvements.
Management Succession and Performance Improvement over Time

Abilities in certain leadership dimensions may influence both initial and later
performance differentially across performance criteria. For instance, Russell (2001)
examined how well competency ratings predicted initial and subsequent performance for
top-level executives. Resource problem solving competence, such as financial analysis,
understanding the business, and short-term business execution, consistently predicted
initial performance levels. However, people competencies, such as staffing, climate
setting, communication, and customer interaction ratings, predicted later performance
scores. According to these findings, managing relationships with employees takes longer
to implement causing delayed performance gains as evidenced in the performance trends.
Russell (2001) noted that efforts to implement a vision, which involves necessary changes
in trust, work values, and corporate culture, do not occur quickly. As a result, it is not
surprising that resource problem solving contributed most to the prediction of initial
performance levels, but people-oriented dimensions predicted later performance ratings.
Future Research on Managerial Succession

Several researchers have advocated the need for further research on managerial
succession. Russell (2001) encouraged future researchers to examine whether different
profiles of leaders’ on-the-job behavior are equally likely to result in performance
improvement over time. Day and Lord (1988) suggested that the effects of leadership

change lag the succession event rather than taking place immediately; therefore,
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longitudinal studies must be utilized to examine time-delayed effects. Additionally,
Kesner and Sebora (1994) stated that there are four key components to the succession
event: antecedents, the event itself, consequences, and contingencies. They prescribed
more longitudinal methods to improve the understanding of leader succession and these
four components of the succession event.

Performance Appraisals

Overview of Performance Appraisals

To date, research in performance appraisal and management effects have spanned
several key areas, such as the cognitive processes associated with performance appraisal
and the role of the various types of rating instruments in use (Varma et al., 1999).
According to Varma et al. (1999), these areas of performance appraisal research have
largely ignored an important piece of the puzzle— the impact of the supervisors’
performance level on subordinate performance ratings. Some researchers addressed this
issue over four decades ago (e.g., Kirchner & Reisberg, 1962; Mandell, 1956; Schneider &
Bayroff, 1953). Since then, the literature has largely held the variable of supervisor
performance level constant when examining subordinate performance and appraisal ratings
(Varma et al., 1999). However, supervisor performance level (or competence) could be an
important determinant of subordinate performance and appraisal ratings.
Measurement of Job Performance

Objective measures of job performance. The common, traditional approach to
measuring managerial performance is to employ objective measures of employee behaviors

and results which are expected to deliver unambiguous and reliable data (Werner, 1994).
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Objective performance measures range from individual-oriented measures, such as work
samples, to organization-oriented ones of maximum output, market share or financial
performance (Fraser & Zarkada-Fraser, 2001).

However, there is limited availability of objective data, and results are greatly
influenced by variables outside of the leader’s control, such as corporate strategy, market
structure, competition, and even political events (Werner, 1994). Objective measures can
thus be unfair to the individual being evaluated and provide no guidance for developmental
planning as they do not provide a clear picture of what tasks the person performs
adequately or what competencies he or she needs to develop. Additionally, certain
positions, such as management, are much more difficult to measure via primarily objective
means because these positions require the employee to obtain results through other people
and the job tasks are ambiguous and complex (Dvir & Shamir, 2003).

Supervisor ratings of job performance. These concerns prompted the current, more
popular view of using a single subjective criterion, namely the supervisor’s judgment of
the employee’s performance (Fraser & Zarkada-Fraser, 2001). The logic behind such an
approach is that the immediate superior has a significant appreciation of the constraints
under which subordinates are performing their duties and is able to take them into
consideration when evaluating their performance.

A meta-analysis by Heneman (1986), however, estimated the average correlation
between supervisor ratings and results-oriented measures of performance to be r = .27
suggesting that supervisors may not be particularly good judges of on-the-job performance.

On the other hand, more recent research (Bommer, Johnson, Rich, Podsakoff, &
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MacKenzie, 1995; Viswevaran, 1996) has demonstrated considerable evidence for the
validity of supervisor ratings in the form of moderate correlations with objective criteria
such as productivity, salary change, and promotions.

Traditionally, a manager’s boss completes the performance evaluation, as he or she
has been assumed to have the most objective position to evaluate the manager’s behavior.
The superior has access to performance results of the manager as well as performance
results of the company as a whole. However, the superior rarely witnesses the manager
engaging in day-to-day behaviors which comprise a large share of a manager’s
performance (Salam, Cox, & Sims, 1997).

Supervisor vs. subordinate ratings of performance. Other researchers and
practitioners (Nowack, 1992; Shipper & Neck, 1990) have argued that subordinates are
probably in the best position to observe a given manager’s behavior in the workplace and,
therefore, should yield the most accurate assessments overall. Subordinate appraisal offers
a number of distinct advantages over the traditional use of superior evaluations. First,
subordinates offer a different perspective on a supervisor’s performance, assessing such
things as the supervisor’s leadership style, interpersonal skills in dealing with subordinates,
delegation of authority, and day-to-day organization and planning (Cascio, 1987). Because
ratings can be collected from a number of subordinates, subordinate ratings may be more
reliable than a single supervisor or self-appraisal ratings. Also, it is possible that
subordinates experience the leadership style and its consequences better than the superior

and they are able to make more informed judgments (Borman, 1974).
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Managers also behave differently toward individual subordinates (London &
Smither, 1995; Van Velsor & Leslie, 1991) leading to relatively dissimilar evaluations
from multiple subordinates. Low subordinate reliabilities may reflect these differences in
treatment from the same superior (Conway & Huffcutt, 1995). Even though subordinates’
ratings will be contaminated to some degree by rating errors, subordinates’ ratings also
reflect some knowledge of a person’s actual performance in a leadership role (Hogan,
Curphy, & Hogan, 1994).

Low subordinate correlations with other sources also demonstrate that subordinates
have unique perspectives. In a review of the leadership literature, Hogan et al. (1994)
noted that boss’ ratings of a manager’s overall effectiveness were largely influenced by
judgments of his or her technical competence, whereas subordinates’ ratings of a
manager’s overall effectiveness were largely influence by judgments of integrity.
Surprisingly, subordinates and bosses tended to agree in their overall evaluation of a
manager’s effectiveness, even though they evaluated rather different aspects of that
performance.

Riggio and Cole (1992) specifically investigated the agreement between superior
and subordinate performance ratings. They expected that superiors may be exposed to
only limited aspects of the manager’s work performance and these restricted observations
may be generalized to an overall appraisal of performance. However, results indicated
significant agreement between superior and subordinate ratings of captains’ performance.
In another study, Furnham and Stringfield (1994) found that subordinate and superior

ratings were significantly correlated. Thus, their findings also suggest subordinates and
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superiors share similar views and ratings of managers. Additionally, Mount (1984) found
that subordinate ratings were prone to the same kinds of biases as superior ratings and
tended to be more easily compared to supervisor ratings than to peer ratings.

In summary, there is evidence of convergence between subordinate and superior
performance ratings, evidence of halo bias among both sets of ratings, and some evidence
of discrimination among different dimensions of performance (Riggio & Cole, 1992). As
Salem, Cox, and Sims (1997) stated, a supervisor will have different expectations, values
and goals than the subordinate, and differences in performance ratings from different
sources should not be regarded as “error” but instead be seen as equal sources of important
information, perception, and feedback.

360-degree feedback measures. Today, behavioral ratings provided by members of
an individual’s work team, including direct reports, peers, and supervisors (often termed
360-degree feedback), are quickly becoming the standard method of assessment serving
both developmental and performance-based needs (Church, 1997). 360-degree feedback
provides opportunities for a multitude of individuals affected by the manager’s behaviors
and performance to communicate their views and opinions in a relatively nonthreatening
and constructive way. Additionally, a manager’s awareness of his or her actions and their
impact on others, through some form of feedback process, has been linked to maximizing
the manager’s performance (Church & Waclawski, 1999).

The 360-degree feedback method is not without its critics either. For instance,
Fraser and Zarkada-Fraser (2001) found polarization of ratings among high performers

over other lower performing managers. They believe polarization of ratings may reflect a
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halo effect that above average performance produces. Perhaps assessors who hold the
abilities and personality of a manager in high regard exhibit a natural tendency to over
score or forgive shortcomings in specific areas. Thus, managers who demonstrate a
performance level that is generally higher than the majority might end up being assigned a
higher rating across all performance dimensions (Fraser & Zarkada-Fraser, 2001).

Consolidation of 360-degree feedback ratings. One of the most critical issues
surrounding the 360 feedback system is how to consolidate evaluations from alternative
sources (e.g., peers and supervisors). Research in the performance appraisal literature
generally finds that ratings obtained from different types of raters usually do not converge
(Facteau & Craig, 2001). The intercorrelations among the ratings provided by different
sources tend to range from low to average at best (Conway & Huffcutt, 1997; Harris &
Schaubroeck, 1988). It is unclear, however, whether this lack of convergence stems from:
(a) quality differences in their ratings across sources (Conway & Huffcutt, 1997;
Yammarino & Dubinsky, 1994), (b) individual performance variability across different
contexts and with different people (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995), (c) different theories of
work performance across sources (Campbell & Lee, 1988; Landy, Farr, Saal, & Freytag,
1976) or (d) exposure to only limited and different aspects of work performance (Lance,
Teachout, & Donnelly, 1992; Latham & Wexley, 1982; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995; Salam
et al., 1997). Lance and Woehr (1989) suggested that strong correspondence among
ratings from different sources should not be expected due to the different perspectives of
supervisors versus subordinates. It is also possible that several of the explanations are

operating simultaneously.
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Facteau and Craig (2001) studied rater groups to see whether they held different
conceptualizations about the dimensionality of job performance and whether items
contained on a rating instrument related differently to the underlying performance
constructs across these raters. They found that the rating instrument could be regarded as
measuring the same underlying performance constructs across rater groups, thus
supporting the practice of directly comparing the ratings that managers receive from
different sources. Their results suggest that comparisons between different raters are
legitimate.
Summary of Performance Appraisal Ratings

After reviewing recent performance appraisal literature, Arvey and Murphy (1998)
noted that there was a trend in improved optimism regarding the use of supervisor ratings
and other subjective appraisal instruments and formats. There is increased recognition
that subjectivity does not automatically translate into rater error or bias. Ratings are most
likely valid reflections of true performance and represent a low-cost mechanism for
evaluating employees (Arvey & Murphy, 1998).

Conclusion
Supervisors are primarily responsible for training and guiding subordinates on a

day-to-day basis. Therefore, immediate supervisors’ competence in developing their
employees should then play a major role in determining the performance level and
development of subordinates (Varma et al., 1999). Various theories (LMX,
Transformational Leadership, and Mentoring) either explicitly or implicitly suggest that

supervisors’ own employee developmental capabilities influence subordinates’
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performance, yet little has been done to test and examine the direct, causal relationship
between managers’ developmental capabilities and subordinate performance (Clawson,
1985).

Rather than examining the direct relationship between superior-subordinate
performance levels and leadership development, previous research involving both the
superior and the subordinate has focused primarily on the behaviors of the superior, such
as initiating structure versus consideration, and the resulting subordinate consequences,
such as subordinate satisfaction, commitment, or extra effort expended (e.g., Judge et al.,
2004). Research on the specific role of superiors in subordinates’ leadership development
and performance improvement has rarely been undertaken and, when examined, contains
significant methodological weaknesses (Lowe et al., 1996).

Limitations of most leadership studies involve the use of concurrent research
designs and common sources for measurement of predictor and criterion (Bass & Avolio,
1985, Kane & Tremble, 2000). Such limitations interfere with conclusions about causality
and leave open the possibility that results were due to common source variance, other
unknown variables, or individual differences that shaped responses by research
participants. As Kirkpatick and Locke (1996) noted, there has been a serious lack of
research which unequivocally demonstrates causal relationships between specific
leadership components and follower effects. Therefore, the need exists to investigate
causal links between leader behavior and follower effects.

Similarly, very few studies have addressed leader development and performance

improvement using a longitudinal design (Atwater et al., 1999). Most longitudinal studies
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were experiments built around short time frames that may not have allowed the necessary
time for certain performance affects to emerge (Conger, Kanungo, & Menon, 2000).

In summary, a limitation of past research is the inability to ascertain whether
leadership is a cause, a consequence, or a coincidence of employee performance and
developmental characteristics (Bass, 1990). This is a long-standing criticism of the
literature (Korman, 1976), yet with few exceptions there have been few rigorous efforts to
establish causal relationships between leader behaviors and outcomes (Judge et al., 2004).

Present Study
Overview

This longitudinal, quasi-experimental study examined the impact of supervisor
performance on subordinate performance and performance change over time. A critical
feature is the quasi-experimental manipulation of leader performance. For a subset of the
subordinates during the three-year study, their supervisors were replaced with new
managers. To determine whether changes in supervisor performance occurred, the level of
the new supervisor's performance on five different dimensions was compared to the
performance level of the previous supervisor. This study investigated whether these
changes in supervisor and supervisor performance were followed by changes in
subordinate performance over time. Changes in subordinate performance were then
compared to baseline measures of performance change for subordinates who had the same
supervisor over the same time span. Furthermore, this study examined whether different
dimensions of supervisor performance, such as developmentally focused leader behavior,

are differentially related to subordinate performance and performance changes over time.
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This research also investigated whether supervisor performance makes a stronger impact
on subordinate performance over time over the impact that initial subordinate performance
may make on supervisor performance over time.
Performance Appraisal Raters

This research study used ratings of managerial performance from separate sources
to determine the relationship between supervisor performance and subordinate
performance representing a departure from most leadership research. This approach
overcomes the research design weaknesses of prior studies, specifically common source
biases.

Based on the suggestion of others (Hogan et al., 1994; Kaiser & Craig, 2004), this
research used superior and direct report ratings of managerial performance to determine the
relationship between job performance of supervisors and their subordinates, both of whom
are middle-level managers. Direct reports of the lower level manager rated his or her
performance, while superiors of the higher level manager rated his or her performance.
The performance ratings of the two managers were compared and analyzed. Direct reports
and superiors are thought to provide two of the most accurate ratings of management
performance (Hogan et al., 1994; Kaiser & Craig, 2004).

Hypotheses and Research Questions

This study explored several research questions and hypotheses regarding the

relationship between changes in supervisor performance and the resulting changes in

subordinate performance. Where the research literature suggests competing arguments
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with no clear rationale for favoring one hypothesis over another, research questions were

proposed rather than hypotheses. The following questions and hypotheses were tested:

Cross-sectional Hypotheses and Questions

1)

2)

Hypothesis 1: Immediate supervisor overall performance (i.e., averaged across
dimensions) is positively related to subordinate overall performance.
Research Question 1: Which dimensions of supervisor performance are related to

which dimensions of subordinate performance?

Longitudinal Hypotheses and Questions

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

Hypothesis 2: Changes in immediate supervisor overall performance over time are
positively related to changes in subordinate overall performance over time.
Research Question 2: Which changes in specific dimensions of supervisor
performance are related to which changes in specific dimensions of subordinate
performance?

Research Question 3: Does change in overall supervisor performance affect
subordinate overall performance immediately (year 1) or over time (year 2)?
Research Question 4: Does changes in specific dimensions of supervisor
performance affect specific dimensions of subordinate performance immediately
(year 1) or over time (year 2)?

Hypothesis 3: Changes in subordinate performance over time (year 2) are related to
initial supervisor performance (year 1) more strongly than changes in supervisor

performance over time (year 2) are related to initial subordinate performance

(year 1).
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Method
Sample and Procedure

Data for the study came from an archival database of multisource managerial
performance ratings provided by a large multinational technology firm. Performance
ratings were collected annually from 2001 to 2003. The focal participants in the current
study included 947 “supervisors” and their 4,673 “subordinates.” The focal supervisors
were rated by their superiors and the focal subordinates were rated by their own
subordinates, thus providing for heterosource assessments of performance at the two focal
levels. A subset of the focal subordinates experienced a change in supervisor between
years one (2001) and two (2002). The research design is presented in Diagram 1.
Measures

The measure used is a proprietary multisource (360°) leadership appraisal
instrument called the Leadership Standards Assessment (LSA). The LSA contains 30
items in five scales labeled Envision, Energize, Edge, Execute, and Ethics. The five scales
in the rating instrument measure performance across five dimensions: providing a strategic
vision, motivating employees, making tough decisions, achieving results, and behaving
ethically.

The Envision scale concerns the extent to which managers generate a vision or
strategy for their units, along with plans for producing profitable change. The Energize
scale assesses the extent to which managers inspire, involve, and empower subordinates.
The Edge scale measures managers’ decisiveness, action orientation, and emphasis on high

performance. Execute items assess the extent to which managers plan and organize the
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work of their unit and meet performance objectives. The Ethics scale measures managers’
fair treatment of others, compliance with ethical guidelines, and ability to maintain
personal composure.

The 30 items on the performance appraisal use ratings of skill level (e.g., 0 =
ineffective to 4 = exceptionally effective) rather than frequency of behaviors, which
represents a departure from the majority of prior research on managerial performance
(Schriesheim & Kerr, 1974; Van Velsor & Leslie, 1991; Yukl 2002). A few studies have
found that focusing on skill rather than frequency of behaviors improves the predictability
of employee outcomes, and skill is a better predictor of managerial performance than
frequency of behaviors (Shipper, 1991; Shipper & White, 1999).

The LSA instrument has been rigorously evaluated and refined, with the current
version generating internal consistency reliability coefficients greater than .80 for each
scale and good fit to an a priori model with five correlated factors (Kaiser, Craig, Kaplan,
& McArthur, 2002). Because this instrument is evaluated and slightly modified each year,
only items unchanged between years of the 2001 and 2003 were analyzed in the current
study. Application of this criterion resulted in five items on each of the first four scales and
three items on Ethics being retained for analysis.

Rater Training

Rater training became accessible to all raters between the 2002 and 2003
administrations of the performance appraisal, however rater training was not rigorously
tracked as to whether raters completed rater training prior to providing performance ratings

in 2003. The rater training was delivered via a standard web browser and included audio
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guidance and animation. The rater training was assessed in 2005 to determine if the
training improved the quality of the performance ratings provided by raters (Craig,
Lindberg, Kaiser, & Baydoun, 2005). The results of the analyses indicated that there was
no evidence of reduction in halo error found. However, there was some evidence of
reduction of leniency errors due to training. Additionally, there was equivocal evidence of
gamma change and no evidence of beta change in the ratings. These results suggest that
although the rater training may have improved the leniency of the ratings, significant
changes in the functioning of the instrument were not observed.

Data Manipulation

The original dataset consisted of performance ratings by various individuals (e.g.,
peer, boss, direct report) for each target. Each rater’s performance ratings of a target were
positioned on separate lines in the dataset. In order to conduct the data analyses,
manipulation of the dataset was required to create a new dataset with performance ratings
of targets by their direct reports and performance ratings of the targets’ bosses by their
superior integrated on the same line in the dataset.

The original dataset provided identification of both targets and raters across time,
which allowed for the data manipulation and analyses. Each person in the dataset was
assigned with a unique identification number. When a person rated another individual in
the company, the identification number was used to code this person as the rater, and this
identification number could be found in the rater id column in the dataset. If that same
person was the ratee, the same identification number could be found in the target id

column. Additionally, in the original dataset, raters were coded by their reporting
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relationship to the target. For example, targets’ direct reports were coded as source = 3,
while their bosses were coded as source = 1. The identification number and the source
codes made it possible to determine each target’s boss and determine that boss’s
performance as rated by his or her superior.

Initially, the data manipulation involved extracting data and creating separate
datasets from the original dataset. A separate dataset, which included only the direct
reports’ performance ratings of each target, was made for each year (e.g., 2001, 2002,
2003) by extracting the ratings of each target by source = 3 and year. Then, within each
dataset, the direct reports’ ratings of each target were averaged for the appropriate items in
the appraisal to create ratings for the five dimensions of performance, and the ratings
across the five dimensions were averaged to yield an overall performance rating for each
year. Finally, merging the data from the separate datasets by target created a larger dataset,
which included each target’s performance ratings from direct reports separated by year on
the same dataset line.

Similarly, separate datasets were created by extracting the performance ratings of
the targets’ bosses. For each target’s boss (source = 1) in year 2001, 2002, and 2003, the
performance ratings of the boss (who is now the target id) by his or her superior (source 1)
were extracted into separate datasets by year. In each dataset, the superior’s ratings of the
boss were averaged for certain items in the appraisal to create ratings for the five
dimensions of performance, and the averages of the five dimensions were averaged to
generate an overall performance rating for each year. Finally, merging all of the data from

the separate datasets by the original target id created a larger, composite dataset, which
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included targets’ performance ratings from their direct reports as well as performance
ratings of targets’ bosses by their superior on the same dataset line.

Finally, two separate datasets were created from the composite dataset, and the
actual data analyses were conducted on these two final datasets. One dataset included only
the targets who had the same boss during the three years of the research study. Supervisors
were coded as a “source=1" in the original dataset, and only those targets whose rater id
for source 1 was consistent across all three years were included in this dataset. The other
dataset included targets whose boss changed only between year 1 and 2 (2001 and 2002) of
the study. In this dataset, only targets whose rater id changed for source 1 between year 1
and year 2 were included in the dataset.

Analyses

Overview. This study examined the research questions and hypotheses through
correlation analyses, cross-lagged panel correlation techniques, dynamic correlations, and
multiple regression analyses. These analyses explored the relationship between supervisor
and subordinate performance and whether changes in supervisor performance (better or
worse) were followed by analogous changes in subordinate performance (improvement or
decline, respectively) and whether this relationship differed across performance
dimensions. The performance dimensions were labeled Envision, Energize, Edge, Execute,
and Ethics, and when these dimension scores were averaged, they provided an overall
rating of performance.

Hypothesis 1. Correlational analyses examined hypothesis 1 which expected a

positive relationship between supervisor and subordinate overall performance. The
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correlations between supervisor and subordinate performance at Year 1, Year 2, and Year
3 were analyzed to test the first hypothesis.

Research Question 1. Correlational analyses were also used to investigate
dimensions of superior performance and its relationship to specific dimensions of
subordinate performance. Correlations between each dimension of supervisor performance
and subordinate performance were compared to determine if certain dimensions of superior
performance are significantly related to specific dimensions of subordinate performance.

Hypothesis 2. Change in immediate supervisor overall performance was expected
to be positively related to change in subordinate overall performance. Hypothesis 2 was
tested by correlating overall performance changes (deltas) of supervisors with overall
performance changes (deltas) of subordinates. This analysis was conducted specifically on
those subordinates whose supervisor was actually replaced by a new supervisor between
2001 and 2002. The difference between the first supervisor’s performance and new
supervisor’s performance was the overall performance change (delta) variable in the study.
The correlation between overall performance changes (deltas) of supervisors and overall
performance changes (deltas) of subordinates was then compared with the correlation
between overall performance changes of subordinates and their supervisors who were not
replaced during 2001 and 2002.

Research question 2. Correlational analyses were used to examine whether changes
in particular dimensions of supervisor performance are related to changes in dimensions of
subordinate performance. Correlational analyses were also utilized to explore if change in

a particular dimension of superior performance is related to subsequent changes in the
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same dimension of subordinate performance or different dimensions of subordinate
performance.

Regression analyses were employed to further test whether change in one
dimension of superior performance is more predictive of changes in certain dimensions of
subordinate performance more so than changes in other dimensions of superior
performance. Changes in the five dimensions of supervisor performance were entered into
a single regression model to predict change in each dimension of subordinate performance.
For example, changes in supervisor performance in Envision, Edge, Execute, Energize, and
Ethics dimensions from 2001-2002 were entered in the regression model to predict change
in subordinate Envision performance in from 2001-2002. Therefore, five sets of regression
analyses were conducted with changes in each subordinate performance dimension serving
as the criterion: one for changes in the Envision ratings, one for changes in the Energize
ratings, one for changes in the Execute ratings, one for changes in the Edge ratings, and
finally one for changes in the Ethics ratings.

Research question 3 and 4. Correlational analyses were used to explore whether
change in overall superior performance is related to change in overall supervisor
performance immediately (Year 2002) or over time (Year 2003). Multiple regression
analyses were utilized to examine whether changes in dimensions of supervisor
performance differentially predict changes in dimensions of subordinate performance
immediately or over time. In all cases, the changes in dimensions of supervisor
performance between year 2001-2002 served as the predictors and the changes in

dimensions of subordinate performance from 2001-2002 and from 2001-2003 served as the
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criterion. For example, change in supervisor performance in Envision, Edge, Execute,
Energize, and Ethics from 2001-2002 were entered in the regression model to predict
change in subordinate Energize performance from 2001-2003. To determine whether
changes in supervisor performance differentially predict changes in subordinate
performance immediately or over time, 10 separate regression analyses were conducted.

Hypothesis 3. The cross-lagged panel correlation technique and dynamic
correlation analysis were used to investigate whether supervisor performance causes
change in subordinate performance, whether subordinate performance causes change in
supervisor performance, or whether causation is reciprocal. Although the results of these
analyses alone would not be sufficient evidence for conclusions about causation, certain
patterns of possible results could at least be consistent with causation, suggesting causality
in a certain direction.

Cross-lagged panel correlation analysis

Two methods for longitudinal data analysis are the cross-lagged panel correlation
technique and dynamic correlation analysis (Greene, 1975). Although no correlational
research design can allow for complete confidence in causal inferences, cross lagged
correlation analysis makes it possible to rule out at least one alternative explanation that
would compete with an inference of causality from correlational data. Specifically, a
reversed direction of causality can be ruled out by examining correlations between putative
causes at Time 1 and putative effects at Time 2 (i.e., because causes must precede effects

in time).



Does Working 77

To support the hypothesis that high superior performance causes high subordinate
performance, the present (Time 1) state of superior performance should be more highly
related to the future (Time 2) state of subordinate performance than the future state of
subordinate performance (Time 2) is related to the present state of superior performance
(Time 1). Thus, if superior performance does cause subordinate performance, the
magnitudes of the correlations should be: rSupP;SubP, > rSupP,;SubP; = rSupP,SubP, >
rSubP;SupP,. Conversely, if subordinate performance causes superior performance then
the correlation should look like: rSubP;SupP, > rSupP;SubP1 = rSupP,SubP, >
rSupP;SubP,. The relative magnitudes of the two cross-lagged coefficients (rSupP;SubP,
and rSubP,;SupP,) provide indication of the extent to which causation may be reciprocal.

Differences in relative strengths of the cross-lagged coefficients (rSup;SubP, and
rSubP;SupP,) indicate the possible causal direction. The correlational coefficients provide
information about the stability of the two variables over time and, thus, are not directly
concerned with inference of causality.
Dynamic correlation analysis

In order to weaken the “third variable” alternative explanation for covariance
among the variables of interest, (Vroom, 1966) a dynamic correlation coefficient was
computed by correlating the difference between subordinate performance at Time 1 and
Time 2 with the difference in superior performance from Time 1 and 2. In other words, the
change in subordinate performance over time is correlated with the change in superior

performance over time. Given a pattern of cross lagged correlations showing, for example,
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that subordinate performance causes superior performance, a large, highly significant
dynamic correlation would be consistent with causality.

Results
Descriptive Statistics

The Leadership Standards Assessment (LSA). Means, standard deviations, and
inter-scale correlations for the scales of the LSA are presented in Table 1 and 2. For each
of the LSA scales, a higher score is indicative of a greater rating of the job performance
dimension. In the sample of supervisors, LSA mean scores ranged from 2.57 (Edge) to
3.27 (Ethics), while the sample of subordinate mean scores ranged from 2.30 (Envision) to
3.04 (Ethics). Inter-scale correlations were moderate to high with coefficients ranging
from .27 to .76.

Cross-sectional Analyses

This first section focuses on the cross-sectional analyses and addresses hypothesis
one, which explored the relationship between overall supervisor performance and overall
subordinate performance, and research question one, which examined the relationship
between dimensions of supervisor performance and dimensions of subordinate
performance.

Hypothesis 1. The five dimensions of performance were averaged in order to create
the composite overall performance score, and the relationship between supervisor overall
performance and subordinate overall performance was assessed using correlational
analyses. The correlations between supervisor and subordinate performance at Year 1

(2001), Year 2 (2002), and Year 3 (2003) were analyzed to test the first hypothesis, and the



Does Working 79
findings indicated that there was no relationship between overall supervisor and
subordinate performance within either year 2001 or 2003. However, there was a
significant, albeit low relationship between subordinate overall performance and supervisor
overall performance in 2002 (r = .14, p < .05, R*=. 02). The results of these analyses are
presented in Table 3. Although supervisor performance was expected to be positively
related to subordinate performance, a significant relationship between these variables was
not found consistently within any of the three years of the study; thus, hypothesis 1 was not
supported.

Research Question 1. The relationships between dimensions of superior
performance and dimensions of subordinate performance were measured using
correlational analyses. Correlations between the dimensions of supervisor performance
and subordinate performance were compared to determine whether certain dimensions of
superior performance are significantly related to specific dimensions of subordinate
performance.

The findings indicated that there were no relationships between the dimensions of
superior performance and the dimensions of subordinate performance in either 2001 or
2003. Among the 2002 performance ratings, several significant, although low, correlations
were found between the dimensions of supervisor and subordinate performance. The
Energize dimension of superior performance in 2002 correlated significantly with the Edge
(r=.12, p <.05, R*=.014), Execute (r = .14, p < .05, R>=.02), and Ethics (r = .14, p < .05,
R?=.02) dimensions of subordinate performance. The Edge dimension of superior

performance correlated significantly with subordinate performance on the Edge (r = .11, p
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< .05, R?=.012) and Execute dimensions (r =.14, p <.05, R?=.02), while the Execute
dimension of superior performance correlated significantly with the Edge (r =.13,p <.05,
R?=.017), Execute (r =.15, p <.01, R*=.023), and Ethics (r =.16, p <.01, R*=.026)
dimensions of subordinate performance. The results of these analyses are presented in
Table 4, 5, and 6.

Although the relationships among these dimensions were significant, the
correlation coefficients were low, and the relationships between these performance
dimensions were only observed in 2002, not 2001 or 2003. Therefore, the overall findings
do not indicate that dimensions of supervisor performance are related to dimensions of
subordinate performance.

Longitudinal Analyses

The second section focuses on the longitudinal aspects of the study and addresses
research questions two through four and hypotheses two and three which examine the
impact of supervisor performance on subordinate performance and performance change
over time.

Hypothesis 2. The expected relationship between changes in immediate supervisor
overall performance and changes in subordinate overall performance was tested by
correlating overall performance changes (deltas) of supervisors from 2001 to 2002 with
overall performance changes (deltas) of subordinates from 2001 to 2002. This analysis
was conducted separately for subordinates whose supervisor was actually replaced by a
new supervisor between 2001 and 2002 and subordinates whose supervisor stayed the

same between 2001 and 2002. For the subordinate group whose supervisor was replaced
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between 2001 and 2002, the difference between the new supervisor’s overall performance
and the original supervisor’s overall performance was the overall performance change
(delta) variable in the study.

The correlation analysis between overall performance changes among new and
previous supervisors from 2001-2002 and overall performance changes of their
subordinates from 2001-2002 yielded no relationship (r = .05, p = .66, R>=.0025). Table 7
presents the intercorrelations of differences between changes of subordinate performance
from 2001-2002 with differences in performance of different supervisors. Change in
supervisor overall performance was expected to be positively related to change in
subordinate overall performance. However, the results indicate that there was no
relationship between changes in immediate supervisor overall performance and changes in
subordinate overall performance; thus, hypothesis 2 was not supported.

The correlation analysis between overall performance changes of supervisors, who
were not replaced during 2001-2002, and overall performance changes of their
subordinates between 2001-2002 also yielded no relationship (r =.00, p =.97; R’=.00).
Table 8 presents the intercorrelations of differences between changes of subordinate
performance from 2001-2002 with differences in performance of the same supervisors.
These results further indicate that there was no relationship between changes in immediate
supervisor overall performance and changes in subordinate overall performance whether
the superior was replaced or not during 2001-2002.

The correlation coefficient between overall performance changes (deltas) of

subordinates, whose boss changed during 2001-2002, and overall performance changes
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(deltas) of their supervisors was then compared with the correlation coefficient between
overall performance changes of subordinates, who had the same boss in 2001 and 2002,
and overall performance changes of their supervisors. To determine whether the two
correlations were significantly different, effect sizes were analyzed. Each correlation was
converted to a Fisher z-score, and the difference between the two correlations was
computed (z = .41). The difference between the correlations coefficients of the two groups
was nonsignificant.

Research question 2. Correlational analyses were used to examine whether changes
in particular dimensions of supervisor performance are related to changes in dimensions of
subordinate performance. Correlational analyses were also used to explore whether change
in a particular dimension of superior performance is related to subsequent changes in the
same dimension of subordinate performance or different dimensions of subordinate
performance. The difference between the new supervisor’s performance in each dimension
and the original supervisor’s performance in the same dimension was the dimensional
performance change (delta) variable in the study.

The results of the correlational analyses indicate that there were no relationships
between dimensional performance changes among new and previous supervisors from
2001-2002 and dimensional performance changes of their subordinates from 2001-2002.
The correlations between changes in supervisor performance and changes in subordinate
performance revealed null to low correlation coefficients ranging from -.10 to .16, with

none being statistically significant. The correlations are presented in Table 7.
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In order to further address the second research question and assess the relative
validity of changes in dimensions of supervisor performance in predicting changes in
dimensions of subordinate performance, changes in the five dimensions of supervisor
performance were entered into a single regression model to predict change in each
dimension of subordinate performance. For example, change in supervisor performance in
the Envision, Edge, Execute, Energize, and Ethics dimensions from 2001-2002 were
entered in the regression model to predict change in subordinate Envision performance
from 2001-2002. Therefore, five sets of regression analyses were conducted with changes
in each subordinate performance dimension serving as the criterion: one for changes in the
Envision ratings, one for changes in the Energize ratings, one for changes in the Execute
ratings, one for changes in the Edge ratings, and finally one for changes in the Ethics
ratings.

The results indicate that changes in the dimensions of supervisor performance from
2001-2002 account for no significant amount of variance in changes in any of the
subordinate performance dimensions from 2001 to 2002. All of the models predicting
changes in the subordinate dimensions of Envision, Energize, Edge, Execute, and Ethics
were nonsignificant (Envision: Adj R* = -.025, p = .73; Energize: Adj. R* =-.018, p = .64;
Edge: Adj R’*= .030, p=.79; Execute: Adj. R’= .003, p = .40; Ethics: Adj R’= -.005,p=
48). The results of these analyses are presented in Table 10.

The findings indicate that when better or worse performing supervisors replace
other supervisors, no performance change occurs within subordinates. Supervisors’

performance improvement or decline in the performance dimensions was not significant in
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predicting change in subordinate performance in any of the models. Therefore, a new
supervisor’s performance improvement (or decline) among performance dimensions does
not appear to be significantly related to change in any of the dimensions of subordinate
performance measured here.

Research question 3. Correlational analyses were used to explore whether change
in overall supervisor performance is related to change in overall subordinate performance
immediately (2001-2002) or over time (2001-2003). These analyses were conducted
specifically on the subordinate subset that experienced boss turnover between 2001 and
2002. The correlation matrix of changes in supervisor performance from 2001-2002 with
changes in subordinate performance from 2001-2002 is presented in Table 7, while the
correlation matrix of changes in supervisor performance from 2001-2002 with changes in
subordinate performance from 2001-2003 is presented in Table 9. The results indicate
that changes in supervisor performance are not related to changes in subordinate
performance immediately or over time.

To estimate the effect of boss performance change over time, the correlation
coefficient between change in supervisor overall performance from 2001-2002 and change
in subordinate overall performance from 2001-2002 was compared to the correlation
coefficient between change in supervisor overall performance from 2001-2002 and change
in subordinate overall performance from 2001-2003 to investigate whether change in
supervisor overall performance differentially relates to change in subordinate overall
performance immediately or over time. The difference between the two correlations

coefficients was nonsignificant (z = .35, p = .36).
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In summary, the findings indicate that there is neither a relationship between
changes in supervisor overall performance from 2001-2002 and changes in subordinate
overall performance from 2001-2002 nor a relationship between changes in supervisor
overall performance from 2001-2002 and changes in subordinate overall performance from
2001-2003. Additionally, change in supervisor overall performance in 2001-2002 does not
differentially relate to subordinate overall performance change in 2001-2002 or 2001-2003.

Research question 4. Multiple regression analyses were used to examine whether
changes in dimensions of supervisor performance differentially predict changes in
dimensions of subordinate performance immediately or over time. In all cases, the
performance changes within dimensions of supervisor performance between year 2001-
2002 served as the predictors and the changes in dimensions of subordinate performance
from 2001-2002 and from 2001-2003 served as the criteria. For example, changes in
supervisor performance in Envision, Edge, Execute, Energize, and Ethics from 2001-2002
were entered in the regression model to predict change in subordinate Envision
performance from 2001-2003. To determine whether changes in supervisor performance
differentially predict changes in subordinate performance immediately or over time, 10
separate regression analyses were conducted.

As shown in Tables 10 and 11, none of the regression models was significant (F-
values ranging from 0.40 to 1.11, df = 5, 85; ps > .05) in which changes in subordinate
performance in Envision, Energize, Edge, Execute, and Ethics dimensions from 2001-2002

and from 2001-2003 were the criteria.



Does Working 86

The findings indicate that new supervisors who performed better or worse than
previous supervisors among the five dimensions of performance did not improve or worsen
subordinate performance in any of the performance dimensions immediately (2001-2002)
or over time (2001-2003). Change in supervisor performance was not significant in any of
the models. Therefore, a new supervisor’s performance improvement across dimensions
does not appear to be significantly related to changes in any of the dimensions of
subordinate performance in 2002 or 2003.

Hypothesis 3. The cross-lagged panel correlation technique and dynamic
correlation analysis were used to investigate whether supervisor performance influences
change in subordinate performance, whether subordinate performance impacts change in
supervisor performance, or whether causation is possibly reciprocal.

The cross-lagged panel correlation compared four correlations: 1) the correlation
between supervisor performance in 2002 and subordinate performance in 2002, 2) the
correlation between supervisor performance in 2003 and subordinate performance in 2003,
3) the correlation between supervisor performance in 2002 and subordinate performance in
2003, 4) correlation between supervisor performance in 2003 and subordinate performance
in 2002.

To support the hypothesis that better performing managers cause higher
subordinate performance, the 2002 ratings of superior performance should be more highly
related to the 2003 ratings of subordinate performance than the 2002 ratings of subordinate
performance are related the 2003 ratings of superior performance. Thus, if superior

performance does cause subordinate performance, the magnitudes of the correlations
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should be: rSupP;SubP, > rSupP;SubP; = rSupP,SubP;, > rSubP;SupP,. Conversely, if
subordinate performance causes superior performance then the pattern of correlations
should look like: rSubP;SupP;, > rSupP;SubP1 = rSupP,SubP, > rSupP;SubP,. The
relative magnitudes of the two cross-lagged coefficients (rSupP;SubP; and rSubP,SupP,)
provide indication of the extent to which causation may be reciprocal. The actual
magnitudes of the correlations were rSupP;SubP; (r =.14) > rSupP;SubP, (r =.03) =
rSupP,SubP; (r = -.02) > rSubP;SupP, (r =.00). However, none of the correlations were
significant, and there were not significant differences between the magnitudes of the
correlation coefficients.

The findings of the cross-lagged panel correlation technique indicate that
supervisor performance in 2002 is not more highly related to subordinate performance in
2003 more so than subordinate performance in 2002 is related to supervisor performance in
2003. The results suggest that initial supervisor performance does not influence later
subordinate performance. The highest correlation between supervisor and subordinate
performance occurred at the same point in time in 2002, leaving any inferences about
causality subject to the usual difficulties associated with correlational analysis.

Discussion

As stated previously, the purpose of the current study was to examine the
relationship between supervisor and subordinate performance, explore the impact of
supervisor performance on subordinate performance and performance change over time,
and investigate whether supervisor performance makes a stronger impact on subordinate

performance over time more than initial subordinate performance predicts supervisor
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performance over time. Although previous research in transformational leadership found
support for the relationship between leadership behavior and subordinate performance
(Dvir et al., 2002; Lowe et al., 1996), evidence of a direct relationship between
performance ratings of supervisors and subordinates was not found in the current study.
Additionally, various theorists have questioned whether strong leaders at one hierarchical
level alternate with weak leaders at the next level below or whether similar styles and
strengths of leadership are reflected in adjacent levels through a cascading process (Bass,
1990; Tichy & Ulrich, 1984). This research suggests that supervisor performance levels
neither cascade nor alternate from one level to the next, specifically at middle-level
management.

Results from the correlational and predictive analyses indicate that supervisor
performance and change in supervisor performance does not relate to or predict the
performance or performance change of subordinates at the middle management level.
Change in supervisor overall performance, specifically when a supervisor is replaced by
another supervisor with a different level of performance, did not predict change in
subordinate overall performance immediately or over time. Additionally, when a new
supervisor had different levels of dimensional performance, there was no change in
subordinate performance immediately or over time across various dimensions of
performance. Finally, the performance level of the new supervisor did not differentially
relate to future subordinate performance more strongly than the initial performance level of

the subordinate related to future supervisor performance.
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The results suggest that managerial performance may not relate to or affect
subordinate performance in readily measurable ways. Furthermore, when a better or worse
performing manager replaced another, performance change within the subordinate did not
occur, supporting previous research in managerial succession, which tends to support the
notion that selection efforts in managerial succession make minimal impact, if any, on the
organization and performance (Allen et al., 1979; Brown, 1982; Carroll, 1984; Eitzen &
Yetmen, 1972; Garrison & Scotch, 1964).

At the middle management level, the performance of leaders may not greatly
impact the performance of their direct reports, who have been in management positions for
several years. Over time, these direct reports may have already developed stable
performance levels and managerial behavioral patterns, and performance in maintenance
stages of skill acquisition might be based largely on personality and dispositional factors
independent of supervisor performance levels (Deadrick et al., 1997)

However, other skill acquisition research suggests that the length of this study may
not have been long enough to detect subordinate performance effects from working with a
higher performing supervisor. According to Ackerman (1988), skill acquisition for more
complex jobs, such as management, occurs over a long period of time. These positions
involve a multitude of diverse, complex tasks, and performance on these tasks does not
improve rapidly. Previous applied research (McDaniel, 1986; McDaniel, et al., 1988;
Schmidt, et al., 1988) suggests that learning extends far beyond initial socialization and
training and well into the career of the individual. For instance, Farrell and McDaniel

(2001) found that learning in organizations continues well beyond initial training with
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continuous learning on the job over a span of years, and especially for managerial
positions, learning curves can occur over a 10-year period.

Also, there may be a stronger relationship between boss performance and
subordinate performance when the subordinate is new to management. The largest
performance effects may take place early in one’s career when taking on new managerial
responsibilities and learning new leadership skills. A new manager’s first boss may have
more of an influence on the subordinate’s developing managerial skills and performance
improvement than bosses encountered later in the subordinate’s career. Vygotsky (1978)
theorized that experts facilitate skill acquisition in novices, and over time novices become
more expert-like and develop strategies that allow them to perform these tasks for
themselves independently of the expert. Additionally, Lowe et al. (1996) noted that lower
level leaders have more day-to-day contact with subordinates and have a greater
opportunity to affect subordinates’ work outcomes through frequent displays of leadership.

Furthermore, middle managers may not utilize opportunities to develop and elevate
the performance of their direct reports who are middle managers themselves. Based on
research findings that lower-level managers tended to demonstrate more transformational
leadership behaviors, Lowe and his colleagues (1996) suggested that top leaders assume
their direct reports do not need strong examples of leadership and should be naturally self-
motivated, self-developing, and high performing since they are also leaders in the
organization.

The lack of significant findings in this study may also be the result of utilizing

subjective performance ratings. First, there was limited variability in the performance
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ratings and changes in performance ratings from year to year. As such, the restriction of
range in performance change may have made it difficult to detect significant relationships
between change in supervisor performance and change in subordinate performance. It
should be noted that the results reported here were obtained without correcting for
unreliability in the predictors or the criteria and with no corrections for range restriction.

Furthermore, rater errors, such as leniency and failure to differentiate among ratees,
might occur more frequently for managerial positions (Conway & Huffcutt, 1997), and
ratings may not accurately distinguish performance differences between managers (Craig,
Lindberg, Kaiser, & Baydoun, 2005). Ratings collected for administrative purposes tend to
be less honest and more lenient than those collected for research purposes only (Jawahar &
Williams, 1997). Additionally, the data included raters who worked in distant
geographical regions and different countries than the target whom they were rating, which
also may have affected the validity of their ratings.

Another consideration concerns the length of time that subordinates worked for the
original supervisor prior to the initial 2001 performance ratings. Subordinates may not
have worked for the original supervisors long enough for a performance effect to take
place. Data were not available to examine the lengths of reporting relationships and factor
that moderating variable into the analyses. A manager’s performance may take longer to
make an impact than the time frames provided in the study.

The use of a heterosource design with superior ratings of supervisor performance
and direct report ratings of subordinate performance may have also contributed to the null

findings in the study. Most prior leadership studies that have found relationships between
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leadership behavior and performance outcomes for subordinates have utilized common
sources of measurement, which has been a widespread criticism of leadership research
(Fuller, et al., 1996; Gerstner & Day, 1997; Lowe et al., 1996). This study utilized
heterosource performance ratings to avoid this common method weakness and provide a
more stringent test of the effects under investigation.

To summarize, the results of the correlational and multiple regression analyses do
not support the hypotheses that supervisor performance and subordinate performance are
related and changes in supervisor performance affect subordinate performance and
performance change over time.

Limitations of the Study

When utilizing an organization’s actual internally collected performance ratings for
research purposes, certain limitations in the study are worth noting. First, employees
naturally leave organizations or move to other departments over time; thus, raters of the
target’s performance may change from year to year. Change in a target’s performance
ratings from one year to another may be due to differences among the raters themselves
rather than performance change within the ratee. Rater change, especially when utilizing a
single source for rating the supervisor’s performance, could be a confounding variable. In
this particular study, many of the supervisors were rated by different (single) superiors
over the course of the three-year study.

As stated earlier, the organizational data did not provide the length of time that
supervisors and subordinates worked together. Length of the reporting relationship would

have allowed for more extensive, detailed analyses by factoring in the length of time that
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supervisors and subordinates worked together prior to 2001 and at what point during 2001
and 2002 that the supervisor was replaced.

The organization provided access to rater training to all company employees prior
to the 2003 administration of the performance appraisals. Ideally rater training would have
occurred before the research study began. As it is, changes in performance ratings from
2002-2003 may be due to rating differences caused by training rather than actual
performance changes in subordinates or supervisors.

Directions for Future Research

This research study utilized real company data to examine managerial performance
change over time and avoided common method variance weaknesses found in much
leadership research by utilizing separate sources for measures of performance. Future
leadership research should continue to utilize sound research designs incorporating both
longitudinal data with separate sources of measurement to further advance the continuing
body of knowledge in the leadership research literature.

Similar longitudinal, quasi-experimental studies should examine the causal
relationship between supervisor performance and subordinate performance at different
managerial levels. Relationships between leaders and subordinates differ hierarchically
within organizations as supervisors and subordinates tend to work more closely at lower
organizational levels. As leaders advance in organizations, they gain discretion and power,
spend less time supervising direct reports and undertake broadened responsibilities (Kane
& Tremble, 2000). The differences between leaders at distinct levels of management may

account for different performance effects among their subordinates. Furthermore,
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subordinates in new, entry-level leadership positions may model the majority of their
managerial behaviors on those of their first supervisor rather than leaders they encounter in
later years of management (Vygotsky, 1978). Future empirical research which examines
the relationship between supervisor and subordinate performance at different levels in the
organization (e.g., first-line supervisors versus upper-level managers) may shed light on
performance change and skill acquisition within the organization across the various
managerial levels.

Additionally, research should consider incorporating moderating variables, such as
length of reporting relationship and physical working distance from supervisor, into the
research design. The frequency and duration of the interactions between supervisors and
their subordinates could also potentially moderate the relationship between their
performance levels and performance change over time. Future research in this area could
examine a three-way interaction between interaction frequency, level of management, and
leader-subordinate relationship length when examining the relation between supervisor and

subordinate performance.
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Leadership Standards Assessment (LSA)

Envision Scale
1. Anticipates future customer needs
Generates breakthrough ideas —developing new products, processes, etc.
Thinks in terms of the big picture - how the pieces fit together
Comes up with a vision for the future, a view of how things might be different
Develops strategies and a long-term plan for translating the vision into reality
Questions assumptions and conventional thinking. Challenges tradition, existing
business models, etc.
7. Makes bold moves, takes risks — chooses to appropriately invest resources
aggressively

AT

Energize Scale

8. Sustains high energy, positive attitude in the face of difficult challenges

9. Uses personal leadership and influence to motivate people

10. Empowers people and gives them room to do their jobs

11. Recognizes and rewards people’s contributions. Helps them feel valued.

12. Develops talent- for example, by coaching people or by providing them with
challenging work

13. Rallies people around common goals. Builds team spirit.

14. Builds a strong, cohesive team working with everyone’s personalities and
ambitions.

Edge Scale
15. Challenges individuals to do their best — sets stretch goals.
16. Holds people accountable — takes action when their performance does not meet
expectations
17. Decisive. Reaches closure in a timely fashion on difficult or complex problems
18. Makes tough calls when an individual, team or initiative isn’t performing well.

Execute Scale

21. Achieves superior short-term results. Makes the numbers.

22. Delivers on commitments to customers.

23. Keeps promises to other employees- meets deadlines and delivers

24. Is productive personally. Gets a lot done.

25. Creates rigorous operating plans complete with goals, accountabilities, timetables
and measures that link to strategy

26. Keeps the organization focused on executing the plan and meeting key sort-term
objectives

Ethics Scale
27. Tells the truth. Honest.
28. Puts the organization’s interests ahead of his/her personal ambitions.
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Table 1.

Descriptive Statistics for Dimensions of Boss Performance in 2001

Scale M SD 1 2 3 4 5
Envision 2.67 .55 1.0
Energize 2.68 46 S3H* 1.0
Edge 2.57 .54 S8#* 637%* 1.0
Execute 2.77 .56 62%* 62%* T6H* 1.0
Ethics 3.27 .52 37H* 33%* 2TH* 33%* 1.0

Note. N= 311. M = Mean;, SD = standard deviation. Intercorrelations are presented on the diagonal.

*Ep. <..01.

132



Table 2.

Descriptive Statistics for Dimensions of Subordinate Performance in 2001
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Scale M SD 1 2 3 4 5
Envision 2.30 44 1.0
Energize 2.32 45 O7H* 1.0
Edge 232 43 63%* S6H* 1.0
Execute 249 40 O7H* 65%* JT3H* 1.0
Ethics 3.04 45 36%* S52%* 32w S1E* 1.0

Note. N= 307. M = Mean;, SD = standard deviation. Intercorrelations are presented on the diagonal.

*Ep. <..01.
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Table 3.

Intercorrelations of Supervisor Overall Performance with Subordinate Overall Performance

Superior Overall Superior Overall Superior Overall
Performance in 2001 Performance in 2002 Performance in 2003
Subordinate Overall
Performance in 2001 .07 .09 -.07
Subordinate Overall
Performance in 2002 .06 14%* .01
Subordinate Overall
Performance in 2003 2% d1* .03

N=302,311
*p. <.10.
*¥p. <.05.
*xkp, <.01.
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Table 4.

Intercorrelations between Dimensions of Subordinate Performance in 2001 with Dimensions of Supervisor Performance in 2001

Superior Performance Envision Energize Edge Execute Ethics

Subordinate Performance

Envision .10 .07 .02 .09 .09
Energize 10 .08 .04 .09 .03
Edge .01 .03 .00 .06 .02
Execute .01 .02 .00 .08 .02
Ethics .01 .01 -.02 .05 .03
*p.<.05.

**p.<.01.

N =307
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Table 5.

Intercorrelations of Dimensions Subordinate Performance in 2002 with Dimensions of Supervisor Performance in 2002

Superior Performance Envision Energize Edge Execute Ethics

Subordinate Performance

Envision .09 .08 .04 .08 .03
Energize .03 .07 .04 10 .03
Edge .04 2% A1 3% .10
Execute .06 14%* 14% J15%* .08
Ethics .08 14%* .08 Jd6%* .09
*p.<.05.

**p.<.01.

N =307
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Table 6.

Intercorrelations of Dimensions Subordinate Performance in 2003 with Dimensions of Supervisor Performance in 2003

Superior Performance Envision Energize Edge Execute Ethics

Subordinate Performance

Envision .04 .06 -.04 .07 -.02
Energize .02 .04 -.01 .05 .03
Edge .01 .03 -.03 .01 -.04
Execute .03 .06 .02 .10 .01
Ethics .01 .01 -.04 .06 .06
*p.<.05.

**p.<.01.

N =307
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Table 7.

Intercorrelations of Differences in Subordinate Performance from 2001-2002 with Differences in Performance of Different
Superiors from 2001-2002

Superior Performance A Overall A Envision A Energize A Edge A Execute A Ethics

Subordinate Performance

A Overall .05 -.03 .02 11 .10 -.03
A Envision .06 -.02 .05 .09 .10 .01
A Energize .04 .00 -.02 .10 .10 -.02
A Edge -.08 -.10 -.10 -.03 -.02 -.08
A Execute .07 -.02 .05 .16 .08 .00
A Ethics .10 .03 .09 15 15 -.03
*p. <.10.

N=100
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Table 8.

Intercorrelations of Differences in Subordinate Performance from 2001-2002 with Differences in Performance of the
Same Superior from 2001-2002

Superior Performance A Overall A Envision A Energize A Edge A Execute A Ethics

Subordinate Performance

A Overall .00 -.01 .07 -.02 .01 -.03
A Envision -.01 -.02 .02 -.05 .00 .02
A Energize -.04 -.07 .07 -.02 .00 -.08
A Edge .05 .00 .10 .03 .02 .01
A Execute -.04 -.01 .01 -.07 -.01 -.02
A Ethics .04 .05 .09 .03 .03 -.04
*p. <.10.

N=212
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Table 9.

Intercorrelations of Differences in Subordinate Performance from 2001-2003 with Differences in Performance of
Different Superiors from 2001-2002

Superior Performance A Overall A Envision A Energize A Edge A Execute A Ethics

Subordinate Performance

A Overall .00 .08 .03 .00 -.01 -.11
A Envision .03 .00 13 .01 .02 -.03
A Energize .00 .05 .01 .04 -.02 -.09
A Edge -.08 .09 -.08 -.10 -.10 -.10
A Execute -.04 .04 .00 .00 -.05 -.15
A Ethics .06 13 .07 .05 .08 -.08

*p. <.10.



Table 10.

Regression Analysis for Predicting Change in Dimensions of Subordinate Performance
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from 2001-2002 with Changes in Dimensions of Supervisor Performance from 2001-2002

Performance from 2001-2002

Predictor B T Adg R? F df
Criterion: Change in Subordinate Envision Performance from 2001-2002

Model -0.025 0.56 5, 86

Change in Supervisor Envision -.14 -1.34

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Energize -.01 -.11

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Edge .06 0.56

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Execute A2 1.03

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Ethics -.01 -0.16

Performance from 2001-2002

Predictor B T Adg R? F df
Criterion: Change in Subordinate Energize Performance from 2001-2002

Model -0.018 0.68 5,86

Change in Supervisor Envision -12 -1.03

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Energize -.11 -1.02

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Edge A1 0.98

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Execute A2 0.98

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Ethics -.01 -0.15
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Table 10 (continued).

Predictor B T Adg R? F df

Criterion: Change in Subordinate Edge Performance from 2001-2002
Model -0.030 0.48 5, 86

Change in Supervisor Envision -.14 -1.11
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Energize -.08 -0.73
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Edge .05 0.46
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Execute .09 0.69
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Ethics -.03 -0.42
Performance from 2001-2002

Predictor B T Adg R? F df

Criterion: Change in Subordinate Execute Performance from 2001-2002
Model 0.003 1.05 5, 86

Change in Supervisor Envision -17 -1.50
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Energize -.04 -0.34
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Edge .20 1.80
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Execute .04 0.31
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Ethics -.03 -0.37
Performance from 2001-2002




Table 10 (continued).
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Predictor B T Adg R? F df
Criterion: Change in Subordinate Ethics Performance from 2001-2002
Model -0.005 091 5,86

Change in Supervisor Envision
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Energize
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Edge
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Execute
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Ethics
Performance from 2001-2002

-.14

01

.10

A3

-.08

-1.18

0.09

0.90

1.01

-0.84
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Table 11.
Regression Analysis for Predicting Change in Dimensions of Subordinate Performance
from 2001-2003 with Changes in Dimensions of Supervisor Performance from 2001-2002

Predictor B T Adg R? F df

Criterion: Change in Subordinate Envision Performance from 2001-2003
Model -0.019 0.66 5,86

Change in Supervisor Envision .00 -0.03
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Energize .19 1.76
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Edge -.06 -0.55
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Execute -.02 -0.18
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Ethics -.08 -0.93
Performance from 2001-2002

Predictor B T Adg R? F df

Criterion: Change in Subordinate Energize Performance from 2001-2003
Model -0.034 0.40 5,85

Change in Supervisor Envision .08 0.64
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Energize .04 0.32
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Edge .06 0.51
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Execute -.09 -0.73
Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Ethics -.09 -1.02
Performance from 2001-2002




Table 11 (continued).
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Predictor B T Adg R? F df
Criterion: Change in Subordinate Edge Performance from 2001-2003

Model 0.006 1.11 5,85

Change in Supervisor Envision 22 2.06*

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Energize .02 0.19

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Edge -.09 -0.84

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Execute -.11 -0.96

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Ethics -.05 -0.56

Performance from 2001-2002

Predictor B T Adg R? F df
Criterion: Change in Subordinate Execute Performance from 2001-2003

Model -0.015 0.73 5,85

Change in Supervisor Envision .10 0.80

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Energize .07 0.62

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Edge .03 0.25

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Execute -.11 -0.80

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Ethics -.15 -1.57

Performance from 2001-2002




Table 11 (continued).
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Predictor B T Adg R? F df
Criterion: Change in Subordinate Ethics Performance from 2001-2003

Model -0.018 0.68 5,85
Change in Supervisor Envision A3 1.00

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Energize .10 0.78

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Edge -.05 -0.40

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Execute .02 0.12

Performance from 2001-2002

Change in Supervisor Ethics -.13 -1.30

Performance from 2001-2002
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Table 12.

Cross-lagged Panel Correlation Technique and Dynamic Correlation Analysis of Supervisor Performance and Subordinate
Performance over Time

Supervisor Overall Performance 2002 2003

Subordinate Overall

Performance in 2002 .14 .00
Subordinate Overall

Performance in 2003 .03 -.02
N =99

*p. <.05.



