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Traditionally. leadership theory has focused on the leader, not the
followers. Followers are viewed as recipients of leadership influence,
passively complying with direction from above, but not actively leading or
influencing themselves. In this rescarch, we focus on the f{ollower, by
investigating how followers influence themselves. This process of self-
influence is called Seif-Leadership (Manz, 1986, 1992: Manz & Sims, 1990,
1991 Sims & Manz, 1996). Moreover, we use Hierarchical Linear Modeling
(e.g.. Arnold, 1992: Bryk & Raudenbush. 1992 Cheung & Keeves, 1990;
Paterson & Goldstein, 1991), to investigate how team leadership can
influence subsequent follower self-leadership.

Both cognitive limits (March & Simon, 1958: Slovic, Fischhoff, &
Lichtenstein, 1977) and environmental uncertainty (Dutton, Fahey, &
Narayanan. 1983: Lyles & Mitroff. 1980) limit the leaders ability to
handle organizational problems and opportunities. Perhaps leaders cannot
recognize an opportunity or a problem. or their cognitive limits prevent
them from making the best decision. Furthermore, followers often have
first-hand information and/or solutions to issues associated with their jobs.
Therefore. by empowering followers, leaders enlist the aid of many to cope
with environment uncertainty beyond their own cognitive limits. In
addition, followers are free to engage their own ability more fully to help
the organization enhance competitiveness.

Beyond business benefits, empowering leadership is needed to meet the
changing expectations of the work force (Sims & Manz, 1996). Today's
employees increasingly view their jobs as a means of personal fulfiliment,
not just a pavcheck. As a result, people increasingly expect control and
influence over their own jobs and decision making. This expectation
requires that leaders interact with followers in different ways and create
different systems of follower motivation.

Recognizing these. Manz and Sims (1990, 1991 Manz, 1986,1992; Sims
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& Manz. 1996} have introduced the term Self~Leadership and have
emphasized alternative empowering leader roles that evoke self-led
followership. In this research, we investigate the effect of leader behaviors
on the follower's self-leadership. For this study. leadership was classified
into 15 behaviors and measured at the team or group level. Follower
self-leadership behaviors were classified into 8 dimensions and measured at

the individual level.

I. Leadership

Leadership has long been an important topic in both the academia and
organizational world. It is so complex a concept in the study of
organizations that there have been definitional problems. Stogdill (1974)
even asserts that "there are almost as many definitions of leadership as
there are persons who have attempted to define the concept” (p. 259). In
his review of leadership research, Yukl (1989) suggests a definition of
leadership as “influence processes involving determination of the group’s or
organization’s objectives, and influencing group maintenance and culture’
{p. 5). We define leadership broadly as a process of interpersonal influence.
When a person influences another or when she influences her own
behaviors, leadership takes place.

Leadership theory has tended to focus on transactional versus
transformational views of leadership (Bass., 1985. Burns. 1978). More
recently, Manz and Sims (1990, 1991; Sims & Manz.1996) have introduced
a new approach to leadership. empowering leadership. This new approach
focuses mainly on followers, and how leaders can influence followers
through empowerment. In addition, they propose an extended model of

leadership archetypes that embraces and augments the more prominent




78, A1

(6861) SWIg pue zugl woly paydepy (T

JIoMWEed] SIFeInodUy «
1yEnoy)

£junjioddo safednoduy «
splemal

[eANJeU-J[os SeSeInoouy
8uryyes

[B08-J19S /OATIORIDIU] «
uooe

JUBpULdIpUT SIFLINCIUY «

diysisumo
pal-J[es uo paseq
JUIUIUIMOY [eUOTIOW

lopes]
0} YIBQI[E} YIIM SI340[]0]

Awoueiny I[qisuodsay

S10pRY]-J]9S

onb

sNjeYS 8y 0 IBUB[[EYD
onb

snyels ayl 0} 28Uy
uorjerdsur

pUE UOIB[WIIS #

WST[ep] +

uoista SUnEdI)

UOISIA 19pe3]
0} JUIWIWIWOD [BUOLIoWY

Iopesr]

[eucleaidsu] /ruoneey

SUOISIA

puewudal Juaguiuoy)
plems

1 [euosIad JUaBUIIU0)
plemal

[EUI3TBW TUIBUTIUO))

soueuLIojrad
[EUCT}IPUOY /UDI3RIIOE)

Iapear]
a3ueyoxy
/p1emay

SpIemay]

puewwod

puE UGIIRIISU] 4
S[eod paudIssy «
I01ABUDQ DAISISAY

oueuriolrad
[BUOT}IPUOD /1B

lapea]

AUoEInY /U0TTISO]

SpuewIUIa))

slolaeyag
19ped] Iolepy

asuodsey Iamo[ioyg

UOIIBLK(]
) WOPSTH JO 92IN0G

SN0y JaMOJ]

8no0,] d1ysioped]

Japea| Suliomodury

19pes] [eUOI}RULIOJSUBL],

19peaT 1039BSURI],

19PEaT 9AI1DII(]

94 SHERE

(LABOJOdA] diysiepes (| 8|gel)



Seokhwa Yun - Jonathan Cox - Henry P. Sims. Jr. 95

transactional/transformational paradigm by adding two other leadership
types, directive leadership and empowering leadership (Manz & Sims,
1991: Sims & Manz., 1996). Theses four archetypes are characterized by
clusters of specific leader behaviors that are conceptually connected within
each archetype. Table 1 provides an overview of the typology. including
directive leadership. transactor leadership, transformational leadership. and
empowering leadership archetypes. Table 2 shows representative theory and

research underlying each leadership archetype.

(Table 2> Leadership Typology with Representative Theory and Research?!

Archetype Related Historical Theory / Research
Directive Leader Theory X Leadership (e.g.. McGregor, 1960)

Initiating Structure —— Ohio State Leadership Studies
(e.g., Fleishman, 1973)

Punishment Research (e.g., Arvey & Ivancevich, 1980)
Transactor Leader Expectancy Theory (e.g.. Vroom, 1964)

Path-Goal Theory (e.g.. House & Mitchell, 1974)

Goal Setting Theory {e.g.. Locke & Latham. 1990)

Reinforcement Theory (e.g.. Luthans & Kreitner. 1985)

Punishment Research {e.g., Arvey & Ivancevich, 1980)

Transformational Charismatic Leadership Theory (e.g., House, 1977)
Leader

Transformational Leadership Theory
{e.g., Burns, 1978, Bass, et al 1987)

Empowering Leader Behavioral Self~-Management
(e.g.. Luthans & Davis, 1979: Thoreson & Mahoney, 1974)

Social Learning Theory (e.g., Bandura, 1977, 1997)
Cognitive Behavior Modification (e.g., Meichenbaum, 1974)
Participative Decision Making (Vroom & Yetton. 1973)

2) Adapted from Manz and Sims (1991).
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Of course, real leaders are not limited to behaviors within a single
archetype. For example. Pearce. Cox. and Sims (1997) have shown that
specific leaders can use both transactor and transformational behaviors.
Therefore, in this study leadership is conceptualized 15 specific behaviors

that are derived from all four archetypes.

1.1 Directive leadership

The directive leader archetype refers to a prototypical "boss” who engages
in highly directive and occasionally punitive and dictaterial leadership
(e.g.. Schriesheim. House, & Kerr, 1976). This type of leadership is the
earliest dominant view of leadership, when “leadership was mainly a matter
of how and when to give directions and orders to obedient subordinates.
The strong directed the weak (Bass, 1985, p. 5)." The directive leader's
power stems primarily from formal position power in the organization. With
directive leadership, the main source of wisdom and direction is the leader
herself who makes the key decisions virtually alone. The directive leader
sizes up the situation, dictates and commands, and expects unquestioning
compliance from the subordinates.

The punitive and directive aspects of directive leadership can be seen in
the McGregor's (1960) conception of Theory X leadership. the Ohio State
leadership studies (e.g.. Fleishman, 1973) research on punishment (e.g.,
Arvey & lIvancevich, 1980), and goal setting theory {(e.g.. Locke &
Latham. 1990). On the basis of these traditional literature and trait of
directive leader, the behavior dimensions for this leader can be
conceptualized as aversive behavior, assigned goals, and Instruction and

command.
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1.2 Transactor leadership

The second archetype., transactor leaders. leads by constructing and
clarifving reward contingencies for subordinates. This type of leader
emphasizes rational exchange: that is, exchange of reward for work
performed. Transactors engage in instrumental exchange relationships with
subordinates by negotiating and strategically supplying rewards in return
for achievement of goals. The power of transactional leaders is produced by
their ability to provide rewards, which evoke calculating compliance from
subordinates. The source of wisdom and direction rests with the leader.
This leadership archetype is consistent with four theoretical perspectives,
as shown in table 2. These theoretical perspectives inspired the transactor
behavior dimensions of contingent material reward, contingent personal

reward. and contingent reprimand.

1.3 Transformational leadership

The next, the transformational leader, inspires followers, by creating
“highly absorbing and motivating visions (Manz & Sims, 1991, p. 21)." This
leader represents a kind of heroic figure who is able to create an almost
larger-than-life vision for followers. This leadership style captures the
spirit of charismatic and transformational leadership theories (e.g.. Bass.
Walsman, Avolio, & Bebb, 1987: Burns. 1978. Conger. 1989). Yukl (1989)
notes that these two views overlap considerably but that transformational
leadership tends to be defined more broadly than charismatic leadership.

The focus of transformational leadership is the leader's ability to create
vision. The leader's power is based on the followers desire to relate to the
vision and to the leader personally. Four dimensions represent the

transformational leader's behaviors. The first two. vision and idealism,
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correspond to House's (1977) and Congers (1989) conceptions of the
charismatic leader. The third, stimulation and inspiration. reflects House's
(1977) and Bass's (1985) observations on the inspiring aspects of charismatic
and transformational leadership. The last behavior, challenge to the status
quo, corresponds to Conger's (1989) portrayal of the charismatic leader as

one who pushes the system to change.

1.4 Empowering leadership

Recently Manz and Sims (1990, 1991: Sims & Manz, 1996} have
proposed the notion of empowering leadership, that is more follower-central
than other research traditions. The empowering leader emphasizes follower
self-influence, or self-leadership, rather than external, top-down influence.

An empowering leader is one who leads others to lead themselves to
achieve high performance, not one who leaves others doing whatever they
want to do. That is, empowering leaders believe that followers themselves
are an influential source of wisdom and direction, and strive to develop
followers who are effective self-leaders. Theoretical perspectives related to
empowering leadership are behavioral self-management (e.g., Mahoney &
Arnkoff, 1978: Thoreson & Mahoney, 1974), social learning theory (e.g..
Bandura, 1977, 1997), cognitive behavior medification (e.g., Meichenbaum,
1977). and the participative aspects of goal setting theory (e.g., Locke &
Latham, 1990). Based on these historical. theoretical views, empowering
leader behavior dimensions can be categorized into five dimensions which
are: encouraging Iindependent action, encouraging Interactive/self-goal
setting, encouraging self-natural reward. encouraging opportunity thought,

and encouraging teamwork.



Seokhwa Yun - Jonathan Cox - Henry P. Sims, Jr. 99

. Self-leadership

Self-leadership has been conceptualized by Manz and Sims (1990: Manz.
1986, 1992 Sims & Manz. 1996) to describe the influence that people
exert, over themselves and the intention to control their own behaviors.
Self-leadership is one of several terms that represents self~influence. but it
indicates an expanded view of self-control that includes both behavioral
and cognitive perspectives of how individuals influence themselves (Sims &
Manz, 1996). That is, self-leadership is defined as both thoughts and
actions that people use to lead themselves, and implies that people look
within themselves for sources of motivation and control.

The concept of self-leadership is deeply rooted in the psychology literature.
It has emerged primarily from social learning literature (Bandura. 1977,
1997), self-control literature (e.g.. Thoresen & Mahoney, 1974), and
intrinsic motivation literature (e.g.. Deci. 1975). Social learning theory
postulates triadic reciprocal causation in which behavior, cognition. and the
environment all influence one another in dynamic fashion. Bandura (1977,
1997) suggests that a person can mobilize the motivation., cognitive
resources, and actions needed to meet a given sttuation. In other words,
we can influence our own cognition and motivation as well as our behavior.
In a similar vein, cognitive evaluation theory posits that an individual's
feelings of self-determination and competence are central to intrinsic
motivation which causes behavior.

Manz and Sims (1996) have proposed 8 dimensions of follower self-
leadership. These include independent action, self-goal setting. self-efficacy,
teamwork. self-observation, self-reward, finding natural rewards. and

opportunity thought.
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2.1 independent action

This dimension captures the subordinates behavior to solve problems and
take initiative without leader intervention. This is a comprehensive indicator
of the level of self-leadership and includes two sub-dimensions:
self-problem solving and self-initiative.

Self-problem solving refers to spontaneous problem resolution by followers
without supervisory intervention. Since people who perform a specific job
typically become ‘expert’ in that job, they should be involved in dealing
with the problems related to that job. By doing so, better solutions may be
found. Moreover, when they spontaneously solve job-related problems. they
reduce the cognitive load on the leader. frees the leader to focus on his/her
own job, speeds decision making, and makes the organization more
responsive to environmental demands and changes. Self-initiative refers to
subordinates spontanecusly initiating change. assuming greater responsibility

for autonomous task completion.

2.2 Self-goal setting

Self-goal setting is an extremely important self-leadership strategy (Sims
& Manz, 1996), because self-set goals enhance individual self-motivations,
and also serve as standards for behavior or performance (e.g.. Bandura
1977, 1989, 1997: Mahoney & Arnkoff, 1978). Moreover, according to goal
setting literature (e.g., Locke & Latham, 1990)., people with specific goals
perform at higher levels than do people without goals. Although goal
setting theory has generally demonstrated that there is little difference
between the effect of self-set goals and assigned goals on performance
(Erez, Earley, & Hulin. 1985. Latham, Erez. & Locke, 1988), the difference

has never really been investigated within an “empowered organizational
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culture. Moreover, self-set goals can stimulate other self-leadership strategies

including self-reward and self-observation. Sims and Manz (1996) assert

that “to be truly effective, goal setting should be a self-oriented interpersonal

process to help an individual lead himself or herself” (p. 79).

2.3 Self-efficacy

Self-efficacy is a key concept in social cognitive theory (Bandura. 1977.
1989, 1997). It refers to one's belief in one's ability to mobilize the motivation,
cognitive resources, and actions needed to meet situational demands
(Bandura, 1977, 1997: Bandura and Wood, 1989. Gist and Mitchell,
1992). People with high efficacy have the confidence to confront challenges
head on with realistic confidence. undistracted by self-doubt. Particularly,
in the face of difficulties or setbacks, efficacy enhances self-leadership
through resilience. In contrast, people who have low self-efficacy may avoid
challenges rather than cope. Therefore, self-efficacy, as a source of self-

motivation, is a very important self-leadership dimension.

2.4 Teamwork

Teamwork is another important self-leadership role. Superficially, self-
leadership, which emphasizes independence. conflicts with teamwork. which
emphasizes interdependence. However, individuals who lead themselves
also need to work with and through others to accomplish important tasks.
By doing so, they can enhance synergy, and thus achieving high performance.
In addition, they become pillars of strength for the organization and reduce
the vulnerability that stems from overdependence on a single strong leader
(Sims & Manz, 1996).
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2.5 Self-observation

Self-observation (Bandura, 1977. Mahoney & Arnkoff. 1978: Thoreson &
Mahoney. 1974) involves self-generated feedback. Effective self-observation
requires asking for and obtaining feedback based on self-set goals. Self-
leaders observe themselves, compare and evaluate their progress on the
basis of their goals. Then they can modify their strategies and lead themselves
to achieve their goals or high performance. Therefore self-observation

provides a solid foundation for effective behavior-oriented self-leadership.

2.6 Self-rewards

Once self-observation is made, a self~-leader can use the information for
creating self-motivation by making certain outcomes available to himself/
herself. Self-rewards (Bandura, 1977: Mahoney & Arnkoff, 1978: Thoreson
& Mahoney, 1974) involve self-administered reinforcers, either overt or
covert. They are potentially useful for self-leaders to focus attention and

sustain motivation.

2.7 Finding natural rewards

Normally rewards are considered as an outcome based on performance.
However, there is another type of rewards: natural rewards which stem
from task itself. Natural rewards are less recognized and less understood
because they are so closely tied to a task or activity that the two cannot
be separated. Natural rewards were especially central to Manz's (1986}
idea of self-leadership because they promote motivational, not just
behavioral, autonomy. Sims and Manz (1996) suggest that “over the long

run, step by step. it is possible to build enjoyment (natural rewards]} into
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work by seeking out desirable work contexts and activities that provide a
sense of competence. self-control, and purpose (p. 96)." These are
reminiscent of task characteristics that promote intrinsic motivation (c.g.,
Deci, 1980: Hackman & Oldman, 1980: Hackman. Oldham. Janson. &
Purdy. 1975. Sims, Szilagyi, & Keller, 1976). By redesigning their work,
followers can maximize natural rewards according to their own needs and

values, and these motivate themselves.

2.8 Opportunity thought

Opportunity thought is a cognitive strategy for approaching adversity that
emphasizes opportunities for effective performance rather than obstacles to
performance (Manz, 1992. Manz & Sims, 1990: Sims & Manz, 1996), In
other words, effective self-leaders think in terms of a glass “hali~full’
rather than “half-empty.” When they encounter inevitable obstacles or
problems, opportunity thinkers focus on opportunities for the future. In
contrast, ‘obstacle thinking  is likely to evoke anxiety and prohibit a

person from fully using their own cognitive ability.

M. Hypotheses

The overall research question driving this research is:

How can team leadership influence subsequent follower's self-leadership?
The hypotheses also reflect our longitudinal design, where team leadership
(group level) was collected at time 1, and individual self-leadership
(individual level) was collected at time 2. Team leader behaviors have
been, in general, classified into 15 categories based on the Manz and

Sims's leadership archetypes. Also, follower self-leadership has been
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conceptualized according to several specific dimensions that have been
articulated by Manz and Sims. Thus, an abundance of specific hypotheses
can be articulated to represent the research. We have chosen to develop
the following selected hypotheses as representative of all the hypotheses

that are a part of the study.

3.1 Directive Leadership

A directive leader is one who engages in highly directive and occasionally
punitive and dictatorial leadership. This leader demands that the followers
obey without question. Therefore, in order to avoid leaders aversive
behavior. followers tend to reduce their own initiative and independent
action, instead focus on compliance with the specific leader’s direction.
Moreover. leader assigned goal setting behavior prevents the followers from

setting their own goals.

Hla: Leader aversive behavior is negatively related to subsequent
follower independent action.
Hib: Leader assigned goal setting behavior is negatively related to

subsequent follower self-goal setting behavior.

3.2 Transactor Leadership

A transactor's behaviors are generally considered a form of feedback. By
giving contingent feedback on follower performance. the Transactor can
strengthen the follower's expectancy of reward for performance and gain
calculating compliance from subordinates for purposes of reward attainment.
The power of the transactors stems from their ability to provide reward

and thus followers are still heavily dependent on the leaders. Transactor
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leadership behaviors may not suppress follower self-leadership (hygiene
effect), because they do not directly instruct and/or command their
followers. Also, these leader behaviors may not provoke follower sell-
leadership (motivating effect). because followers are still heavily dependent
on leaders and are not a source of wisdom and leadership. We might
expect some ‘carryover so that leader contingent reward has some small
positive relationships with follower self-leadership, but we do not expect
prominent direct relationships between leader transactor behaviors and
follower self-leadership. Therefore, we have declined to suggest hypotheses

for transactor leader behaviors.

3.3 Transformational Leadership.

Two of the four Transformational leadership strategies are expected to
relate to follower self-leadership. First. a transformational leader's behavior
of creating vision is positively related to subsequent follower teamwork
behavior. That is, the visions -larger than life visions- created by leader
can play a role as the common goals to the followers. Thus, followers

cooperate with each other to achieve their common goals.

HZ2a: Leader behavior of creating vision is positively related to subsequent

follower teamwork behavior.

Transformational leaders also adopt unconventional perspectives and/or
find novel ways of approaching problems {(challenge to status quo). By
doing so, they model creative problem solving for followers. This leader
behavior can inspire followers to think of new ways for effective performance
and for achieving the vision. Accordingly, we can expect that leaders

challenging to status quo behavior provokes the follower's opportunity thought.
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H2b: Leader behavior of challenging to status quo Is positively related to

subsequent follower opportunity thought.

3.4 Empowering Leadership

An empowering leader is one who leads the followers to lead themselves.
We expect an empowering leader to produce the strongest positive effects
on follower self-leadership. Although there are many possible relationships
between empowering leadership and follower self-leadership. we suggest
two representative hypotheses. One is the relationship between empowering
leadership and independent action which is a comprehensive indicater of
self-leadership. Logically. leader encouraging independent action dimension
is expected to produce followers subsequent independent action. The other
is the relationship between empowering leadership and self-goal setting
which is most common self-led strategy. We expect that leader interactive/
self-goal setting behavior dimension leads to follower's self-goal setting

behavior.

H3a: Leader encouragement of independent action is positively related to
subsequent follower independent action.
H3b: Leader encouragement of Interactive/self-goal setting is positively

related to subsequent follower self-goal setting.

IV. Method

4.1 Subjects and Procedures

Data collected in this study were part of field research conducted at a
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large defense firm located in the mid-Atlantic United States. The original
sample consisted of 392 subordinates within 72 groups. After attrition and
aggregation to the team level. 308 subordinates nested within 70 groups
remained for statistical analyses. Subordinates averaged 40 years in age
(SD=10.8) and had worked in the host organization for an average 14
years (SD=9.51), four of which were spent with their present team leader.
Data were collected by questionnaire in two waves, with a time lag of 10
weeks. Leader behavior was measured at time 1, and scif-leadership was
measured at time 2. As a result, these longitudinal data can facilitate the
causal inference about the influence of leader behavior on the follower
subsequent seif-leadership. To devclop the gquestionnaires, the Manz and
Sims (1991} typology was used as inspiration, although many dimensions

and items had been used in previcus guestionnaire.

4.2 Measures

4.2.1 Leader Behaviors

Perceptions of leader behavior were collected using the Leadership
Strategies Questionnaire II (LSQII) (Cox & Sims. 1996). Examples of items
on the LSQIT used in this study are provided in table 3, along with brief
descriptions of each leader behavior dimension.

The LSQII was an extended version of the Leadership Strategies
Questionnaire (LSQ) used most recently by Scully, Sims. Olian. Schnell,
and Smith (1994) and Ball, Trevino, and Sims (1994). The Scully et al.
research team developed LSQ as a substantial extension of the Manz and
Sims (1987) earlier Self-Management Leadership Questionnaire (SMLQ).
Both LSQ and SMLQ. however, are rooted in earlier leadership
questionnaires. Besides drafting original questionnaire items for LSQ,

Scully et al. adapted items for the LSQ directive leadership. transactor



108 Z¥EmiRRHze, A17d

leadership. and transformational leadership from questionnaires used in
past leadership research (e.g., Bass. Waldman, Avolio. & Bebb., 1987:
Manz & Sims. 1987: Podsakoff. MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990)
including Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Bass. 1985).

All items were measured on a five point Likert scale: (1) definitely not
true, (2) not true, (3) neither true nor untrue, (4) true, and (5) definitely
true. Internal consistency was assessed for each dimension using Cronbach’
a {e.g.. Cronbach, 1951}. Reliabilities of all measures were larger than .70.

For each dimension, James et al. coefficient was also utilized (e.g..
James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984) to assess team member consensus within
a team and to confirm the within-unit aggregatability of the data. James
et al. coefficients for all LSQII behavior dimensions were .70 or more
which can be considered evidence of within group consensus (George,
1990). Thus, the behavior dimensions of each leader were aggregated from
responses of team members reporting to each leader. The mean, standard
deviation, and correlations among the leader behavior dimensions are
shown in Appendix 1. While correlations among the leader behaviors are
high. exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis by Cox (1994), Scully et
al, (1994). and Pearce et al. (1997) have shown these dimensions to be

factorially distinct.

4.2.2 Self-leadership behaviors.

The perceptions of self-leadership were measured by the Self-Leadership
Questionnaire (SLQ). Examples of self-leadership dimensions with sample
items, brief descriptions, and Cronbach'a coefficients are provided in table
4. All items were measured using a five point Likert scale: (1) definitely
not true, (2) not true, (3) neither true nor untrue, (4) true, and (5)
definitely true. All reliabilities were in the acceptable range. Appendix 2

shows the means. standard deviations. and correlations among the self-
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{Table 3> Leadership Strategies Questionnaire || With Dimension Definitions
and Sample ltems

Directive Leader

Aversive Behavior: Reprimand by the supervisor that is largely or wholly unrelated to performance. ("He/she is often
displeased with my work for no apparent reason.’} .91 [.86)

Assigned Goals: Direct assignment of goals or performance objectives by the supervisor with little or no dircct input
from the follower ("He/she establishes my performance goals.) .86, (.83)

Instruction and Command: Direct instruction or command by the supervisor regarding task performance with little
input or self-direction by the follower ('He/she gives me instructions about how to do my job.”) .733), [.84)4

Transactor Leader

Contingent Material Reward: Material reward by the supervisor that is related to follower performance. (If [
perform well, he/she will recommend more compensation.”) .81, (.74)

Contingent Personal Reward: Non-material reward by the supervisor such as praise and recognition that is related to
follower performance. {'He/she gives me special recognition when my work performance is especially good.) .92,
(76)

Contingent Reprimand: Reprimand by the supervisor that is related to follower performance. (‘He/she lets me know
about it when I perform poorly.”) .81, (.85)

Transformational Leader

Yision: Communication by the supervisor to the follower of a guiding vision regarding organizational purpose, destiny,
or overarching goals. (He/she provides a clear vision of where we are going.) .88, (.80

Idealism: Expressed, inner-directed dedication by the supervisor to fundamental personal beliefs, ideals, or
overarching goals. ("He/she is driven by higher purposes or ideals.”) .90, [92]

Stimulation and Inspiration: Supervisor motivation of the follower towards higher levels of achievement or
performance. ('He/she inspires me to strive for achievements I would not normally pursue.’) .75, [.70]

Challenge to the Status Quo: Supervisor behavior that chailenges established ideas. routines and conventions.
{"He/she challenges established wavs of doing things”) 91, (.84)

Empowering Leader

Encourages Independent Action: Supervisor encouragement of initiative and problem-solving by the follower without
supervisory input, approval, or assistance. (He/she advises me to solve problems when they pop up without
always getting his/her stamp of approval.”} .88, [ 88)

Interactive/Self-Goal Setting: Supervisor encouragement of self-setting of goals and performance objectives by the
follower without direct supervisor input. or with input by follower. (He/she urges me to define the goals
myself.”) .90, (.88)

Encourages Opportunity Thinking: Supervisor encouragement of an opportunity-oriented rather than obstacle-
oriented response to adversity by the follower. (He/she advises me to look for the opportunities contained in
problems [ face.”) .79, (.84)

Encourages Teamwork: Supervisor encouragement of cooperatien and coordinated action among followers. (He/she
encourages me to work together with cther managers/supervisors who report to him/her.) 92, [87)

3) Coefficient alpha based on follower reports (n = 389 to 392).
4) James et al. coefficient (2 or more reporting subordinates. n = 72 units. mean n = 6.23).
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leadership dimensions. Again, while the correlations among the self-
leadership dimensions were high, factor analysis by Cox (1994) has shown

the dimensions to be factorially distinct.

(Table 4) Self-Leadership Dimensions with Dimension Definitions
and Sample Items

Self Independent Action: Subordinate solves problems and takes initiative
without leader intervention. (I solve problems when they pop up without
always getting my supervisor's stamp of approval.”) .89%

Self Goal Setting: Subordinate sets his or her own goals for task accomplishment
and work performance. ('l define goals for myself.”) .85

Self-efficacy: Subordinate is confident in his or her ability to perform tasks
required on the job. (I expect that I will perform well.") .87

Teamwork: Suberdinate works together with his or her colleagues to provide
support and coordinate activities. ("1 work together with other managers/
supervisors who report to my supervisor.”) .92

Self-Observation: Subordinate monitors and evaluates his or her performance on
the job. (I judge how well I am performing.”) .76

Self-Rewards: Subordinate rewards himself or herself for effective performance on
the job. ("1 give myself a par on the back when [ meet a new challenge.”) .92

Finding Natural Rewards: Subordinate finds ways to get work done in ways that
are personally enjovable or meaningful. (‘T seek out activities in my work
that I enjoy doing.”) .83

Opportunity Thought: Subordinate views problems at work as opportunities or

challenges to be overcome rather than insurmountable obstacles. (I look for
the opportunities contained in the problems I face.”) .78

4.3 Analysis

Qur research involves hierarchical data structures, because our research

model is to predict the individual self—léadership of followers nested within

5) Coefficient a based on follower reports (n=313 to 316).
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different teams. The dependent variables (follower's self-leadership) are
individual level variables, whereas the independent variables (team leadership)
are group level variables. Since the level of analysis was mixed, we cannot
use the more typical least square regression analysis. Thus, to deal with
the multi-level design, Hierarchical Linear Modeling (IMLLM) was used (e.g..
Arncld, 1992: Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992. Cheung & Keeves, 1990:
Paterson & Goldstein, 1991).

HLM addresses a problem that has existed for decades in the research on
the relationship between the characteristics of a group and characteristics
of individual group members. It can be used in any situations where one
wishes to examine the effect of group-level phenomena (here, leader
behaviors) on individual-level phenomena (in this research. follower self-
description of their own self-leadership behavior). In addition, we could
use HLM so as to find the effect of both group level characteristics (e.g.,
leadership) and individual level characteristics (e.g.. follower's personality)
on individual level phenomena (e.g., follower self-leadership, follower
satisfaction). Moreover, we can test three level model which is composed of
three level independent variables - organizational level variables (e.g..
organizational culture. etc.), group level variables (e.g., leadership. conflict,
etc.) and individual level variables (e.g.. personality, etc.)- and individual
level dependent variable (e.g., individual self-leadership, individual satisfaction,
etc.).

HLM has several advantages. ¥irst, it can explain individual variables as
a function of group level characteristics as well as individual level
characteristics. Second. it can model both the between- and within group
variance at the same time. and thus produce more accurate estimates of
individual wvariables. Third, it can produce better estimates of the
predictors of individual variables within groups, by ‘borrowing information

about these relationships from other groups (Bryk. Raudenbush. Seltzer. &
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Congdon, 1988, cited in Arnold, 1992).

For this study, two kinds of statistical models were run. First, the
analyses of conditional models®’ with only one independent variable (i.e.,
one leader behavior dimension} were conducted. By looking at these
results, we can investigate the relationships between one leader behavior
dimension and one self-leadership dimension (bivariate analysis). This
analysis produces a statistic that is akin to B in simple regression, except
that the predictor variable is at the group level. and the dependent
variable is at the individual level. This statistic is called a gamma
coefficient. In this case, the gamma coefficient can be interpreted in a
manner similar to B in simple regression. Since leader behavior dimensions
were 15 and self-leadership dimensions consisted of 8 dimensions, 120
bivariate analyvses were conducted. Table 5 contains the gamma coefficients
between leader behavior and self-leadership behavior obtained in these
bivariate analyses.

Second, we conducted a series of analyses on each dependent variable to
investigate the multivariate model where all the leader behavior dimensions
served as potential predictors (stepwise analyses}. This is a stepwise procedure,
similar to stepwise regression analysis, in that predictor variables are
entered into the equation according to their contribution to the variance in

the dependent variable. Again, note the difference with typical stepwise

6) For example. the conditional model for independent action with leader's aversive
behavior is:
(Independent Action); = By + ry
By = rm + 7o (leader's aversive behavior) +

1 represents i member in jth team

Bo; 1s the mean independent action for members within team j.

ry is error in the i'" member.

Yoo is the mean independent action for teams.

yor is the effect of leader's aversive behavior on member's independent action.
uy is error in the i team.
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regression: that is, in this case the set of predictor variables are at the
group level, while the dependent variable is at the individual level. Thus,
the most significant leader behavior enters with each step. In essence, it
provides the set of variables which best predict dependent variable.

The first variable which entered the model was chosen based on the
results of the bivariate analyses mentioned above. The criterion was
p-value of gamma coefficient. In other words, the independent variable
which has the smallest p-value is chosen. We stopped this procedure”?
when the next step could not produce a predictor variable that explains
between-variance at a selected level of significance (a=.05). Table 6 shows
the results of these analyses. Again, note the gamma coefficient, which can
be interpreted in a manner similar to a B in multiple regression, the
standardized regression coefficient.

It is also important to note that the multicollinearity among the leader
behavior predictor variables is likely to have an effect on the stepwise
precedure. That is, multicollinearity will likely bring the dominant leader
behavior variables to the foreground. and less dominant variables may

become statistically non-significant.

7) For example. the conditional model for independent action with leader's aversive
behavior is:
Step 1! (Independent Action)y = o + 1y
Boj = 7voo + 701 (Enc. Independent Action) + uy
Step 2! (Independent Action)y = By + 1y
Boi = 7o + 7o (Enc. Iindependent Action) + 7z (Instruction and Command) + ug

ij represents i member in ;' team

Be;  is the mean independent action for members within team j.

Ry is error in the i member,

Yoo 1s the mean independent action for teams.

Y01 is the effect of leader's Enc. Independent Action Behavior on member's
independent action.

yor is the effect of leader's Instruction and Command Behavior on member's
independent action.

. . A
ug is error in the ' team.
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V. Results

5.1 Bivariate Analyses

To verify hypotheses, we looked at the gamma coefficients attained by
bivariate analyses. These are shown in table 5. Most hypotheses were
supported.

Both hypothesis la and 1b were supported. The results indicated that
leader aversive behavior and leader assigned goal setting behavior were
negatively related to follower independent action (v = -.25 p< 0l: 7=
-.16, p< .05, respectively), and self-goal setting (r = -.28, p< 00! r=
-.27. p< .01, respectively). Furthermore, leader behavior to provide instruction
and command prevented the follower from developing independent action
(v =-.15. p< .05) and from setting their own goal (7 = -.20, p< .05). In
sum, directive leadership suppressed both the follower independent action.
which can be considered comprehensive indicator of self-leadership
behavior. In addition, directive behavior prevented followers from setting
their self-goals. which are standards for behavior and performance and
thus play a role of starting point for other two self-leadership dimensions
(self-reward and self-observation). Considering the importance of these two
self-leadership behavior dimensions, these results were noteworthy.

Leader’s contingent material reward, the core of transactor leader’s
behavior, was shown to have a positive effect on independent action (7 =
.13, p< .05). In addition, contingent personal reward behavior did marginally
affect follower independent action (¥ = .12, p< .10). Interestingly, leader
contingent personal reward behavior also influenced follower self-rewards
(r= .22, p< .05) and natural rewards (r = .15, p< .05). However,
contingent reprimand was not significantly related to the independent

action {7y = .00, p® .10). Together, these results implied that contingent
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positive feedback (material rewards and personal rewards) for performance
could provoke follower independent action, but contingent negative feedback
(contingent reprimand) did not.

Hypothesis 2a was supported. The result indicated that leader vision
preceded follower teamwork behavior (¥ = .15, p< .05). The vision created
and provided by leader was a common mission which followers could pursue.
Thus, followers cooperated with each other to achieve this common mission.
In addition, a leader who challenged the status quo was shown to positively
influence follower opportunity thought (r = .13, p< .01). Accordingly,
hypothesis 2b was supported as well.

Leaders who encouraged independent action positively affected the
follower independent action (hypothesis 3a: 7 = .38, p< .01). Also, leaders
who encouraged interactive/self-goal setting behavior evoked subsequent
follower independent action (7 = .24, p< .01). In addition, encouraging
self-natural rewards (7 = .22, p< .05) and encouraging opportunity thought
(y= .19, p< .05), were shown to provoke the follower independent action.
However, interestingly, leaders who encouraged teamwork only marginally
influenced follower independent action (¥ = .18, p< .10). This last finding
might be explained by two different effects of this leader behavior on
follower independent action. Teamwork might encourage the followers to
act independently from the leader. On the other hand, by working

together, the interdependence among followers might increase. Because of

this trade-off, leader behavior to encourage the follower teamwork might
have only marginal effect on follower independent action.

We were surprised to find that a leader interactive/self-goal setting was
not significantly related to the follower self-goal setting behavior (7 = .12,
p> .10). Therefore. hypothesis 3b was not supported. One possible explanation
might be that this leader behavior had two different characteristics. On the

one hand, this leader behavior emphasized the follower self-goal setting.
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On the other hand, the leader may give followers directions to set their
own goal on the interactive process, which might hinder the follower's

self-goal setting behavior.
5.2 Stepwise Analyses

Stepwise analyses were performed to compare the relative effects of the
set of leader behaviors on follower self-leadership behavior. The results are

shown in table 6.

{Table 6> Stepwise Analysis Results

Self-Leadership Leader Behavior Step Gamma¥8’
Behavior

Indeperdent Action 1 e et 211 LD

) Aversive Behavior 1 -.24 (07"

Self~Goal Setting Assigned Goal Setting 2 -.20 (.09

Self-Efficacy Contingent Reprimand 1 20 (.07

Teamwork Contingent Reprimand 1 .22 (.09

Self-Rewards Enc. Self-natural Rewards 1 58 (17

Interactive/Self-goal Setting 2 -.40 (13)**

Natural Rewards Enc. Self-natural Rewards 1 22 (10)**
Self-Cbhservation

Opportunity Thought  Challenge to Status Quo 1 .13 (.05)***

**:p < .05, " p < .01 numbers in parentheses are standard errors.

Two leader behaviors were shown to be most significantly related to
follower independent action. Not surprisingly. the empowering leader
behavior called “encouraging followers independent action” entered in the

first step. The leader's instruction and command behavior suppressed

8) Gamma coefficients and standard errors in the final conditional model.
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follower independent action, after controlling for the leader's behavior of
encouraging independent action. No other variables were found to provoke
or suppress follower's independent action.

Stepwise analyses on self-goal setting behavior showed that self-goal
setting behavior could be explained by two directive leader behaviors. First
of all, aversive behavior significantly influenced follower self-goal setting
behavior, followed by assigned goal setting behavior. Note that both of
these relationships were negative. After controlling for these two variables,
no other leader behavior significantly explained follower self~goal setting
behavior.

Two leader behaviors explained follower self-reward behavior. Leader
behavior of encouraging self-natural reward entered the model in the first
step. followed by interactive/self-goal setting. The self-leadership behavior
of natural rewards was also influenced by leader through encouraging
natural rewards.

Finally, opportunity thought was influenced by leader challenge te status
quo, and self-observation was not related to any of the leader behaviors.
The most puzzling relationships were with self-efficacy and teamwork,

which were both influenced by leader contingent reprimand.

VI. Discussion

6.1 Leadership and Follower Independent Action

This research documents connections between two types of leader
behavior and independent action by followers. From a self-leadership
perspective, this finding is significant because independent action can be

viewed as useful shorthand -a kind of behavioral summary- for self-
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leadership as a construct.

Follower independent action was found to be evoked by direct lcader
encouragement of independent action (an empowering leadership behavior),
and suppressed by leader instruction and command (a directive leadership
behavior). These results tell us that leaders can promote independent
action among followers by directiy encouraging responsible autonomy and
by making emplovee initiative a standing expectation in the workpalce.
Leaders can also enhance the likelihood that followers will express
independent action by avoiding explicit instructions and frequent direct
commands.

Interpreting these results is fairly straightforward. Leaders who directly
encourage independent action by followers set clear expectations that
responsible initiative is a desirable work behavior. Leaders who value
follower independence are also likely to implicitly support it by providing
“air cover  when inevitable mistakes occur, and by emphasizing collateral
empowerment processes like coaching, mentoring, training., and the like.
Just as important. leader expectations of follower independence can provide
powerful models that cue and guide followers towards increasing independence.

Conversely, leaders who engage in instruction and command evoke
follower passivity and compliance. When leaders send the message that
following instructions is expected, followers who act independently in ways
that contradict the wishes of the leader risk the perception that they are
incompetent or insubordinate. But at a more basic level, leaders who
expect compliance and provide detailed instructions for every contingency
~classic “micro-managers - leave little latitude for followers to use their
own initiative and exercise their own judgment. These findings perhaps
illustrate the ultimate leader-follower dependency relationship, a relationship
in which the follower's default behavior is inaction until instructed

otherwise.
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6.2 Leadership and Follower Self-Goal Setting

We also found connections between two types of leader behavior and
self-goal setting by followers. This, too, is broadly significant: self-goal
setting is a foundation of self-leadership skill with almost wuniversal
applicability. Follower self-goal setting was found to be suppressed by

leader aversive behavior and assigned goal setting (both directive

leadership behaviors). These results tell us that leaders can enhance the

likelihcod that followers will engage in self-goal setting by avoiding
aversive behavior (e.g., mistreatment or capriciousness in interaction with
followers, non-contingent punishment, etc.) and by avoiding unilaterally
setting (i.e., dictating) goals with no follower input. negotiation. or ownership.

Most. who have experienced it will probably agree that aversive behavier
is an unsettling leadership pattern. One reason for this may be that its
very arbitrariness weakens the familiar connection between cause and
effect in interpersonal relationships. At their extreme. aversive leaders
-prototypical tyrants— have the potential to send followers into survival
mode. The mood of the leader essentially sets the performance mandate for
the moment. The logic of goal-setting -planning acting in anticipation of
longer-term consequences- breaks down under the punitive arbitrariness of
aversive behavior. Put another way. the future view implied by goal-setting
becomes irrelevant under leadership that elevates the conseguences of the
moment over the future. Again, goal-setting is illogical or irrelevant in the

face of short term aversiveness.

6.3 Leadership and Self-Efficacy

We also found that leader contingent reprimand (a transactor leadership

behavior) was positively related to follower self-efficacy. Self-efficacy, the
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follower's belief that s/he can manage (though not necessarily master)
situational challenges, is a construct that summarizes the realistic self-
confidence that is so beneficial for effective, self-led independent action.

This finding is puzzling. and interpreting it is difficult. For interpretation,
first note that a key to self-efficacy is environmental uncertainty and the
individual's perception of her/his own potency in navigating this uncertainty.
Leader reprimand., when perceived by followers as a legitimate, measured,
and contingent response to follower performance or conduct. should not
introduce any additional uncertainty into the work context. Reprimand,
when truly contingent on follower behavior, should therefore have no
negative effect on follower's self-perceived ability to manage challenges in
the workplace.

This somewhat speculative logic perhaps explains why contingent
reprimand is not negatively related to self-efficacy. However, the obtained
positive relationship requires more conjecture, this time centering on
follower perceptions of what constitutes contingent reprimand. Consider the
following line of reasoning. If a leader reprimands followers for no apparent
reason or reprimands in ways that seem disproportionate to the
circumstances, it is likely that this behavior is perceived by followers as
aversive (a directive leader characteristic). Truly contingent reprimand. on
the other hand, may well be perceived by followers as welcome leader
intervention that structures the work context. In other words, followers
may receive contingent reprimand as a remedy for misconduct or
inexcusable performance that would otherwise complicate their work lives
(increase environmental uncertainty), and thus they can correct misconduct
and take action to improve performance on the basis of this feedback. In
this process, followers may gain confidence in their ability to negotiate the
challenges at work when leadership intervenes in appropriate circumstances

to keep things on track.
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6.4 Leadership and Teamwork

QOur research alse found a positive relationship between contingent
reprimand and teamwork among followers. Teamwork has long been considered
a key ingredient of follower self-leadership because of the collegial support
and close coordination it implies. When organization members work
together closely as a team, each team members gains multiple sources of
information, consultation, and support from their peers. Strong peer
relationships provide a network of support for grass-roots initiative. It also
frees followers from excessive reliance on leaders by supplying alternative
sources of wisdom. information., and inspiration.

As with the finding about self-efficacy, the positive relationship between
contingent reprimand and teamwork is difficult. However, much of same
logic pertaining to self-efficacy can also be applied to the finding about
teamwork. In our conversations with members of the host organization,
some members expressed frustration with co-workers who were perceived as
not contributing effectively on group projects. Furthermore, research and
practical experience with teams show that team members are usually
hesitant to discipline each other (their peers).

In team situations with extensive follower interdependence and close peer
relationships, contingent reprimand may well respond to widely-perceived
needs for corrective action in performance or conduct situations that team
members are otherwise hesitant to undertake themselves. Far from aversive,
truly contingent reprimand can be viewed as reassuring under these
circumstances: among interdependent followers, leaders who intervene
appropriately may be perceived as supplying welcome discipline and
assuring accountability.

Beyond discipline and accountability, enforcing fair contribution is

another way to view contingent reprimand in interdependent team context.
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Leaders perceived as intervening appropriately (contingently) against poor
performance or misconduct may well be scen as enforcing fair treatment
and equitable exchange among interdependent followers. Put another way,
the willingness of a leader to engage in contingent reprimand can be
viewed as signaling intolerance toward those who fail to meet performance
obligations to their peers. Although this interpretation may seem circuitous,
the central connection between performance expectations. accountability.
and mutual interdependence is intuitively appealing. Certainly. this
connection hears future research.

Organ (1988, 1990) suggested that organizational justice may increase
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). Recent research (e.g., Ball et
al.. 1994: Moorman, 1991: Niehoff & Moorman. 1993: Skarlicki & Latham,
1996) has found that perceptions of fair treatment in the workplace may
well be a predictor of OCB. The OCB construct refers to a range of
behaviors that benefit organizations but which are voluntary in the sense
that they do not have direct benefits for the individual who performs them.
OCB includes a range of supportive and conscientious behaviors that
cannot be purchased or coerced, but must be offered freely. Research indicates
that organization members are more likely to freely put extra effort into
their jobs and working relationships when they feel fairly treated.

Voluntary OCBs like altruism and conscientiousness are very similar to
behaviors expected under conditions of effective teamwork. Emerging
findings about good citizenship and fairness perceptions dovetail nicely
with the accountability provided by leaders who are willing to engage in
contingent reprimand. Following this logic. these leaders encourage
teamwork by safeguarding fairness in peer working relationships. They do
this by setting the expectation that under-performance or misconduct
-behaviors that could reasonably be viewed as opportunistic and unfair by

other team members— will not be tolerated.
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VI. Summary and Conclusion

This research had two purposes, one empirical. and one methodological.
Empirically, this research used data that permitted causal inference to
document causal relationships between leader and follower behavior. Our
particular interest was leader behaviors that fostered a type of follower
autonomy called self-leadership.

Methodologically, this research tock advantages of the power of hierarchical
linear modeling -a technique for analyzing mixed-level data- that has not
commonly been used in organizational research. This research provided an
illustrative example of the general applicability of HLM to any research
situation in which the researcher wishes to correlate variables when some
are group-ievel variables. and others are individual-level variables.

Emplovee perspectives about work have been changing. Employees expect
more autonomy in doing their jobs, and more participation in making
decision. They value quality of working life as well as compensation. These
changes demand that leaders play a different role than a few decades ago.
In addition, both cognitive limits (March & Simon, 1958: Slovie, Fischhoff.
& Lichtenstein, 1977) and environment uncertainty (Dutton. Fahey, &
Narayanan, 1983: Lyles & Mitroff, 1980) serve to limit a leader’'s ability
to handle organizational problems and opportunities. To cope with
environmental uncertainty beyond their cognitive limits. leaders can
leverage their own capability by empowering their followers. Considering
these changes and requirements., the concepts of empowering leadership
and employee self-leadership have become more widely recognized and
accepted. However, relationships between leader behavior and follower
self-leadership are not well understood, nor have been empirically tested.
Recognizing this, our research set out to examine the influence of team

leader behavior on subsequent follower self-leadership.
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Overall the results showed us that directive leader behaviors suppressed
the follower's self-leadership. Especially. assigned goals from leader were
negatively related to follower independent action, which can be considered
a summary and shorthand for self-lecadership, and self-goal setting, which
is perhaps the most important self-leadership strategy. Indirectly, these
findings suggest a\ reexamination of goal setting theory. which has
generally concluded that assigned goals motivate individuals. Most of the
previous research on assigned goals has been carried out in traditional
hierarchical systems. If, instead, the purpose of the leader is to develop
individual self-leadership -in essence. an empowecred system- then these
results . suggest a reexamination of the role of assigned goals. Perhaps
assigned goals should be de-emphasized in a work system intended to
empower individual employees. Certainly, future research along these lines
is necessary.

In contrast, empowering leader behaviors are the main vehicle to provoke
and enhance follower's self-leadership. Transactor leader behaviors and
transformational leader behaviors have limited positive effects on follower
self-leadership. Therefore, if a leader wishes to empower his/her followers,
it seems clear that the leader should generally avoid directive behaviors.
Instead, leaders need to use behaviors that lead followers to lead themselves.

We found that leader behavior may have little or no influence on some
self-leader behaviors, including self-efficacy, rewarding him/herself, finding
natural reward. and observing him/herself. One possible explanation is
that those dimensions arc deeply rooted in the prior experience and the
individual self-psychology and are thus not easily changed by external
forces. Thus leadership scems to have little effect on some self-leadership
dimensions.

Finally, this research has demonstrated the usefulness of lHierarchical

Linear Modeling (HLM) as an analytical method in organizational analysis.
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This method can handle hierarchical data structure, which consists of data
at two or three different levels. Despite the prevalence of hierarchical
structures in real social systems, most studies fail to deal with the issue of
level in the data analysis. Of course, this neglect stems from limitations in
conventional statistical methods. which typically fail to address the "unit of
analysis’ problem. HLM enables us to deal with multi-level data structures.
Therefore this technique enables us to pose and test hypothesis about
cross-level effects. In fact, the analysis shown here is relative rudimentary,
with only two levels at two different time periods. A richer analysis might
include two or more levels at ecach time period. We expect to see more

complex models along these lines in the next few years.

7.1 Practical Implications

Today's leaders confront many challenges from the environment and their
foliowers. Environment has changed rapidly and followers expect control
and influence over their own jobs and decision making. By empowering
followers. leaders can more efficiently cope with rapidly changing environment
beyond their cognitive limits and more closely meet follower's demands.
Thus., the concepts of empowcring leadership and follower self-leadership
have become more widely recognized and accepted. Recognizing these, our
research was driven by the question "How can leader influence subsequent
follower self-leadership?”

The results clearly show what leaders should do and avoid in order to
enhance follower self-leadership. Overall directive leader behaviors suppress
follower self-leadership. On the contrary, empowering leadership behaviors
provoke and enhance follower self-leadership. Transactor leader behaviors
and transformational leader behaviors have limited influence on self-

leadership. Based on the results of this research, we can suggest
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“behavioral profile’ for empowering leadership. Specifically. in order to
empower followers and enhance self-leadership. leader may as well encourage
follower independent action. challenge to status quo, create a context in
which reasonable performance is expected, and avold aversive behavior,
assigned goal setting., and instruction and command. This profile can be a
guide for leaders who wish to evoke follower self-leadership and for
organizations who wish to develop training programs and thus an

empowered culture.

7.2 Future Research

There are remaining issues and questions. First, this study does not
include some possible individual characteristics (e.g., preference for autonomy.
growth needs, self-actualization needs)., that might be associated with
self-leadership behaviors. In the future research., the effects of such
variables on self-leadership should be examined to more completely explain
self-leadership. HLM seems potentially suited as an analytic technique to
address these issues.

Future research should also examine the relationship between individual
self-leadership and overall team effectiveness. By doing so, we can conclude
whether encouraging self-leadership may increasce effectiveness. Morcover,
the effect of self-leadership on various outcomes may depend on context
and job characteristics. For example, seif-leadership is more likely to
influence the various outcomes in high velocity environments. However, the
effect of self-leadership may be very limited in stable cnvironment. Therefore,
future study should be conducted in a variety of organizational environments.

In addition, research on the antecedents of the empowering leadership is
needed. One possible antecedent is the leader's own self-leadership

behaviors. We can expect that the leaders high on self-initiative are more
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able to encourage followers to lead themselves. This is, of course. a
modeling effect, where a leader who can lead themselves can empower
others by showing and indirectly teaching others how to lead themselves.
In conclusion, this research has investigated a longitudinal model of how
leader behavior can influence subsequent follower self-leadership. The
overall results showed that directive leader behavior served to suppress
self~-leadership, while empowering leader behavior enhanced self-leadership.
Both of these findings have clear practical implications for organizations
who wish to develop an empowered work force. Most of all, this research
has demonstrated the value of Hierarchical Linear Modeling to investigate

organizational phenomenon at different levels of analysis.
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